
STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD SHELBY 
BEFORE THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION, 

TUESDAY, JUNE 13, 1995 

Chairman Dixon and Members of the Commission, yesterday you heard that the permits 

required to move the Army's Chemical School and its training facilities from Fort McClellan 

to Fon Leonard Wood are in complete disarray. How did this happen when your instructions 

were so clear? To try to understand what occurred, we need to examine the process the Army 

used to get to this point. 

When the previous BRAC Commission decided in 1993 to continue the Chemical 

School's training program at Fort McClellan, that Commission wisely recommended "if the 

Secretary of Defense wants to move the Chemical School and the Chemical Defense Training 

Facility in the future. that the A m v  Dursue all the required permits and certifications from the 
Wf 

new site ~ r i o r  to the 1995 Base Closure Drocess." (emphasis added). (See page 207 of June 23, 

1993, BRAC hearing transcript attached at Tab A). Moreover, it was clear from the 1993 

BRAC Commission's discussion that (a) they expected the Army to obtain the necessary permits 

in the two year interim between 1993 and 1995, and (b) the Army should have the required 

pennits in hand "before they bring it back to BRAC '95." (emphasis added). (See 1993 BRAC 

transcript at Tab A, pages 200-201 and 205). However, not a single permit application was 

submitted to anyone until March 1, 1995, after the Secretary of Defense made his 1995 base 

closure recommendations. 

When you began your review of the Defense Secretary's closure recommendations in 

March of thrs year, you wisely picked up where the previous Commission left off. During 
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hearings between March 1 and March 7, 1995, Chairman Dixon and several of you 

Commissioners clarified this Commission's position that "it's clear that we would have to have 

before us clear evidence that all permits were in place" before you could support the Defense 

Department's recommendation to close Fort McClellan. (See page 103 of March 1, 1995, 

BRAC hearing transcript attached at Tab B). Moreover, you pointed out that not just any piece 

of paper will do, but that the Army must present you with all the permits sufficient to guarantee 

continuation of the Chemical School's full training capability in Missouri as it is now done in 

Alabama. You made it clear that the Chemical School's vital mission in providing its full 

complement of nuclear, biological and chemical defense training is not to be degraded as a result 

of this potential move. Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutsch and Army Secretary Togo 

West stated they understood that &I the permit issues had to be resolved before June 22, 1995. 

(See March 1, 1995, BRAC transcript at Tab B, page 103 and pages 53-54 of March 7, 1995, 

BRAC hearing transcript attached at Tab C). 
w 

Despite the 1993 BRAC Commission's advice to obtain the permits first, Army Secretary 

West explained in testimony presented to this Commission on March 7, 1995, that in his view 

obtaining the required permits before Fort McCIellan was recommended for closure would have 

been premature. Secretary West testified: "we did not start the permitting process until after the 

base closure . . . list was announced by the Secretary of Defense (on February 28, 1995). That 

was at my express direction. " (See BRAC transcript at Tab C, page 37). Time-wise, that delay 

put the Army behind the permitting eight ball from the beginning. 

Consistent with A m y  Headquarters' initial methodical approach, on March 10, 1995, 

ten days after the Defense Secretary made his February 28th closure recommendation, Major 

General John Herriing , Chief of Staff at TRA.DOC Headquarters in Virginia, informed Major 



General Ballard, Commander at Fort Leonard Wood, in writing that Secretary Perry had 

recommended relocation of the Chemical School to Fort Leonard Wood "conditioned 'upon 

) receipt of the required permits,'" before June 22, 1995. General Herrling instructed General 

Ballard to obtain the necessary permits from the State of Missouri and furnish them to TRADOC 

"as quickly as possible, but no later than 1 June 1995," and to "coordinate directly with (the) 

Commander of Fort McClellan to ensure all necessary permits are identified." (See copy of 

March 10, 1995, memorandum attached at Tab D). 

On March 10. 1995, the Commanders of both Fort Leonard Wood and Fort McClellan 

were sent another memorandum by TRADOC Headquarters asking (a) what permits had been 

applied for and when, (b) whether the permit applications were public, and (c) was an 

Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") done at Fort McClellan, and, if so, how long did it 

take'? (See copy of March 10, 1995, memorandum attached at Tab E). 

111, 
In response, on March 13, 1995, Fort McClellan replied (a) they did not know what 

permit applications, if any, had been filed by Fort Leonard Wood, (b) they had not been asked 

to supply any information to Fort Leonard Wood pertaining to environmental pexmit 

requirements, and (c) an EIS was done at Fort McClelIan on the Chemical Defense Training 

Facility ("CDTF"), which took over four years to complete (from January 1981 to June 1985). 

(See copy of March 13, 1995, memorandum attached at Tab F). 

Unfortunately. despite these very explicit instructions from TRADOC to Fort Leonard 

Wood to coordinate the permit application process with Fort McClellan, that was not done. 

Perhaps that was because at the local level the rush to accelerate and short-cut Missouri's normal 

twelve-to-twenty-four months long permit process had already begun. In fact, on March 1, 
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1995, only 24 hours after the Defense Secretary's closure recommendations were announced, 

Fort Leonard Wood hurriedly filed two applications with the Missouri Department of Natural 

0 Resources ("MDNR") for air permits -- one to construct the CDTF and one to construct a fog 

oil smoke training facility. The following day, on March 2, 1995, Fort Leonard Wood 

submitted a water permit application to MDNR for modification of the Fort's existing 

stormwater permit to allow for the proposed fog oil smoke training. (See copies of excerpts 

from all three permit applications attached at Tab G). In spite of this frenetic activity, it is clear 

that as late as two weeks after Fort Leonard Wood's permit applications had been submitted to 

the State of Missouri the required coordination with Fort McClellan on the permit applications 

had not been done by Fort Leonard Wood. 

Perhaps because of the pressure created by TRADOC's impossibly short 60-day permit 

deadline of June 1, only one of the four key officials from Fort Leonard Wood who were 

Y involved in the preparation and submission of the Fort's three permit applications had ever 

visited Fort McCIellan to discuss the permit requirements until the week of April 2, 1995, afcer 

the permit applications were already in the final review process by the state. In fact. the air 

permit to construct (but not to operate) the CDTF was issued on April 11, 1995, only four days 

after their return from Alabama. (See copy of CDTF permit excerpt pages attached at Tab H). 

The permit was issued without any amendments or modifications being requested by Fort 

Leonard Wood personnel following their on-site visit to Fort McClellan, during which time they 

observed for the first time how the CDTF operates and how the fog oil training is conducted. 

Perhaps this pel1 me11 rush to obtain the permits also helps explain why Fort Leonard 

Wood submitted a permit application to the State of Missouri that bears little factual resemblance 

to how the CDTF at Fort McClellan is actually built and operated. Because they did not 



coordinate with Fort McClellan as they were clearly ordered to do by TRADOC, Fort Leonard 

Wood personnel prepared their CDTF air permit application based on outdated and superseded 

1983 through 1985 data and information. Some of that information was copied from Fort 
YD) 

McClellan's original October 12, 1983 permit application and other engineering data which had 

been prepared as a preliminary step to the bum tests conducted on Fort McClellan7s incinerator 

in late 1986 before it became operational in February of 1987. (See pages 4-5 of Fort Leonard 

Wood's CDTF permit application excerpts at Tab G). In their haste, Fort Leonard Wood's 

personnel apparently did not realize that over the years dozens of changes and major substantive 

modifications had been made to Fort McClellan's CDTF, and as a result Fort McClellan had 

been issued a major air pexmit modification for the CDTF on December 17, 1992, which 

superseded and replaced Fort McClellan's June 1, 1987, operating permit. (See copies of Fort 

McCIelan's 1987 and 1992 air permit excerpts attached at Tab I). To illustrate this point, when 

you compare the process flow diagram in Fort Leonard Wood's permit application (See Tab G, 

.I page 3) to the process flow diagram in Fort McClellan7s 1992 permit modification application 

(See Tab I, pace - 9) you can see they are vastly different facilities. Consequently, the application 

information which Fort Leonard Wood personnel copied and submitted to the state, and which 

the State of Missouri used to issue the Army's air permit, does not authorize construction of the 

same kind of CDTF now in operation in Alabama. In fact, the Missouri air permit is for the 

Army's original CDTF which is at least 10 years out of date and in reality no longer exists. 

Perhaps that's also why the State of Missouri doesn't understand why Fort Leonard Wood 

also needs a hazardous waste permit to build the incinerator which is a vital component of the 

CDTF. On April 5, 1995, Col. ~ n d e r s  Aadland, Chief of Staff at Fort Leonani Wood, wrote 

Cong. Glen Browder that Fort Leonard Wood had submitted a hazardous waste uermit 
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a~ulication for the CDTF incinerator to the Missouri Department of Natural Resources. (See 

copy of April 5, 1995, letter attached at Tab I). Once again, that hazardous waste permit 

YLlP 
application also contained the same outdated 1985 data and information from Fort McClellan 

which Fort Leonard Wood personnel attached to their CDTF air permit application. 

Consequently, when the Director of Missouri's Department of Natural Resources, David Shorr, 

testified before this BRAC Commission at your public hearing in Chicago on April 12, 1995, 

that no hazardous waste permit is needed by the Army in Missouri, he was acting on the 

inaccurate and incomplete information which had been submitted to his Department by Fort 

Leonard Wood. Moreover, in sworn depositions taken during the weeks of May 15, 1995, and 

May 22, 1995, in an Air Conservation Commission proceeding in Missouri, the key officials 

from MDNR who dealt with Fort Leonard Wood's permit applications all testified that they had 

never ever visited Fort McClellan. They had relied on the information supplied them by Fort 

Leonard Wood, which we now know was at best inaccurate, incomplete and erroneous, and at 

worst perhaps fraudulently submitted to the state's permitting agency. 

As if the CDTF and hazardous waste issues aren't bad enough, the facts pertaining to the 

fog oil smoke permitting process are even worse. Either because they didn't know enough about 

the fog oil training process, or because in their rush to get the permits they didn't take time to 

understand the requirements of Missouri's air regulations, or both, Fort Leonard Wood 

personnel did not realize until mid-April they needed a variance from the state's air regulations 

which impose a 20% limit on emissions opacity. The state's opacity limit means air emissions 

cannot obscure vision more than 20% when one looks through the smoke at objects on the other 

side of the emissions. Naturally, the'.whole purpose of fog oil smoke training is to teach our 

soldiers to obscure vision by 100% in order to keep the enemy from detecting our troop 
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movements. Consequently, on April 21, 1995, more than seven weeks after they hurriedly 

submitted their March 1 fog oil air permit application, Fort Leonard Wood personnel submitted 

an air variance application to the state. (See copy of variance application attached at Tab K). 
'iolp 

During the Missouri Air Conservation Commission's consideration of the variance application 

at its meeting on April 27, 1995, the Missouri Coalition for the Environment, the Ozark Chapter 

of the Sierra Club, and several individuals opposed the issuance of the variance. (See copies 

of news stories attached at Tab L). As a result, the Army's variance application became the 

subject of a full-blown formal administrative review process conducted by the Missouri Air 

Conservation Commission. A decision on the fog oil air permit could not be made by MDNR 

until after a decision was made on the variance. The variance was granted on June 6 ,  1995; 

however, it has already been appealed to the State Circuit Court in Missouri which could further 

impede the state's ability to grant the Army's fog oil air permit. Subsequently, MDNR issued 

the final fog oil permit on June 7, 1995. This final permit is identical to the draft fog oil 

w permit. (See attachment at Tab M). 

To compound the Army's permit problems, because Fort Leonard Wood hastily submitted 

an inadequate and incomplete fog oil permit application, MDNR has issued a draft air permit 

for the Army's proposed fog oil smoke operations in Missouri which is so restrictive it will be 

a training disaster for the Army. On April 11, 1995, MDNR issued a draft air permit to 

construct a fog oil smoke training facility at Fort Leonard Wood. (See copy of draft pennit 

attached at Tab M), The draft permit was subjected to a 30-day public comment period which 

has now closed. The restrictive nature of the state's draft air permit, which will clearly not 

allow the Anny to do the kind and extent of smoke training presently done at Fort McClellan, 

has caused concern within the Army's chain of command. In May, Major Craig Teller, a 



lawyer in the Environmental Division at the Department of the Army in Washington, DC, 

contacted personnel in the Chemical School at Fort McClellan to discuss the draft fog oil 
w 

permit.l In response to Maj. Teller's request, on May 16, 1995, the Special Assistant to the 

Commandant at Fort McClellan, LTC Edward Newing, who is recognized as a world class 

expert on fog oil with eighteen years of "hands on" and research and development experience, 

responded that the state of Missouri's draft fog oil air permit restrictions "will create 

overwhelming degradation to Chemical Mission readiness." (See copy of May 16, 1995, 

memorandum attached at Tab N). The draft state permit limits Fort Leonard Wood to a 

maximum throughput of only 65,000 gallons of fog oil per year. As was shown in a March 23, 

1995, letter from the Chemical School to Mr. John Young at MDNR in response to the state's 

request under the Freedom of Information Act, the Army's average annual fog oil throughput 

during the past five years at Fort McClellan was 77,476 gallons per year. (See copy of March 

91 23, 1995, letter attached at Tab 0). Moreover, the Army's actual fog oil usage in 1994 was 

93,800 gallons and in 1993 was 116,350 gallons. In addition, the Air Force also does fog oil 

training at the Chemical School which was included in either Fort Leonard Wood's permit 

Although in their depositions Fort Leonard Wood's personnel testified they had not talked 
to him, Fort Leonard Wood's April 21 variance application to MDNR states that Major Teller 
rendered advice or furnished information which Fort Leonard Wood relied upon in the 
preparation of its variance application. (See Tab K, page 5). Major Teller attended some of 
the depositions in the Missouri Air Conservation Commission's variance proceeding in Missouri 
during the week of May 15, 1995, as did a Major Michael Corbin, a colleague from Department 
of Army Headquarters in Washington. (See page 109 of deposition at Tab P). 



application or in MDNR's draft permit. According to LTC Newing's May 16, 1995, memo, 

based on the military's projected training needs, the Chemical School's needs for future fog oil 

usage for both the h y  and Air Force is at least 95,000 gallons per year. (See memorandum 

at Tab N). 

The state's draft permit also limits Fort Leonard Wood to a maximum use of 3,700 

pounds of fog oil during a 24-hour period. This translates to a maximum generation of fog oil 

smoke for only one hour per day for a maximum of 135 days per year at Fort Leonard Wood. 

Presently, in order to meet the Army's and the Air Force's training requirements, Fort 

McClellan's Chemical School generates fog oil smoke on 250 or more days per year, consisting 

of one to four exercises per day, with each exercise averaging one hour each. LTC Newing's 

March 23, 1995, letter to MDNR also pointed out that other types of obscurants are used at Fort 

McClellan, including colored dye smoke grenades, infrared defeating obscurant grenades (brass 

JY flakes), hexachloroethane smoke pots, and large area infrared defeating obscurants (graphite 

powder). (See Tab 0). The use of these training devices was not included in Fort Leonard 

Wood's permit application and is also not included in MDNR's draft air permit. Numerous 

other serious defects in the draft air permit are described in detail in LTC Newing's May 16 

memo to Major Teiler. In summary, LTC Newing concluded: "The restrictions will cut back 

the minimum amount of amual fog oil use by 30%. The daily allowance for smoke training 

time (at Fort Leonard Wood) will be cut by 75 %. After suffering these unacceptable losses, it 

further limits our Joint forces to smoke operations during weather conditions which may exist 

only 60% of the year. The smoke pennit virtually eliminates more than one smoke event per 

day . . . the Missouri smoke permit allows us to conduct roughly 25 % of training to standards, 

these restrictions would kill both the US Army and US Air Force smoke traininy" (emphasis in 



original). (See memorandum at Tab N). LTC Newing's May 16 memo goes on to say: "The 

Missouri smoke permit restrictions will . . . tragically cripple the capability to conduct smoke 

(r training. One of the most stunning restrictions of this permit is the loss of capability to train 

with smoke hand grenades, vehicular smoke grenades, smoke pots, infrared defeating grenades, 

riot control agents, and large area infrared obscurants. The Reserve Component smoke training 

at the Chemical School would also be a casualty." (See memorandum at Tab N). 

Vital questions which we must all ask are: (1) How and why did the Army submit such 

a tragically deficient fog oil permit application? (2) Why did Fort Leonard Wood accept such 

a woefully inadequate draft permit which seriously fails to meet the Army's and the Air Force's 

smoke training requirements? It appears to me to be the result of either (a) haste and/or 

incompetence on the part of Fort Leonard Wood's personnel, or (b) a major change in the 

military's training mission planned by higher headquarters without either the Chemical School's 

or the BRAG Commission's knowledge. As LTC Newing pointed out in his May 16, 1995, 
41 

memo to Major Teller: "Fort Leonard Wood, unfortunatelv without coordination with the 

Chemical School (at Fort McClellan), applied for a smoke permit and variance." (Emphasis 

added). (See memorandum at Tab N). As part of his sworn deposition taken in the variance 

proceeding before the Missouri Air Conservation Commission on May 15, 1995, LTC John P. 

Johnson, Fort Leonard Wood's Base Realignment and Closure Planning Officer, testified that 

he was directly responsible for securing the environmental permits at Ft. Leonard Wood, but he 

did not give any consideration to any aspect of the proposed smoke training at Fort Leonard 

Wood until February 28, 1995, whenthe Secretary of Defense announced his recommendation 

to move the Chemical School. (See pages 44-46 and 55-57 of LTC Johnson's deposition 

excerpts attached at Tab P). LTC Johnson further testified that he had no personal involvement 



in the proposed move of the fog oil operation to Fort Leonard Wood in 1993, and that he was 

not appointed the Fort's BRAC Planning Officer until late 1994. (See pages 38-42 and 89-90 

of deposition at Tab P). The only time LTC Johnson ever visited Fort McClellan was for a one 

week period from 2-7 April 1995, and during that tour he observed smoke training for only one 

hour. Despite the fact that LTC Johnson's expertise is predominately as a civil engineer, that 

he has no substantial expertise in chemical engineering, and that he did not discuss the smoke 

training with the commander of the Chemical School (See pages 18 and 67-68 of deposition at 

Tab P), LTC Johnson testified that after discussing the smoke training with LTC Newing and 

others: "I did not seek their concurrence on the adeauacv of the one-hour traininq. I simply 

asked them how did they conduct the training, how to verify. I visited the training . . . and 

drew mv own conclusion that one hour would be sufficient for our permitting activity here (Fort 

Leonard Wood) and meet the Army's requirement for training" (emphasis added). (See pages 

69-70 of deposition at Tab P). Although LTC Johnson testified that "the mission as it's trained 

at Fort McClellan will be transferred in total to Fort Leonard Wood as I know it at this hour," 

he also testified that although he "suspected" that Fort McClellan trained with other obscurants, 

such as hexachloroethane smoke pots, colored dye smoke grenades, infrared defeating grenades 

(brass flakes), and large area infrared defeating obscurants (graphite powder), he didn't know 

the magnitude of that use at Fort McClellan. (See pages 86-88 of deposition at Tab P). He also 

concluded that in any event those devices couldn't be used under the Army's draft permit at Fort 

Leonard Wood. Regarding the Missouri draft pennit limitations on meteorological conditions, 

despite testifying he was not an expert in meteorology, LTC Johnson concluded "our proposed 

permit has a set of performance measures in it as it relates to the training in concert with the 

weather. Those conditions will either be met or we will not train. That was our intent all along 



was (sic) to comply with DNR's requirements and to train with some degree of respect for 

those." (See pages 100-101 of deposition at Tab P). 

Regarding the 63,000 gallons of fog oil per year limitation in Fort Leonard Wood's 

permit application (increased in MDNR's draft permit to a throughput limit of 65,000 gallons 

per year), LTC Johnson credited that decision to higher headquarters. In his May 15, 1993, 

deposition in the Missouri Air Conservation Commission's variance proceeding, LTC Johnson 

stated: "The 63,000 gallon throughput was a figure that we determined by simply asking our 

higher headquarters what rate of training they wanted us to do. The answer came back 63,000 

gallons. . . . the fact is that's what we are preparing to train at." (See pages 64-65 of 

deposition at Tab P). LTC Johnson further identified the higher headquarters as TRADOC 

(U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command) at Fort Monroe, Virginia. In other testimony on 

May 15, 1995, LTC Johnson stated: "It was, as I explained to you, our belief that our higher 

w headquarters expected us to train at a rate of 63,000 gallons. That's what's in our permit. We 

have had information that McClellan does procure more than that, but that's irrelevant to me. 

My job is to train at 63,000 gallons and that's why the pennit reflects that." (See page 85 of 

deposition at Tab P). Finally, regarding the combined fog oil training for both the Army and 

Air Force, LTC Johnson indicated he realized that other services, such as the U.S. Air Force, 

also trained with smoke at Fort McClellan. However, he concluded: "But the point is we have 

received our ceiling for fog oil consumption from our headquarters. That would be an all- 

encompassing training requirement. " (See pages 87-88 of deposition at Tab P). Consequently, 

the Air Force's fog oil training consumption requirements will reduce the amount available for 

the Army's use. 

Members of the Commission, it appears to me someone in the Army isn't telling you the 
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truth. They're not telling the Congress the truth, they're not telling the officers in the Chemical 

Corps the truth, and they're not telling the .American people the truth about any of these permits 

in Missouri -- the CDTF permit. the water permit, the hazardous waste permit, or the fog oil 

smoke permit. The Army has foisted an inaccurate, hastily constructed and perhaps fraudulent 

permit application process off on everyone, including the elected officials and the citizens of 

Missouri, as well as the regulators at the Missouri Department of Natural Resources. The scary 

part is the A m y  has done this under the guise of military efficiency and cost savings while 

ignoring the great risk to our military preparedness and to our country's national and internal 

security. 

As a result of the Army's seriously inadequate permitting process, the Department of 

Defense ("DOD") has significantly threatened the future mission requirements and the future 

operational readiness of DOD's total force with their recommendation to you to relocate the 

w Chemical School from Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. Please don't be fooled by any 

so-called "state approved permits" the Army presents to you, because in terms of military value 

they won't be worth the paper they're written on. That's because they simply won't allow the 

military to do the same type, extent and quality of nuclear, biological and chemical training in 

Missouri that is currently done at Fort McClellan. 

In its April 14, 1995, report to you, the General Accounting Office ("GAO") clearly 

pointed out that, like the 1993 BRAC Commission, this Commission should also closelv examine 

and seriouslv auestion the wisdom of relocating the CDTF and the Chemical School. This is 

not only because this is the third time the Chemical School has been examined via the BRAC 

process, but also because of the more pennanent nature of the 1995 BRAC decision. As you 

know, this 1995 BRAC process is the last round of base closure reviews authorized under the 



1990 legislation. GAO correctly pointed out that previous BRAC Commissions in 1991 and 

1993 ruled on changes to prior BRAC round decisions. In fact, you are being asked this year 

to change a 1991 BRAC Commission closure recommendation relating to a facility at Fort 

Detrick, Maryland, which the Anny now says should be closed. However, because the 

Department of Defense cannot unilaterally change a BRAC Commission decision and the 

legislative authority for the BRAC Commission will soon expire, no process will exist to 

authorize future changes to the decisions which you BRAC Commissioners will shortly be 

making. 

As a result of the Army's seriously deficient permit process in Missouri, any permits they 

do receive will not only be inadequate to meet the military's training needs, but they are already 

being subjected to lengthy and vociferous administrative and judicial appeals. That appeals 

process alone will take years to complete, during which time the Army's ability to relocate the 

a" Chemical School will be uncertain. In addition, should any of the Army's permits eventually 

be denied or revoked or their issuance overturned, there will be no process to reverse or modify 

any decision you might make to close Fort McClellan. Unless Congress passes new legislation, 

there simply won't be an opportunity for you or anyone else to reexamine andlor reverse your 

decision if implementation problems later arise, as they are almost certain to do. The military 

readiness and national security value of the Chemical School and its training facilities are too 

important to our county to risk them on a high stakes gamble that the Army will ever 

successfully accomplish this move to Fort Leonard Wood. Please cast your vote with the 

American people to keep this important training capability fully functional at Fort McClellan. 

Thank you very much for your attention and your consideration. 
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Page 175 of 336 Page: 
1 themselves. Is that correct? 
7 MS. CHESTON: That is correct. Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN COURTER: That is correct. Counsel. I 
(Ilappreciate it. Is there any other business or statements 

5 that should be made at this time by any of the Comnissioners? 
6 (No response.) 
7 CHAIRMAN COURTER-. If not. we will proceed with the 
8 Army and Mr. Behrmann. if you would proceed. 
9 MR. BEHRMANN: Mr. Chairman, could I just say one 
10 thing about the motions? We have drafted just about every 

1 Page 178 of 336 '3oe: 
I I half percent. 
2 Slide 6 shows the same information for combat 
3 support installations. Fort Leonard Wood where ?hey :ri 
4 engineers; Fort Gordon tralns signal soldiers; Fort 
5 McClel lan, both chemical and ml 1 itary pol ice: Fort H u a c ~ a c 3 ,  
6 military intelligence; and Fort Devens. which is in the 
7 process of being closed and the training load is being 
8 transferred from Fort Devens :O Fort Huachuca. In :b~s 
9 category, there was a reduction of about nine percent. 
10 Slide 7 shows the information for combat service 

Page 176 of 336 Page 
1 left is LTC Brian Duffy and to his left is Mr. John Graham. 
2 If I may direct your attention to Slide 1, the top portion 01 
3 the chart shows the number of categories into which the Army 
4 divided its installations for consideration. 
5 The number on the right-hand column represents 
6 those subjected to military value assessments within each 
7 category. Highlighted categories. initial entry training. 
8 branch schools. professional schools, c m n d  and control. 
9 depots and ccmnodity-oriented. have r e c ~ n d e d  for closure 

' *  or realignment by the Secretary of Defense or r e c m n d a t i o n r  
dded for further consideration by the Comnission during its 

hearings on the 29th of March and on May 21st.. '1P 
13 The box at the bottom reflects the Cy-ifsfoners' 
14 addition of the U.S. A n y  Reserve Training Facility at Harcu: 
15 Hook. Pennsylvania. for consideration. This category was not 
16 considered by the A n y  in its military value assessments; 
17 therefore. I have separated it from the others. 
18 If I may now direct your attention to Tab 1. we 
19 have the first category that will be discussed. Initial Entrj 
20 Training and Branch Schools. The map. which is Slide 2, and 

11 conceivable opt ion. There's no prejudice on our part. We've 
12 tried to use it as a means of facilitation. I think that 
13 there is a dearth of options for you to select from. and I 
14 just wanted that to be clear for the record. 
15 We'll move right to Ed Brown. who is going to start '. 
16 the brief for us on Army bases. 
17 CHAIRMAN CQURTER: Mr. Brown. you are recognized. 
18 You may proceed. 
19 MR. BROWN: Mr. Chairman and Comnissioners, I have 
20 with me today the entire Army team. The analysts will be 
21 talking to you in their respective areas where they have done 
22 the work. starting off with me today at the table. On my 

21 the accompanying chart. Slide 3. show the names and locations 
22 of the Army's 13 initial entry tiaining/branch school - 

11 support instal lat ions. . The installations shown 3 long :be 
12 bottom. I wi 1 1  not detai 1 them. There 1s a reduct ion of 
13 about 18 percent in training load in these installations 
14 through the period. 
15 At Tab 2. we have the first installation to be 
16 consrdered. Fort McClellan. Alabama. S l ~ d e  8 pictorla i : y  
17 shows the DO0 recomnendation. This recormendation I S  :o 
18 close Fort McClellan. move the Chemrcal School. the Mi:i:ary 
19 Police School and the 000. Department of Defense Polygracn 
20 Institute. to Fort Leonard Wood. retain Pelham Range, sna 
21 establish a reserve component enclave at Fort HcClellan and 
22 retain the capabi lity for live agent trarning. the Chemlca! 

, . 
7 

Page 177 of 336 Page 
1 instal a t i o  . -  - . . . -.=. -. 

2 The Secretary of Defense. recomnended that Fort 
3 McClel Ian. Alabama be clksed. and the Comnissioners added 
4 Fort Lee. Virginia, for further consideration. Before 
5 discussing each installation. I would like to outline the 
6 staff's evaluation of the impact of force structure 
7 reductions on training loads at these installations. 
8 In looking at these charts, it must be remembered 
9 that both act i-ve-a_nd re-serve-component soldiers are trained. 
10 so there cannot be a direct one-to-one correlation in force 
11 structure reductions to reduction in the training load. 
12 Slide 4 compares the training load at the Army's basic 
13 training installations for fiscal years 1992 and 1997: 
14 This chart assumes a force structure of 12 active 
15 divisions. Through the period, there is a reduction of 
16 almost 2 0  percent. That compares with a total force 
17 reduction. both active and reserve. of approximately 15 
'" percent. 

(1(1 Slide 5 shows the same information for the c m b i n e d  
arms installations. those that train the infantry. their 

21 defense artillery. armor. aviation and artillery soldiers. 
22 Through the period, there's a reduction of about six-and-a 
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1 Decontamination Training Facility. at Fort McClellan. 
2 S l i d e 9 s h o w s t h e r e l a t i v e l o c a t ~ o n s o f F o r t  
3 McClellan and Fort Leonard Wood. LTC B r ~ a n  Duffy wi 1 1  
4 discuss Fort McClellan. 
5 LTC DUFFY: Mr. Chairman. I'm just walting for the 
6 first slide. 
7 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Would you move the mike closer. 
8 please. so we have no problem hearing you? Thank you. 
9 LTC DUFFY: I think you have a copy of this slide 
10 in your packets, Slide No. 10. On this slide. you see 
11 various statistics for the base. 
12 I point your attention to the !ast row, T-hat shows 
13 that the recomnendation made by the Department of Defense 
14 carries with it a one-time construction cost of $113.9 
15 million. It has a steady state savings of approximately S3d 
16 million and pays back in the year 2002. which would be three 
17 years after the six-year BRAC period. I also point your 
18 attention to the cumulative economic impact which is 16.3 
19 percent cumulative economic impact. 
20 Next slide. please. These are the major issues 
21 that I would like to review. Those listed on the left are 
22 what I would consider the driving issues for this 

Page 180 o f  336 Jages 
1 recmendation. Those are the ones 1 will cover. If you 
2 have any questions about the issues on the right. I will 3e 

1 3 glad to cover those. also. 
4 Next slide. please. The first issue. military 
5 value, four installations ranked lower than Fort McClellan. 
6 Forts Lee and Eustis in Virginia. Fort Rucker in Alabama. 
7 also, and Fort Huachuca. Fort Lee is the Quartermaster 
8 Center and School. It has been studied for consolidation 
9 along with Fort Eustrs and I think that the Comnission has 
10 taken it under consideration and understands those 
11 installat ions. 
12 Fort Rucker is the Army's Aviation Center and 
13 School. It's a unique installation that trains aviators. 1: 
14 has 23 stage fields of various sizes. a1 1 ,adding up to a 
15 couple hundred acres each. They are located on the outskirts 
16 of the installation that makes it rather unique and difficuit 
17 to replicate. 
18 Fort Huachuca is a gaining installation from BRAC 
19 '91 and in the Army's recornnendation was a gainer in Bk 
20 '93. So, for that reason. it was not considered for c l ~ .  
21 or realignment. 
22 1 think the point I would like to make is that 
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I m ~ l i t a r y  value I S  merely the b e g ~ n n ~ n g  par t  o f  the analys is .  

and the service d i d  no t  use m i l i t a r y  value as the sole 
determinant o f  whether a base should be closed o r  rea l igned.  
I t  d i d  a l low them t o  s t a r t  the study 

5 A t  t h l s  p o i n t .  I ' d  l i k e  t o  t a l k  about the 
6 separat ion o f  the Chemical School and the Chemical Defense 
7 Tra in ing F a c i l i t y .  What I thought would be more usefu l  was 
8 t o  show you a p i c t u r e  o f  what the Chemical Defense Tra in ing 
9 F a c i l i t y  i s  f o r  those Comnissioners who d.id not  have an 
10 oppor tun i ty  t o  view i t .  
1 1  Mark. i f  I may have S l i d e  No. 6.  t h l s  1s what the 
12 f a c i l i t y  looks l i k e .  Those bu i ld ings  w i t h  the roo fs  tha t  are 
13 colored i n  orange are the  areas where the agent i s  a c t u a l l y  
14 ,:ontained. e i t h e r  i n  a laboratory .  ~n a t r a i n i n g  area. o r  
15 being evacuated o r  inc inera ted .  The b lue b u i l d i n g  i s  an ' 
16 administration b u i l d i n g  and classrooms. 
17 Could I have the next s l i d e .  please? This shows 
18 you some o f  the t r a l n l n g  tha t  i s  conducted i n s ~ d e .  L l q u l d  
19 agent i s  poured on ml l i t a r y  equipment and so ld le rs  are then 
20 glven a chance t o  p r a c t l c e  t h e ~ r  decon tam~nat~on  s k i l l s  w i t h  
21 a l i v e  agent. Na tu ra l l y ,  you can Imagine i t ' s  ra ther  a 
22 f e a r f u l  exercise. I t ' s  been proven t o  b u i l d  t h e i r  confidence 
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I and competence and i t  makes them b e t t e r  t r a i n e r s .  Thank you. 
2 Mark. 
3 The CDTF. ~f I may use tha t  acronym. IS  a one-of-a 
4 k i n d  f a c i l i t y .  I t  was b u i l t  i n  1987. Studies comnissloned 
5 by the Amy have shown t h i s  t r a i n ~ n g  a c t u a l l y  does produce a 
6 higher l e v e l  of conf idence i n  decontamination equipment and 
7 s k i l l s  than t r a i n ~ n g  i n  a simulated environment. 
8 Wi th in  t h i s  f a c i l i t y ,  b ina ry  components are mixed 
9 t o  produce a l i v e ,  t o x i c  agent. A f t e r  completion o f  the 

t r a i n i n g .  contaminated products are inc inerated;  thus. i t  has w a hazardous waste i n c i n e r a t o r  contained as p a r t  o f  t h i s  
12 f a c i l i t y .  
13 This f a c i l i t y  c u r r e n t l y  operates wi.$bin'the State 
14 o f  Alabama w i t h  a c lean a i r  permi t  and fEat ,  t o  date. i s  the 
15 only  permit tha t  has been requ i red  by the State o f  Alabama. 
16 There has never been an accident o r  a discharge o f  t o x i c  
17 chemicals o r  any o ther  mat te r  i n t o  the environment from t h i s  
18 f a c i l i t y .  
19 As you see on the issues s l i d e .  the DO0 
20 recomnendation inc lud ing  leav ing the COTF a t  For t  McClellan. 
21 This was done because i t  was bel ieved tha t  movement may no t  
22 be poss ib le .  and t h e A m y  saw value i n  the consol idat ion o f  

- - 
: . 
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1 the three branch schools: A-l though separat ion p d u c e s  
2 d i f f  i c u l f  ~ i s t i c s p i ~ = f ~ H H H t l i e  p x t e n t  iaT- i%ingf  . t o  c l o s e  
3 the remainder o f - fo - f i  -Mid.f&llan; a& "e l  1 a s  combine three 
4 maneuver combat branch schools as more a t t r a c t i v e .  
5 This p a r t  o f  the DO0 r e c m n d a t i o n  has produced 
6 almost unanimous disagreement w i t h  the DOD p o s i t i o n  from the 
7 comnunity. Their argument i s  tha t  besides the l o g i s t i c a l  
8 nightmare, the r e s u l t i n g  e f f e c t  on doc t r ine  and equipment 
9 t e s t i n g  would be devastat ing t o  the development c m n i t y .  
10 Also, the cunnunity has presented the Comnission 
1 1  w i t h  the percept ion t h a t  the State of Alabama may requi re 
12 a d d i t i o n a l  permits f o r  a stand-alone f a c i l i t y ,  requ i r ing  
13 response forces and adding add i t i ona l  costs ~f it weie t o  be 
14 l e f t  i n  p lace wh i le  the school moved. O f  course. no one 
15 knows the answer t o  t h a t  quest ion, but i t  i s  a p o s s i b i l i t y .  
16 We have looked a t  the  economics o f  moving the CDTF 
17 w i t h  the Chemical School and r e s u l t s  show an a d d i t i o n a l  $10 
' m i l l i o n  savings would be saved each year. This represents 

r(l savings i n  base operat ions support as w e l l  as the  movement o f  
- d  so ld ie rs  between F o r t  Leonard Wood and For t  McClellan. 
2 1  1 t h i n k  t h i s  n a t u r a l l y  leads t o  the quest ion of 
22 whether o r  not  the CDTF can be re located a t  F o r t  Leonard 
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I Wood. which IS  the next Issue. The comnunity has presented 
2 the Comn~ss~on w i th  arguments tha t  the CDTF e l the r  cannot be 
3 permitted i n  Missouri .  environmental pe rm~ts .  o r  i f  possible 
4 i t  requl res so much time tha t  the movement could not be 
5 completed w i t h i n  the six-year time frame required by law. 
6 They base the argument on the time i t  took t o  construct the 
7 CDTF i n  Alabama. 
8 The permi t  process there was s ta r ted  i n  1981. 
9 Construct ion began i n  1983. I t  was f in ished i n  1986 and the. 
10 tested w i t h  the f i r s t  students being t ra ined  i n  1987. I t  
1 1  was. indeed. a six-year process fo r  t h i s  f i r s t  f a c i l i t y .  c 
12 comnunity a t  the Birmingham regional  hearing suggested i t  

13 would be eight-and-a-half years before you could begin 
14 t r a i n i n g  students i n  Missouri .  
15 The Comnission comnunicated w i t h  :he Missouri 
16 Department o f  Natural Resources t o  determine how long permit: 
17 would a c t u a l l y  take and if there would be a problem. Thel r  
18 response t o  the Comnission suggests :hat the e n t i r e  
19 permitting process would requ l re  from one-and-a-half t o  two 
20 years f o r  both par t  one and p a r t  two. 
21 This does not  include the t ime i t  takes t o  
22 construct .  which would be an add i t i ona l  two years. This 

Page 185 o f  336 Page. 
1 leaves two years f o r  problems t o  be resolved. tha t  i s .  w i t h  
2 the information that  they know today about the Chemical 
3 Defense Tra in ing F a c ~ l i t y .  They have seen a copy o f  the 
4 plans and they have a lso a copy o f  the operating SOPS. 
5 I n  a d d i t ~ o n .  we recerved two l e t t e r s  from local  
6 Chambers o f  Comnerce and a c i t i z e n s  group tha t  they have no: 
7 found any pub l i c  opposi t ion t o  the re locat ion o f  the Chemica' 
8 School a c t i v i t i e s .  Another quest ion was posed back t o  the  
9 Di rec to r  o f  Missouri  Natura l  Resources about the type o f  
10 opposi t ion t h a t  could be expected from such a f a c i l i t y .  
1 1  They rep1 ied' tha t  the pub1 i c  genera l ly  does-not 
12 oppose hazardous waste generators i f  the are ac tua l l y  
13 i nc ine ra t ing  mate r ia l  w i t h i n  thezstate.*&at i s  produced 
14 w i t h i n  the s ta te .  I f  the  mate r ia l  canes f r a n  out o f  the  
15 s ta te .  they have a v i o l e n t  p u b l i c  opposit ion. I n  p a r t i c u l a r .  
16 they mentioned the Lake C i t y  Army Amrmnition Plant which 
17 i t s e l f  has a hazardous waste inc inerator .  I t was permi t ted 
18 w i t h i n  n ine months a f t e r  the app l i ca t ion  was received by t.he 
19 State o f  Missouri .  
20 I don' t  mean t o  suggest t h a t  the permi t t i ng  i s  a 
2 1  sure th ing .  I can on ly  t e l l  you what the State has said. M! 
22 ~mpressions o f  the area down there are tha t  publ ic  OppOSlKlO7 
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1 would not  be s i -gn l f  icant . , l f .  any a t _ a l l Z ? r $  t h a t  the s:qte 
2- and the ~ o s t h a v e  a very -cooperative re la t ionsh ip  t h a t - w i l l  .. 
3 a-l low p e r m i t t i n g  tu proceed-as qu ick ly  as- canbe  -expected; 
4 however. I cannot f i n d  anybody t h a t  would promise tha t  :his 
5 w i l l  be a sure th ing.  
6 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I d i d n ' t  understand your 
7 l a s t  sentence. 
8 LTC DUFFY: I 'm sorry .  s i r ?  
9 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I d i d n ' t  hear your las t  

- ~ 10 sentence. . ~ 

11 LTC DUFFY: What I sa id  was tha t  I cannot guarantee 
12 100 percent and ne i the r  can the  s tate.  t h a t  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  
13 w i l l  be b u i l t  i n  the four-year t imeframe tha t  they t h i n k  i r  
14 can, nor t h a t  there w i l l  be no pub l i c  opposit ion. 
15 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I can guarantee there's going t o  
16 be pub l i c  opposi t ion t o  i t  from my experience i n  the r e a l  
17 world. I know you're not  q u i t e  f i n i shed  your f i r s t  
18 presentat ion.  
19 But t h i s  i s  an issue tha t  we've been l i v i n g  w i t h  
20 and I ' v e  been l i v i n g  w i t h  f o r  three years, and t h i s  
21 C m i s s i o n  f o r  the l a s t  three-and-a-half o r  four months. 
22 f e e l  very. very s t rong ly  about i t , so I 'm not going t o  b r i n ~  
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1 a motion myself at this particular time, but I'd like to open 
2 a discussion. 

It basically goes as follows. In 1991. the 
epartment of Defense. the A n y  recomnendat ion was to close 

the COTF. close McClellan. keep Anniston open. and rid the P 
6 free world of the only live agent training capability that 
7 I'm aware of or anybody is aware of. Indeed. it might be the 
8 only, at the present time. functioning live agent training 
9 facility in the entire world. 

10 We, the Comnission, rejected the proposal of the 
11 Army in 1991, and the Army wasn't very pleased with that, 
12 simply because they are always, as all the services. 
13 correctly want to justify their actions and their proposals. 
14 Then it was a surprise to me that they. in fact. backed down 
15 from their 1991 position. 
16 We heard the Army testify in lockstep that. indeed. 
17 a CDTF facility, live agent training facility and 
18 decontamination facility. is essential, and is imperative; 
19 that it's more important for the instructors than anybody 
20 else, because obviously, all recruits can't go through this 
21 facility but it is a major component, and that they had erred 
22 in making that recomnendation in 1991. 
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1 I n 1 9 9 3 . t h i s y e a r . t h e i r p r o p o s a l i s s a y i n g .  
2 "We' 1 1  keep the CDTF open. but. in essence. close down 
3 everything else. Hove the smoke training to Leonard Wood. 
4 Separate the chemical school by moving that out. moving out 
5 the DO0 Polygraph Institute, and leaving just the facility. 
6 the live agent training facility." 
7 As far as I 'm concerned. they have it half right 
8 now. but they still don't have it all right, because I'm very 
9 concerned about a number of things. One is the fact that I 

10 don't have great confidence -- and the Army and I .  as an 
individual. agree that live agent training is important. w I don't have any great confidence that it can 

13 possibly stay or will stay if the chemical schpol and the 
14 CDTF training is bifurcated and one is !*one location and 
15 one is in another. That led, obviously. the very competent 
16 people at Fort Leonard Wood, and they are, and the c m u n i t y  
17 to cane back and say, "No problem. We will do the permitting 
18 to build one of these facilities." 
19 Now, a decade ago or more. it took six to seven 
20 years and today. with the increased env i r o m n t a  1 sensitivity 
21 that comnunities have, with the great flexibility given to. - 
22 and properly. I suppose. latitude given to plaintiffs to sue 
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1 and tie-up-all- sorts ofimportant public works projects 
2 thKltrghout*-C& - .---- --- --.----- - - - 
3 -1 r e n m n h & ~ ~ a f - e  Jersey,- art interstate 
4 highway wasn't canpleted for 25 years, and a highway is far 
5 different than a CDTF, than chemical. live agent 
6 capabilities. so It seems to me that if a cmunity. not for 
7 any fault of its own. not because there was official public 
8 resistance to it but private individual resistance 
9 manifesting itself in all sorts of' litigation. 

10 And.-therefam.Atf€lcult funding quest ions. can 
11 tie up a road for 20 years or 25 years. in almost any state. 
12 not to mention landf i 11s. hazardous waste facilities. burn 
13 facilities. throughout this country. it could be an awfully 
14 long ti* before a similar capability is built someplace else 
15 and I 'rn very concerned about that. 
16 And, therefore. it seems to me if you want to err. 
17 you err on the s ide  of giving our men and m m e n  the type of 
' 8  training that werybody recognizes they need. Don't 

.I bifurcate these two capabilities and make sure that they 0 exist. To me, it's not a pro Fort HcClellan argument. It's 
21 a pro-recruit argument and Army argument and Air Force 
22 a r g w n t .  
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1 It's for our men and women in uniform that we want 
2 this capability and I just don't want :o do anything . 
3 conscience to degrade it. I think seoara t ing it w i  l J c 
4 it and possibly lead to its demise. which the Army and 
5 of us agree with at this particular time that it shoulc -=: 
6 happen. 
7 Also, I'm concerned. I know there's conflicting 
8 information the Comnission received with regard to ;or: 
9 Leonard Wood and its capability with regard to smoke 

10 training. Ed. I believe that -- I mean, we had testimorr 2-5 

11 week and then we had the harshest letter you'd ever hea-z. :- 
12 you repeated to me that you'd ever seen. where the Am:, 
13 criticized. I guess. the comnanding officer. 
14 MR. BROWN: It was from the Comnander of Fort 
15 Leonard Wood to the Co-nder of Fort HcClellan. Mr. 
16 Chairman. 
17 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Okay. So. there's an interna! 
18 disagreement with respect to that, and I don't know whc r=  
19 believe with regard to the smoke training at Leonard Ucc-2 a: 
20 the present time. 
21 Also, I'm concerned about the economic impact and : 
22 know it's a smaller criterion and we want to make sure :-a: 
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l'it's given its proper weight and it doesn't have the we';nz 
2 of military criteria, but it seems to me that in this 
3 comnunity. what we're telling this comnunity is that wis: 
4 we're going to do 1s to close the base. ~n essence. 
5 Ve're going to remove the jobs and the revenue 
6 stream from the comnunity and what we're leaving is a 
7 Chemical Defense Training Facility, live agent trainin? 
8 facility, and a bunch of chemical weapons that have :o =o zt 
9 milled, so it's the worst of all worlds. 

10 I've said earlier in this process and I've said it 
11 today and I've kept my mind open, and I will listen to 
12 other Comnissianers. The deliberative proces5reQuires . 
13 but it seems to me that it's the warst of all scenarios wer5 

1 4  you're telling a c m u n i t y  you're not only closing the17 
1 5  facility, but basically you can't use it because that w r c b  
16 remains is that which no one c m n i t y  in America real:? 
17 wants. and that is chemical weapons and chemical 
18 demilitarization training facilities. 
19 So, from the standpoint of the economies of that. : 
20 don't know what all that land could be used for. On tt-e 
21 argument of mi 1 itary value and the degradation of the t y w  2: 
22 training. I'm fearful. Based on those two arguments. I fee- 
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1 very strongly that the C m i s s i o n  would be making a miszaire - 2--if- -they accepted the- Amy's recomnendat-ions; even t h o u p  tw 

..3 .cam+ a ,  long way fran 1991. TheyW.re.getting. close; but i 
4 think these two capabilities should be co-located. and 
5 guess I've said enough at the present time. 
6 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Mr. Chairman. may I add on to 

1 7 what you have said? I think one of the things that :h-s 
8 Comnission has a responsibility, as we address the i ~ s :  :-.a: 
9 was presented to us. and the first four criteria are mi ''rs-, 

10. value. I .think you spoke very dramatically- and correctly. -: 
1 1  the military value of an existing facility. the only or;e *.E 

1 2  know of in the free world and I have to agree with you. 
13 probably the only one in the world; 

1 4  it hasn't k e n  too long ago when 'his nation 
15 agonized with a potential threat for a chemical enviromn: 
16 of our troops a half a world away, and the fact that we 
17 an opportunity. at least. to train and to build that t m o  
18 force up to understand how to operate in that type of a- 
19 environment. 
20 If we loose this training facility. I think the 
21 next time it is going to be needed. we will not have tPz: 
22 much leeway and I think we will be in a much worse los?=tor 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you very much. There's a 

couple o f  other things I want t o  mention and that  i s .  I can 
see. I mean. the State o f  Alabama making the argument. Now. 
t h i s  f a c i l i t y  i s  e i ther  grandfathered or permitted in  

S Alabama, but I am qu i te  sure since i t  was permitted and 
6 created and became a r e a l i t y .  the environmental standards of 
7 Alabama are get t ing  more s t r i c t .  just  l i k e  they are anyplace 
8 else. 
9 I t  wouldn't surprise me r f  based on the fac t  that 
10 there's now a substantial changed use of that  f a c ~ l i t y  that 
11 even Alabama, i f  the CDTF was l e f t  there and nothing else, 
12 that the State o f  Alabama would want a reconsideration o f  the 
13 permitt ing process and reconsideration as t o  whether t h i s  
14 type o f  use i s  consistent w i th  the new, now upgraded 
IS environmental standards that properly the State o f  Alabamd 
16 now has. That i s  something that  concerns me, as wel l .  
17 F ina l ly .  .(know that t h i s  decision costs money and 
18 the C m i s s i o n ' s  function, as much as anything else. i s  to  
19 save money. I know that .  by v i r t u e  o f  not c los ing  For t  
20 McClellan. a t  least a t  the present time. and the requirement 
21 that  these two capab i l i t ies .  the school and the CDTF. be 
22 collocated. means $25-30 m i l l i o n  per year. A t  least. those 
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I are the numbers that  were brought t o  my at tent ion.  
2 But I fee l  so strongly about the fac t  tha t  we are 
3 duty bound t o  g ive the very best capab i l i t ies  t o  our men and 
4 women i n  uniform, who are charged w i th  the respons ib i l i t y  o f  
5 going out i n  b a t t l e  and the b a t t l e f i e l d  may, i n  the futirre, 
6 contain chemical agents, that  i t ' s  worth the cost. 
7 COHHISSIONER McPHERSON: M r .  Chairman? 
8 CHAIRMAN COURTER: M r .  McPherson. 

COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I f e e l  l i k e  the guy who 
said. "Outside o f  that .  Mrs. Lincoln, how d i d  you l i k e  the 
play?" I mean, a f t e r  these very powerful statements. what i s  

12 the Amy's r a t  ionale? COL Duffy, i f  you'd l a k e  a few mlnutes 
13 to  make the Amy's case, i t  ought t o  90% the record. 
14 LTC DUFFY: My conversations w i th  various people i n  

18 s ta r t  t o  be a luxury that  the Amy could no longer afford. 
19 It was not that  it was not a requirement. It was a 
20 reauirernent. 
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1 leave the Chemical Defense Training F a c i l i t y  mothballed a: 
2 Fort McClellan i n  1991. I n  1993, i n i t i a l l y .  the Army stuc-5: 
3 the opt ion o f  moving t h i s  t o  Fort Leonard Wood together W-:r 
4 the chemical school. r ea l i z i ng  they should be col located. E 

5 do not know the reason why, but a t  some point i n  :he decis-:.- 
6 process from the documents we've been provided. i t  was 
7 decided t o  leave i t  a t  Fort McClellan. 
8 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: But a bigger question IS:  

9 Why move i t  t o  Fort Leonard Wood? As I understand the Ar-, 
10 posi t ion.  very legl t lmately wanted to take care o f  the 
11 synergism between chemical, m i  l i t a r y  pol ice. engineering, t-c 
12 a l l  tha t .  
13 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: That's the reason it was 
14 given t o  us.a few weeks ago. 
15 LTC DUFFY: Yes. s i r .  these are the -- 
16 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: Would you address tha t?  
17 LTC DUFFY: Yes, s i r .  These three branches are the 
18 combat support arms that are the d i rec t  support f o r  the 
19 f i g h t i n g  force, the in fan t ry ,  the armor, e t  cetera. They t-z 
20 side by side w i th  them somewhere on the ba t t l e f i e l d .  They 
21 are a lso  the maneuver combat support elements versus those 
22 that  are f a i r l y  stat ionary o r  fixed, so they are peas i n  a 

I 
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1 pod, i f  you w i  11. There i s  a synergy t o  col locat ing them 
2 because t h e i r  operations. m i l i t a r y  operations. e n t a i l  a 
3 combined arms approach. 
4 The engineer depends on the chemical branch and 
5 vice-versa. A l l  o f  us depend on the m i l i t a r y  pol ice.  The? 
6 i s  an opportunity here f o r  the combat support a m  t o  d e v e : ~  
7 j o i n t  combat support doctr ine, t o  tes t  i t a t  Fort  Leonard 
8 Wood and by so doing. increase the readiness o f  the forces. 
9 That's the rea l  value o f  col locat ing these schools. 

10 COMMISSIONER-HcPHERSON: And that  i s  a genuine 
11 value. i n  your mind? 
12 LTC DUFFY: Yes. s i r .  As an engineer: I can t e  11 
13 you tha t ' s  a value. 
14 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: A l l  r i gh t .  So. i f  i t  were 
15 possible t o  have these three collocated, those three. 
16 t ra in ing  engineers and m i l i t a r y  po l ice  and chemical. i n  t h t  
17 same place. and t o  have the chemical f a c i l i t y  w i t h  then. thi 
18 would be the ideal  s i tua t ion? 
19 LTCOUFFY: Yes. s i r .  i twou ld .  
20 COMHISSIONER McPHERSON: The oroblem here i s  t ha t  

21 Everybody recognizes the value o f  such a f a c i l i t y  i f  you leave behind the chemical weapons. the problem the 
22 but when a l l  the r-&q;irements were put together. it could not Chairman has been addressing i s  that  i f  you leave behind t-t 

I '  . * .  
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3 The second th ing  i s  the reason it may have fa l l en  
4 below the cu t  l ine,  i f  you w i l l .  i s  that  the importance never 
5 r e a l l y  was studied. It was only a f t e r  the '91 Carmission 
6 that the Amy asked the Health Services C m n d  t o  do a 
7 study, which they did. and it was a very de ta i l ed  study. It 
8 involved physiological t es t i ng  i n  order t o  make assunptions 
9 about a person!s-caapetenca-1eva.l ... at. cetera-, which they did. 

10 that  conclusively proved tha t  the confidence o f  a so ld ie r  i s  
11 raised. 
12 Agaln. these are the sold iers t ha t  t r a i n  the 
13 t ra iners.  These are not the sold iers that  ac tua l l y  a6e out 
14 there on the f ron t  l ines. but those are the ones tha t  are 
15 t ra in ing  the ones going t o  the f r o n t  l ines. 
16 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: Vhy do they want t o  move 
'' it t o  Leonard Wood? Why i s  the recomnendation before us t o  

move i t  t o  Leonard Wood? 
LTC OUFFY: The o r i g i n a l  recomnendat ion? 

20 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I mean the '93 
21 recomnendation. Why i s  that  here before us? 
22 LTC DUFFY: The o r i g i n a l  recomnendation was t o  
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-%l-chemicat-rreapons-'and=mve the' c M c a Y t r a i n i n g ,  - that-'soone 
2 o r  later , '  the' emphas.is oil' chentical' t r a i n ing  - w - i l l  d iss ipa te  
3 and if. indeed. it i s  ever possible t o  b u i l d  the f a c i l i t y  f c  
4 the chemical weapons i n  flissourf. i t ' s  going t o  be some t ip 

5 before tha t  can be done, qu i te  a long time. I s  t ha t  r ight :  
6 LTC DUFFY: S i r .  again. t h i s  i s  an opinion. This 
7 i s  an opinion based on documents we've received, a care fu l  
8 study by the State o f  Missouri, my discussions w i t h  people - 
9 the State o f  Hissour.i-; -. I-- am- left- with- the-impress-ion- that 

10 the f a c i l i t y  can be b u i l t .  
11 Simi lar  f a c i l i t i e s  have b e e n b u i l t  i n  the State of 
12 Missouri, f a c i l i t i e s  more onerouf'thap t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  w i t h  

13 much pub l ic  opposition. I use theexample o f  Lake C i t y  A1-n 
14 h n u n i t i o n  Plant because i t ' s  a m i  l i t a r y - f a c i l i t y .  H i  l i t a -  
15 f a c i l i t i e s  tend t o  gather a l o t  o f  attention. jus t  by t h e i r  
16 nature. 
17 This f ac i  1 i t y  burns explosive matter. It releases. 
18 i t  has the potent ia l  which w i l l  release hazardous chemlca;! 
19 i n to  the atmosphere. During the permit t ing process f o r  thi 
20 f a c i l i t y .  a pub l ic  hearing was requested. I n  tha t  pub l i c  
21 hearing, four questions were received from the publ ic .  The. 
22 quest ions were successful l y  answered. 

I 
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1 From what I gather. the state requires technology 
that will produce a 99.5 percent pure product outside of the 

yitack . I think there's a lot of confidence in the state's 
ability to ensure that the environment is taken care of by 

5 the public. so I personally have not yet found the reason to 
6 doubt the fact that it could be built. I can't foresee the 
7 future. but I have searched and I have just not found it yet 

8 Now, that is owing. of course. for the bias. naturally, of 
9 the State of Missouri for the people in that region. 
10 COMMISSIONER STUART: Brian, your answer to Mr. 
11 McPherson really is that there are advantages of collocation 
12 and as you've shown on your chart. the collocation saves 
13 money. The Army has basically recomnended that the training 
14 except for the .live agent training. be given at Fort ~eondbd 
15 Wood. 
16 So. my queqtion really is not taking a back seat to 
17 the Chairman's concern about live chemical training. because 
18 I think the poor man's nuclear banb is probably the chemical 
19 warfare. and I think it's tremendously important that we 
20 maintain this capability. but I do sense that it would be a 
21 greater cost effectiveness and long-run. that it would be a 
22 better so.lution if we were to accept the Army's 
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1 recomnendat ion to close the McClel lan base. providing that wl 
2 can maintain that capability for live agent training. 
3 I t s e e m s t o m e t h a t ' s w h e r e t h e p o i n t o f  
4 disagreement is. I think we're all deeply concerned about 
5 the maintenance of this capability. Wouldn't it be possible 
6 to support the recomnendat ions of OOD and, at the same time, 
7 condition it upon having secured the environmental approvals 
8 that are necessary. to make sure that we maintain the 

capability if, as the Chairman has brought out. it sometimes 
-takes longer than we think? 
11 COMHISSIONER JOHNSON: As Brian mentioned earlier. 
12 sir, it will require at least two years +-git'that 
13 permitting and I'm prepared in a few minutes to offer a 
14 motion which would require the Army to get the pemitting 
15 before they bring it back to BRAC '95. Nothing would happen 
16 before then. anyway. and then there would be no quest ion 
17 about whether it could be roved or not. 
18 In visiting Fort McClellan and listening to 
19 everyone and reading all the expert advice we've gotten. I'm 
20 convinced that the school and .the live agent test faci lity 
21 must be together. iT it's going to do what's needed, not on1 
22 for our country but mternationally. 

.._.:. 
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2 together and operating. and 1. believe that we ought 'to keep 
3 it at Fort HcClellan and ask the Secretary to have the A m y  
4 gain the permits before they bring it up again in '95. if 
5 they desire. That will take care of all the concerns that w 
6 have. 
7 1t.also will take away the what-ifs. It will take 
8 away -:%?be Missouri doesn't want it or' sa~neo? else . .. - 
9 doesn't want it. I'm prepared to make a motion when you're 
10 ready. Mr. Chairman. 
11 LTC OUFFY: Sir. if I may just mention sanething 
12 about the permitting process. the pemitting process starts 
13 with the permission to build. That generally takes from nin 
14 to 14 months. At that point, then. you can build. 
15 The second permit is the important one which takes 
16 place after construction and that is the operational test 

That i s  where they ensure that the technology 
( W I . C z % e d  In the incinerator actually does clean by 

19 byp'wducts to the state standard. That is. the difficult. one 
20 really. 
21 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I think the first one is the 

22 difficult one. There's no doubt in mv mind that from a 
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1 technolog~cal standpoint. given no resistance and all 
2 cooperation. the facility can be duplicated. I mean. I: ..,s 
3 built once. It can be built again. 
4 But, whether you get the permit to build. I think 
5 is the crucial one and. therefore. I agree with Cannissrzne- 
6 Johnson. 
7 COMMISSIONER STUART: I just would like to ask 
8 Comnissioner Johnson. since our mission is to endeavor z z  
9 save money, move the process along of cutting back on bases 
10 as recomnended.qnd we've heard that collocation is the 
11 ultimate answer here. why couldn't we accept the 000's 
12 recomnendations subject to assurance that they had ihe 
13 environmental approval and the facilities were in place? 
14 COMHISSIONER JOHNSON: The problem is. number one. 
15 you put the comnunity of Fort McClellan in limbo for mzry. 
16 many years. and you don't have a time table. If we go t?e 
17 opposite direction. it will happen just as quickly if :key 
18 can gain those permits and certifications. 
19 COMMISSIONER STUART: I would like to contend that 
20 we keep them on pins and needles. anyway. because logic :s 
21 the ~ r m y  thinks these should be collocated and they t h ~ c ~  
22 Leonard Wood is the place to go. 
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1 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Mr. Stuart. it's my 
2 understanding that in the recomnendation by DOD, it was -9: 

3 to move the CDTF. It was to move the other facilities. 
4 COMHISSIONER STUART: Yes. 
5 COMMISSIONER BYRON: My understanding in your 
6 suggestion right now is to also incorporate moving the C 3 T F  
7 COMMISSIONER STUART: Right. 
8 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let me mention something about 
9 doing something subject to. My only concern there is 
10 found f ran experience that unless our mot ions are drawn 
11 carefully, with no weasel words whgtsoever,nu discretion. 
12 totally, clearly defined, they're going t6 be -- the 
13 recomnendations are not going to be followed or they're golnc 
14 to be tied up in court forever. 
15 I found that experience with respect to Fort Ord in 
16 California when the intention of the Comnission was to dc 3re 
17 thing, and it turned out because we weren't artful and 
18 careful in our language. something else occurred. 
19 Also, when you say "subject to." there's going to 
20 be. I think. argwnents as to how long that contingency i s  
21 there. There's going to be legal a r g w n t s  and I think. 
22 perhaps, with merit that this Comnission's job was to aczec: 
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1 1 or reject the recannendat ions of the services with regard to 
2 specific closures and realignments and. if we have to. make 
3 other recomnendations. but not to do things subject to furure 
4 actions. 

, 5 1 have problems with that in the sense that I'm not 
6 sure that is within the parameters of what Congress inte?dec: 
7 by giving us this responsibility. 
8. COMMISSIONER. STUART: -We1 I,, Mr. Chairman. you 
9 wanted us to be fiercely independent. 
10 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Yes. I did. 
11 COMMISSIONER STUART: I submit; that at Fort Ord. we 
12 made that decision in '91 and we got .'the largest part of rha: 
13 decision made. We have objected and been-concerned in 
14 discussing the Presidio. which will cane up later. that :ney 
15 kept more of that than was necessary. but basically. we 3ade 
16 that decision and it stuck. 
17 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Well, it's going to stick 
18 because we're going to revisit the question later on tP. 
19 week. Words in motions -- this is my opinion and it may - 
20 be others. but I want our work to be so clear. so concist 
21 because if we. in one motion. have the words "subject to . "  

I 
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22 and the next motion we're going t o  have the words "contingent 
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upon." and the next motlon. ~ t ' s  golng to be based on words 
such as "subsequent to,"  and I don' t  think those are the 
types o f  scenarios that  we should get involved with. 1 I think we have t o  make decisions that are clear 

5 cut based on a l l  the information we have today rather than on 
6 events tha t  may or  may not take place ~n the future. I think 
7 tha t 's  the cleanest way t o  do i t  and i n  the perfect world. if 
8 we were both the Congress and the Executive Branch and the 
9 Secretary o f  Defense. I wouldn't mind those words, and the 

10 courts. 
11 COMMISSIONER STUART: The reason I ' m  concerned 
12 about GEN Johnson's proposal i s  we're postponing a decision. 
13 CHAIRMAN COURTER: No, we're not postponing 
14 anything. My be l i e f  i s  that  we should re jec t  the Department 
15 o f  Defense's recomnendations. I f  the Department o f  Defense 
16 feels st rongly that  McClellan i s  closed or  should be closed, 
17 they should get t h e i r  ducks i n  order w i th  regard t o  the 
18 co l locat ion  o f  these f a c i l i t i e s  before they come back t o  
19 another Cornnission. 
20 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: And t h a t ' s  what I propose i n  
21 my motion, s i r .  when you're ready. 
22 COMMISSIONER BOWAN: I empathize w i th  Comnissioner 
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1 Stuart but I agree w i th  the Chairman. 
2 COMMISSIONER BYRON: M r .  Chairman, l e t  me very 
3 quickly t a l k  about the d i f f i c u l t y  any time you are ta lk ing  
4 about moving munitions. any time you are ta lk ing  about t ry ing  
5 to  re-locate a chemical environment, you not only have t o  go 
6 through the ex is t ing  state.  but you have t o  get permits from 
7 each and every state tha t  i s  adjacent o r  that you're going 
8 through. and those permits are extremely d i f f i c u l t  t o  get. 

This i s  a very. very d i f f i c u l t  th ing.  . 
This country i s  for tunate t h a t  we happen t o  have a 

f a c i l i t y  t ha t  i s  operational and was there when we needed it 
12 not too long ago. - ,  

13 CHAIRMAN COURIER: Any fu r the r  disct&ion before I 
14 enter ta in a motion? 
15 (No response.) 
16 CHAIRMAN COURTER: C m i s s i o n e r  Johnson. do you 
17 have a motion? You indicated you may have a motion. 
18 MOT I ON 
19 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Yes. s i r .  I move that  the 
20 Comnission f i n d  tha t  the Secretary o f  Defense deviated 

22 Comissioner 8owman. Any discussion on the motion? 
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I ' COMM~SSLONER STUART.  Could 1 - -  
2 CHAIRMAN COURTER : Absolutely. 
3 COMMISSIONER STUART: I have a var ia t ion ,  a second 
4 motion. an al ternat ive.  and bas ica l ly .  i t  i s  what I ' v e  bee- 
5 discussing, co l locat ion  subject t o  the CDTF closure being 
6 accomplished w i th  the Army ge t t i ng  the permits i n  accordar.:~ 
7 w i th  the environmental laws and regulations o f  Missouri. 5 : .  
8 sha l l  I read the -- 
9 MS.  CHESTON: Comnissioner Stuart. I 'm having a 

10 hard time hearing you. 'Are you making a motion now o r  are 
I 1  you discussing your a l t e rna t i ve  motion? I thought I hear: 
12 you say that  you were discussing a possible a l te rnat ive ,  t-z 

13 I might suggest that before you ac tua l l y  make a second 
14 motion, that  there be a vote on the f i r s t  tha t  i s  pending. 
15 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Thank you. Counsel. I 
16 appreciate it. That would s impl i fy  th ings and s impl i fy  my 
17 l i f e  qu i te  a b i t .  but I think what we sa id  i n  the very 
18 beginning. t ha t  i f  a Comnrssioner f e l t  compelled t o  o f f e r  2 

19 subst i tu te  motion, the subst i tu te  motion would be recognize:: 
20 i f  i t  has a second. seconded; there would be discussion: i:: 
21 then the vote would be on the subst i tu te  then fol lowed by :-4 

22 o r i g i n a l  motion. 
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1 MS. CHESTON: Perhaps I ' m  j us t  having a hard time 
2 hearing him. I didn ' t  hear him say tha t  what he's doing is 
3 amending the f i r s t  motion. 
4 COMMISSIONER STUART: No. I ' m  of fer ing a subst i tute 
5 motion. 
6 MS. CHESTON: Of fer ing  a subst i tu te  motion. - 

7 CHAIRMAN COURTER: C m i s s i o n e r  Stuart i s  o f f e r i ng  
8 a subst i tute motion which, o f  course, w i l l  require a seconc. 
9 Comnissioner Stuart. do you want t o  read your subst i tute 

10 motion? 
11 MOTION 
12 COMMISSIONER STUART: The lan$uage i i ' lengthy, but 
13 I w i l l  read it. 
14 I move the C m i s s i o n  f i nd  the Secretary o f  Defense 
15 deviated substant ia l ly  from C r i t e r i a  1 and 4 and,  therefor^. 
16 the Carmission adopted the fo l lowing recarmendation. 
17 Close For t  McClel lan except f o r  Pelham Range and 
18 other required t ra in ing  support f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be licensed 
19 through the Army National Guard. and an enclave t o  support 
20 the U.S. Army Reserves. re locate the Chemical and M i l i t a r y  

21  substant ia l l y  from-tbe force s t ruc ture  plan and f i n a l  
22 c r i t e r i a  i n  making h i s  recarmendation on Fort  McClellan. 

I 
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2 1  Pol ice schools t o  Fort  Leonard Wood. Missouri. close the - 
22 Chemical Defense Train ing F a c i l i t y  a t  For t  McClellan and 

.__ .. . .> 
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1 A labad.  - . . - - . . - 
2 ~h~ re fo ; e - , - . . ~ ~ ~ ~ S i ; i ~ T T e : j  =cct he 
3 recommendation o f  the Secretary o f  Defense t o  close Fort 
4 McClellan. relocate U.S. Army Chemical and M i l i t a r y  Police 
5 Schools and the Department o f  Defense Polygraph Ins t i t u te  t o  
6 Fort Leonard Wood. Missouri. 
7 It also re jec ts  t rans fer  accountabi l i ty  o f  Pelham 
8 Range and other required t r a i n i n g  support f a c i l i t i e s  through 
9 1 icens ing tu the-.Annp-ltatiamrl-Guard;. and re jec ts  reta in ing 

10 an enclave f o r  the U.S. Army Reserves and reta in ing the 
11 capab i l i t y  f o r  l i v e  agent t r a i n i n g  a t  Fort McClellan. 
12 The Carmission does recarmend, i f  the Secretary of 
13 Defense wants t o  move the Chemical School and the Chemical 
14 Defense Training F a c i l i t y  i n  the future, that  the Army pursue 
15 a l l  the required pennits and c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  fmm the new s i t e  
16 p r i o r  t o  the 1995 Base Closure process. 

The Carmission f i nds  t h i s  recarmendation i s  
consistent w i t h  the force s t ruc ture  plan and f i n a l  c r i t e r i a .  

CHAIRMAN COURTER: I s  there a second t o  the motion? 
LO COMMISSIONER BOWAN: I second. 
21 CHAIRMAN COURTER: The motion has been seconded by 

I 
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2- subject t o  the CDTF-c losura .be ing accompl ished- and. the .. 
3 permits secured by the Army. i n  accordance w i t h  envirormrenin 
4 laws and regulations. and fo l lowing th i s .  re locate the 
5 Defense Polygraphic I n s t i t u t e  t o  another locat ion detenninr 
6 by the Department o f  Defense. 
7 The Carmission f inds  t h i s  reconmendation i s  
8 consistent w i t h  the fo rce  structure plan and f i n a l  c r i t e r i t  
9 CHAIRMAN COURTER: ' IY-there a second- t o  the  motion. ' 

10 t o  the subst i tu te  motion? 
11 (No response.) . . 
12 CHAIRMAN COURTER: There i s  '&:second t o  the 
13 subst i tu te  motion. The motion f a i l s .  Any fu r ther  d i s c u s ~ l ~  
14 on the o r i g i n a l  motion. the o r i g i n a l  mot'lon made by 
15 C m i s s i o n e r  Johnson? 
16 (No response.) 
17 CHAIRMAN COURTER: No fu r the r  discussion. Ye w i l l  
18 c a l l  f o r  a vote. and we w i  I 1  s t a r t  t o  my f a r  r i g h t  w i t h  
19 Comnissioner Peter Bomnan. 
20 COMMISSIONER BOWMAN: Aye. 
21 MS. CHESTON: Carmissioner Bownan votes "aye." 
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22 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Cox. 
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 

MS. CHESTON: Carmissioner Cox votes "aye." 
(II) CHAIRMAN COURTER: Ccmniss ioner kPherson. 
4 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: Aye. 
5 MS. CHESTON: Carmissioner McPherson votes "aye." 
6 CHAIRMAN COURTER: The Chair votes "aye." 
7 M S .  CHESTON: Carmissioner Courter votes "aye.," 
8 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Stuart. 
9 COMMISSIONER STUART: No. 
10 MS. CHESTON: Cornnissioner Stuart votes "nay." 
11 COMMISSIONER COX: Comnissioner Byron. 
12 COMMISSIONER BOWMAN: Aye. 
13 MS. CHESTON: Comnissioner Byron votes "aye." 
14 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Comnissioner Johnson. : 

15 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Aye. 
16 MS. CHESTON: Conmissioner Johnson votes "aye." 
17 The motion is.to reject the Secretary of Defense's 
18 reccmnendation with respect to Fort HcClellan. Alabama. The 
19 vote on the motion is six in favor. one opposed. The motion 
20 passes. 
21 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Mr. Brown. why don't you 
22 proceed? 
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1 MR. BROWN: Mr. Chairmdn and Cmissioners, at Tab 
2 3 .  we have the next installation to be discussed. Fort Lee. 
3 Virginia. Fort Lee was added for further consideration on 
4 Hay 21st. 
5 Slide 16 pictorially shows the option under 
6 consideration, the closure of Fort- Lee. the relocation of 
7 Canbined Arms Support Camrand. the Quartermaster School and 
8 Center. and the A m y  Logistics Management College to Fort 
a Eustis. Virginia, and the Defense Conmissary Agency to 

uantico. Virginia. I(P Slide 17 shows the relative locations of Fort Lee. 
12 Fort Eust is and Quant ico. Mr. John Graham wjlj now discuss 
13 Fort Lee. It's in your book at Tab 3. %. - 
14 MR. GRAHAM: Slide No. 18 shows the static 
15 information for Fort Lee. What I'd like to do is highlight 
16 the bottan line. The one-time cost for this proposal would 
17 be a little over $529 million. a steady state savings of 28.5 
18 million and the payback would be in excess of 100 years. 
19 Next slide. 
20 These are the issues that staff has reviewed in 
21 regards to Fort Lee. I'd like to go through each of them and 
22 1'11 start on the nexr charts. Next slide. First off is 

, ' .. 
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&&of= 43% b4thiwit.s---- ----- 
2 catqor~~E-IaitU-.-J~mini.ngf ~~anch:SchooJs bx..the . 

3 Anny. 
4 The camunity argued that it was a multi-purpose 
5 installation. that it was both comnand and control. 
6 professional schooling. as well as initial entry training 
7 and. therefore, should be viewed fran the other Initial Entry 
8 Training/Branch Schools. that it was more than a training 
9 center -- - . . - - - . . - . . - . . .. - - . . 
10 Our review showed that the primary mission of Fort 
11 Lee is the training of soldiers, noncannissioned officers and 
12 officers, and that the Anny dld treat it fairly and itwas 
13 consistent in tts assignment of installations to this 
14 category. and it was ranked fairly against the others. so the 
15 11 of 13 IS a valid military value assessment. 
16 The second issue is that of combat service support 
' training contolidation. The A m y  has consolidated some of 

I its canbat service support training at Fort Lee. most notably 9 in officer training. It is also finalizing plans to 
20 consolidate combat developnents. doctrine developments and 
21 training developments and standardization at Fort Lee. 

22 L~eutenant General Wakefield. the Comnanding 

Page 214 of 33- 'acrr  
1 General at Fort Lee. under whose comnand this initid:- 

2 ongoing. stated that this Initiative would save the Ar 
3 million a year. 
4 Our review of what has happened at Fort Lee shows 
5 that there is a consolidation ongoing of the officer c=xrsez 
6 and that there is in development. but not yet approved :? :-5 

7 Department of the A n y  or Department of Defense. a pla- :: 
8 corrsolidate the training and doctrine development at ==-r  
9 Lee. and there will be considerable savings from this 
10 consolidation. 
11 The third issue is unique faci 1 it ies. The Army 
12 argues that there are four unique facilities. truly UP-=tie 
13 facilities on Fort Lee. The first is the Petroleum i r=:n-- :  

14Facility. whichwasopened in 1993. This isnew. It's av 
15 environmentally safe facility where we train -- we. the 
16 nation -- train soldiers and Marines in inland distr1b~z.c- 
17 of petroleum and bulk petroleum storage. 
18 The second facility that the Army claims is uniaue 
19 is water purification training where they train all of :ne 
20 Army soldiers on how to purify water. which, as we fourd 2;: 
21 in the Gulf War. is a vital requirement. 
22 The Battle Support Center is a computer-assisted 

' Page 215 of 33E '3~51 
I wargaming center, which has the capability to be uplin<s< :r 
2 worldwide organizations from Korea to Germany. and :: 5 3 ~ ~ 5  

3 money from bringing the soldiers to a central locatton ~3 
4 this type of training. The second is as part of :he I . y y  
5 Logistics Management Staff College, there is a satellizs 
6 education uplink at the center. 
7 Our review shows that two of these are truly 
8 unique. The POL training facility is the only one in Xi3 
9 that does this type of inland distribution and bulk st:-- 
10 training and the water purification training facility 
11 only one withiq.the Army and would have to be replicatt 
12 The other two. the Battle Suppwt Centor Znd the 
13 Satellite Education Center. are not as unique in that z 7 e y  
14 are not one of a kind. but since they are part of the 
15 instructional requirements for the activities at Fort Loo. 
16 they would have to be replicated wherever we decided tc movf 
17 those organizations from Fort Lee. 
18 Next slide. Mark. The Army stated that the 
19 Combined Arms Support C m n d .  which is the headquarters a: 
20 Fort Lee and is also the c m n d  and control element fc: a - -  
21 of the combat service support schools within the Army. =he 
22 Quartermaster's School. the Army Logistics Management 

. Page 216 of 336 ' 3 5 ~ -  
f-Cdl-legg and-assoc4ated-act-iv-it ies;-= a4.1:-needed-to- bt- -;- - - 
2 col located at a gi.ven installation.. - . .. -. - 
3 The Defense Cmissary Agency and the Troop Supporz 
4 Agency. the Troop Support Agency was the Army predecesur zz 
5 the Oefense Commissary Agency, it is ,slowly going out =' 
6 business but until it does. they need to be collocated. 7% 
7 remaining units can go anywhere that we can find roan =3r 
8 them on an Army or other service installation. 
9 Our analysis showed. that the collocations stated by 
10 the Amy were reasonable. that you do get some synergies f r= 
11 collocating the activities stat+. You reduce the ove-ac 
12 in instructional requirements. Ybu..@on't have to duplicate 
13 any classtoas or other training fac'idities by collocat~ng 
14 those activities. . 
I5 The next item is tenant synergy. which goes along 
16 with the collocation. What we're really saying is :ha: :t 
17 exists between these units that need to be collocated. As 
18 mentioned. they share instructional staff. They share 
19 facilities. and that's the 000 position. and we found : 
20 also was reasonable. 
21 However. if you move the Quartermaster School, the 



Wednesday, March lst, 1 (j 9 5 

Testimony fiorn: The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 

General John Shalikashvili 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

The Honorable John Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Joshua Gotbaum 
Asst Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 

Robert E. Bayer 
Deputy Asst. Secretary of Defense (Installations) 

Pages attached: 



( A  d i s c u s s i o n  w a s  h e l d  o f f  t h e  r e c o r d . )  I 
I 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: M r .  S e c r e t a r y ,  I have  q u e s t i o n s  

4 from c e r t a i n   embers of  the  Congress h e r e  and,  f r a n k l y ,  my 

5 staff b e l i e v e s  t h a t  some would b e  b e t t e r  directed t o  t h e  

I 

6 s e r v i c e ,  c h i e f s  of  t h e  s e = v i c e  s e c r e t a r i e s ,  b u t  I want  t o  a s k  I I 

7 you t h i s  one because  t h e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  Congressman is i n  the 

8 room, I ' m  t o l d ,  and w e  t h i n k  you perhaps can  answer  t h i s  i 

9 q u e s t i o n  and,  i f  you f i n d  t h a t  i t ' s  one b e t t e r  h a n d l e d  by I 
i 

10 someone e l s e ,  w e ' l l  p u r s u e  it more L a t s r .  I 
I 
I . 

I have r e p r e s e n t e d  t o  Yembers of t h e  Congress  t h a t  

l2 I t h i s  vould  be  t h e i r  i n s t rumen t  f o r  a s k i n g  the  t ouqh  q u e s t i o n s  

1 3  a n d ,  f r a n k l y ,  t h e  r e a s o n  I ' v e  done t ha t ,  M r .  S e c r e t a r y ,  is 

14 1 because  I ' v e  been prec:y voca l  i n  s ay ing  t h a t  I'm g o i n g  t o  
! 

15 / a v o i d  a huge cosme t i c  add-on t h a t  xi11 c a u s e  gro-at  expense  

1 6  and  concern i n  t h e  c o u n t r y ,  and s o  -de x a n t  t o  be p r e t t y  tough  I 

17 a b o u t  how we e v a l u a t e  e v e r y t h i n g ,  f r a n k l y ,  that you 've  done.  

T h i s  q u e s t i o n  is from Cbngressman Browder: 

Secretary Deutch, t h e  1993 Base Closure  and Real ignment  

Commission removed from t h e  l i s t  proposed by the Department  

of Defense and directed t h e  -- le t ' s  g e t  this r i g h t .  Yes. 

S e c r e t a r y  Deutch,  the 1993 -- t h e r e ' s  b e e n  a l i t t l e  

-- j lliv~!rsifi~!~l I \ C ~ I I I ~ ~ ~ I I I I  !;I:W~I:I!S, I I I L  
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I t h i s ,  t o  g e t  it c o r r e c t .  

3 S e c r e t a r y  Oeutch, t h e  1993 Base C l o s u r e  a n d  

4 
Realignment Commission removed F o r t  Mcf le l lan  i n  Alabama f r o m  

5 the L i s t  proposed by t h e  Department of Defense and d i r e c t e d  

t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defens& t o  pursue a l l  t h e  r e q u i r e d  p e r m i t s  
i 

6 

7 and c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of f a c i l i t i e s  a t  a new 
I 

8 l o c a t i o n  p r i o r  t o  t h e  1995 base  c l o s u r e  p r o c e s s  b e f o r e  t h e  

9 I 000 cou ld  a g a i n  p l a c e  t h a t  i n s t a l l a t i o n  on t h e  1995 BRAC 

list. 1 
! 

F o r t  HcCle l lan  is recommended f o r  c l o s u r e  a g a i n  ! 

I 

t h i s  y e a r .  Have any of r h e  necessary ? e r a i t s  been o b t a i n e d  I 

by t h e  Amy a t  t h e  r e c e i v i n g  i n s c a l l a t i o n ?  
! 

MR. DEUTCX: Na, they have noc. Let m e  make a 

p h i l o s o p h i c a l  r e n a r k  and then  recurn t o  c h i s  g a r t i c u l a r  csse. 

B i l l  l e r r y  mentioned Chat, when t h e  l i s t  from t h e  d i f f e r e n t  

services came fo rward ,  t h a t  w e  c a r e f u l l y  e v a l u a t e d  each and 

every  l ist  and t h e r e  w e r e  s i x  o r  seven ex t remely  d i f f i c u l t  I I 
I 

cases that r e c e i v e d  o u r  p e r s o n a l  a t t e n t i o n .  

H e  mentioned t h e  Missile Wing a t  Grand Forks  

because of  its t r e a t y  i m p l i c a t i o n s ,  and h e r e  is a n o t h e r  

i n s t a n c e  which was d i s c u s s e d  ex t ens ive ly  a s  be ing  one  of the 

[]j~l!rsi[il!~l I \ I ! I I I I~~~III !  !~~!rv ic l s .  1111:. 
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whether w e  would be a b l e  t o  maintain our c h e z i c a l  d e f e n s e  . . i '.. .-:T - 1 I 

preparedness  and,  second ly ,  whether i n  combi=at ion  - _ I  
j 

McClel lanfs  p rox imi ty  to the Anniston, Alabasa chemical  I 
decommissioning work -- it would b e  p o s s i b l e  Ft"wou1d b e  

- 1  
! 

1 impaired by t h i s  recommerkation. 
! 

s o  t h i s  was a very c l o s e  c a l l  and ,=ne t h a t  w e  d id  

8 1 spend a g r e a t  d e a l  of cime on. 

I b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  proposal b e f o r e  =he Commission ! 
1 - 

lo I s a y s ,  t h e  p r o p o s a l s  t o  xove t h e  Chemical Wareare School 

11 element up ko F o r t  Leonard Wood, Missouri -- it would n o t  go ; 

12  t o  For t  Leonard Wood, t k e  proposal  says,  u n l s s s  t h e  p r o p e r  

permics a r e  r e c e i v e d  from t h e  S t a t e  of En.issccri. So t h a t  is 13 

14 a process  t h a t  t h e  .\my h a s  g o t  t o  go t h r o u c ~  b e f o r e  w e  would 

be happy to close o r  wauld be willinq t o  c l o s e  F o r t  - 1s 

16 McClellan. . :  

17 C S I R M A N  D I X O N :  Would you excuse  xe a  moment w h i l e  ' i 
I 

18 I t a l k  t o  s t a f f  about  t h a t ?  -- I 
! 

( A  d i s c u s s i o n  w a s  held off  t h e  recard. ) 

20 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  Mr. Secre tary ,  as 1 unders tand  I 

- I. 
2 1  t h a t ,  i n  d i s c u s s i n g  t h i s  with staff  -- and, b~ s a y i n g  t h i s ;  .--. I 

--I 

2 2  may I say  t o  the Congressmen i n  quest ion and everybody i n  

I 

I 
! 

.-a I ~ l i v ~ : r s i f i ~ : ~ l  1\1:~111rli11tl !it!nic~:s, IIX. - .  -- 
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1 this room, we do not yet determine the correctness or YOUL 

1 2  decision, of course. That's part of our process, which will 

i be an ongoing process for many months. I 
But derstand this now, in the eve 

. i it, s clea 

nt, in 

,r that 5 end, that we would suvpor~ ~ U U L  u"h-----, - 

I 
6 would have to have before us clear evidence that all permits i 

were in place. 
I 

7 
I P 
I 
I I 

M R .  DEUTCH: That's our recommendation to you, Mr. 
I 
I 8 I 

9 Chainan. I 
CiiAIilMAN D I X O N :  And it is our statement to you 

i 
I ! 

, -,- , -=kp  LZ- i that xe w o u ~ a   nu^ abc. ur.---- - - -  

! 

12 3R. DEUTCH: That's our recommendation to YOU, as , 

! f i 

. , -  ..-.. T- Thank VOU. S ir. 1 - , ,  1 CHAIRMAN DIXON:  ' l ' n a n ~  ~ U U ,  . ----- 
A ' 

: ,, ,,a= held off the record. ) (A ~ L S C U ~ ~ L U I A  -.--- - -  

16 CXAIRMAN D I X O N i  Well, "re'ra going to pick on ycu a 
' 

little more because they say, since you came from Energy, YOU 

I 

i 
17 

may Se more conversant with this than many others, anyway 
I 

18 
1 

The New Mexico congressional delegation, Senators 19 I 

1 20 Pete Domenici and Jeff Binqaman and Representatives Joe 

1 7 1  . Skeen, Bill Richardson, and Steve Schiff, asked the Chair to 

\]ivl!fiifil:~[ ~ \ I : I I I I ~ I ~ I I I ~  !it!rvic~!s. 
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GENERAL SULLIVAN: Posts are multi-faceted.  

L 

I CHAIRMAN DIXON: T h i s  is General Sul l ivan .  I 

like t o  be heard on that. 

I GENERAL SULLIVAN: General Sull ivan.  M a d a m  1 
I 

I Commissioner, land, in f ras t ruc tu re  ., t r a i n i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  , 

I maintenance f a c i l i t i e s ,  power pro jec t ion  - p l a t f  o m s  and 

' 1 qua l i ty  of l i f e ,  t h a t  a l l  en ters  in to  it, q u a l i t y  of l i f e  f o r  1 
i 

1 our people. W e  have t o  have barracks and so f o r t h .  And a l l  

I of t h a t  entered i n t o  our decision making. 

lo 1 And a lso  I have a  -- w e  have a r e a l  burden i n  t h e  I 
I 

I Army, because w e  have i n  f a c t  mobilized about four  t i m e s  t h i s  i 
1 century, f a i r l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  mobil izations,  and w e  need t h e  

capabi l i ty  t o  expand the organization without overdrawing i 
tha t .  Okay? Because w e  are  in f a c t  e l imina t ing  a l o t  of I I 

! 

IS I World W a r  I1 wood which was used f o r  mobil ization.  W e ' r e  

1 6  ( ge t t ing  rid of t h a t  i n f r a s t m c t u r e  on t h e  bases, and w e  have / 
I 

1 dropped some maneuver bases. 

1 think what you have now is what w e ' l l  need f o r  a 1 
! 

1 l9 I LO-division force, a mi l l ion  men and women, with  some 

capacity t o  increase. And 1 wouldn't want to p r e d i c t  what 
. . 1 

the fu ture  would hold. . . 

Diversified Reportinq Services, I n c  
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z 

3 

says the governor of the State of Missouri has indicated an t- 
t 

t 

expeditious review of the permit application can be i 
i 

accomplished. 1 read that only because it says that, but it 
1 F 

5 

6 

= I  pursue-.ail. of the required permits and certification for the 

does not mention whether there is any guarantee or percentage 
i 
i 

of a guarantee that it will be granted. 
f I 
1 

7 

a 

4 

LU 

So my question is, Mr. Secretary, the Army has f 
i 

again recommended relocating the chemical school from Fort 
I 

c 

McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. Responding to a similar 

request, the ' 93 commi.ssion recommended that the Army, quote, ' 

14 1 pursuing these permits? And in the absence of such permits, 

I 2  

I3 

' = I  how do you believe the Commission should respond to your 

new site prior to the '95 BRAC process. 

Has the m y  received these permits? Is the Army 

= I  recommend that the Commission respond in the way that we 

16 

3 7  

I presented it to you. Let me say, Commissioner Steele, that 
[ .r. 

request? 4 

SECRETARY WEST: I think that= the Commission -- - - I 

L .  I youlve hit, with respect ta Fort Drum and F o r t  McClelSan, on 

1 two decisions that kr the final analysis ended up rigbt on ny 

Iliversified Reportinq Smices, Inc - 
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I 
3 

c 

5 

6 

7 

permit t ing process. The one thing t h a t  I, a s  a lawyer, over  i 

the years  have learned,  is t h a t  w e  have no real ind ica t ion  as I 
t o  how t h e  process could turn out when a community and a 

permit t ing authority:begin t o  come t o  g r i p s  with the r e a l i t y . -  

For t h a t  reason - and inc identa l ly ,  l e t  m e  answer 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

a second question Mat is impl ic i t  i n  that -- and w e  did not  I 
i 

s tar t  the permitt ing process u n t i l  a f t e r  t h e  base c losure  

announcement w a s  made by t h i s  -- the list was announced by 
I i 

t h e  se=re tary  af Defense. That was a t  my express d i r e c t i o n ,  

again,  I th ink ,  advised by those who have -- with whom I've 

I 13 

14 

been working here a t  the tab le .  

That was because t h a t  would have, i n  our view, been : 

I 15 16 

gremature. It would have been before t h e  decision.  It would 

have been pre-decisional.  SO f i r s t  w e  had t o  decide what o u r  

I 17 .18 

I Uiversified Reporting S d c e s ,  lac. -- - 1 I 91 8 i6m STREET. N.W. SUITE 803 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2Wo6 

r e c o m n ~ d a t i o n  would be +his year, and *en w e  would be free, 

perhaps, t o  proceed with the initial publ ic  s t e p s  t o  g e t  the 

I L9 

20 

permit. And so  o u t  recommendation t o  t h e  Secretary of 

Defense, which ha has appmvd and. forwarded t o  you, is tha+ 
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1 CRAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner 

z Steele. Commissioner Cornella. f i 

T COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, M r .  Chairman. 
- - .  

4 Good morning, gentlemen. J t d  a follow-up OK the Fort  : i 
i 

5 M c C l U a n  quastion- For General Sullivan: why does the Anny 1 
6 need t o  cont inue operation of the chemical defense training I I f a c i l i t y ,  and can that t r a in ing  be simulated without using 

l i v e  agents? i 8 
t 

9 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Less than -- probably less than 1 

10 2 percent  of t h e  people i n  the  United S ta te s  Army have gone 
I 

11 through t h e  f a c i l i t y  . as you probably know. Theref s probably 

l2 other ways of doing -- there's probably other ways of doing 

13 that training. This is a p l u r a l i s t i c  soc ie ty ,  though. There 

1 4  are s t r o n g  opinions on the other side of that i s sue .  which 

15 I f  m sure I f  11 hear about before the  day is over. 

16 But a t  any rat&, it's a good question. I have a 

LT view on it. W e  could, in fact -- there's a couple of ways of 

L8 handling it, which w e  tried t o  do in t h e  past .  It's a m a t t e r  

= of of f ic ia l .  record. Itf s a matter of testimony l a s t  year  - 
1 m not l a s t  year ,  two years  ago. There are o t h e r  alternatives. 
1 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: General ,  in recommending 
I 

the c l o s u r e  o f  Fort McClellan, what weight did the ~ r m y  g i v e  

Uiversified Reportinq Senices, Inc 
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1. to the effects of the move on the prospective chemical 

2 demilitarization facility at the Anniston Army Depot, and 

3 what do you consider those effects to be? 1 
; 

GENERAL SULLIVAN: We gave a lot of -- we gave a 
5 lot of consideration to that. General Shane and Mr. Walker 

6 can speak to the details of it, but the Secretary and 1 

7 thought a lot about it. And I believe that wef re able to 

8 meet our commitments to the chemical de-mil program over at 

9 Anniston very well from the capabilities that we have there 

at the depot. And we've spent an enormous amount of dollar 

11 resources there improving the infrastructure to accommodate 

that effort. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We'll change the subject 

here for a moment, General Sullivan. In the 1993 Army 

recommendation, the Army considered closure or realignment at 

16 Duqway Proving Ground, Utah. Ultimately it was extended - 
17 pardon me, ultimately it was excluded. 

Due to its unique capability to conduct chemical or 

I3- biological testing, t h e  1995 recommendation calls for 

20 realignment of Dugway by relocating the smoke and obs-t 

c emission to Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona, and s a m e  elements 

Z of the chemical-biological research to Aberdeen Proving 

Diversified Heportinq Sen-ices, Inc 
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Letterkenny, as 1 recall, there w a s  a s o r t  of joint public- 

private partnership -- I ' m  not probably put t ing  it 

c o r r e c t l y  -- on the Pal ladin? 

BRXGADIER GENERAL SHAHE: That * s correct .  

COMMISSIONER. COX: Right. AIld that hadn't s t a r t e d  

in 1993. Has that pro jec t  s t a r t ed ,  and h a s  it been 

successful?  It's one of your biggest cont rac ts ,  I think. 

SECRETARY WALXER: Yes, Commissioner Cox. 

Secretary Walker. Y e s ,  i t 's .been very successful ,  and 

those -- the Pal ladin operations will continue u n t i l  FY '97. 

COMMISSIONER. COX: And t h a t  is being handled a t  

12 Letterkenny ? 

13 SECRETARY WALKER: That is correct .  

14 % COMMISSIONER. COX: Okay. Thank you very m u c h .  

l!5 O n e  -- do 1 have more time? One l a s t  question. Going back, ---- 

then ,  to another issue from 1993. And I'm s o n y ,  1 want to 

I LT ask an= l a s t  q n d o n  on McCIellan, because 1 want to make 

sure  IS understand you. 
t .- 

-Z9 If vou all do not have the permits, and I 
& 

understand you didn't stark for good reason till now, do you 

. . 

permits in hand? 

- 

i 

(202) -29 

rn# 

Diversified Repartinq Services, Inc - 
918 16m mEET. N.W. S U E  803 

WASHINGTON. 0.C. 2M)(X 
. ---- 



51 

SECRETARY WEST: Our recommendation is conditioned 

2 an getting the permits. 

COMMISSIONER. COX: I guess maybe it's a legal 

6 question, then. Can we conditionally close? A procedure - 
I mean, is that your view, that we could -- I know that the 
Congress can1 t statutori.iy pass conditional legislation. 

That's why I'm concerned about it. 

SECRETARY WEST: Well, I think it's quite -- I 
9 think it's quite possible to say that welve decided to close 

it, unless we don't get the permits, and to make sure that 

. 
the timing of the process -- we certainly wouldn't start 

unless we had the permits. The timing of the process awaits 

that. 

COMMISSIONER. COX: Right. 

SECRETARY WEST: I don't think there is a problem 

with that, Commissioner,~although - 
CIIAIRMAN DIXON: If I may intervene, Commissioner- 

= and Secretary West, I'm reminded by staff that Secretary 

Deutchls testimony was that we would not close unless a l l  

permits were in place and approved for the transfer. 

SECRETARY WEST: Anci that was our recommendation, 

too. 

Diversified Reportinq Services, Inc. 
- 
& 

91 8 16m STAEm N.W. SUITE 803 
WASHINGTON. D.C. ;mX)6 

(2f.m 296-2929 

(iu7 
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COMMISSIONER. COX: All right. So w e  wouldn't get 

- 2 to the question of conditionally closing it, because your I 
r recommendations may not act unless the permits are approved. 

SECRETARY WEST: Right. 

COMMISSIONW. COX: In tima for us to act. A l l  

right. Thank you ve&y much. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner. 1 
Commissioner Davis. 

SECRETARY WEST: Mr. Chairman. i 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary. 

SECRETARY WEST: I'm sorry, there was just one l a s t  

l2 comment that Commissioner Cox added at the end that I'm not 

U quite ready to go along with. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Please -- please answer. 
COMMISSIONER. COX: Okay. 

SECRETARY WEST? Unless theyf re approved in time 

17 for you to act. 

COMMISSIONER. COX: Right. We will have to act - I 
I9 well, we have to get a report to the President by July lst, 

and w e  will ahviously be acting before that, you know, 

sometime in the we& or so, 1 assume, before that. And 1 

a guess -- what 1 understood the Deputy Secretary to say, and 

Diversified Reportinq Services, Inc  - 
A 

918 16m STREET N.W. SUITE 803 
WASHINmN. 0.C. 20006 

(a 296-2929 

Q i 



I 1 then what 1 was asking you: if we -- if you do not have the 
permits by June whatever that is, would it be your 

j I recommendation that we simply not close McClellan? 

SECRETARY WEST: That was not my recommendation. 

5 1 My recommendation is that McClellan be authorized to be 

6 
closed, except it cmnot close until the pennits are 

COMMISSIONER. COX: Okay. 

SECRETARY WEST: So that you'd want to give us nore 

CXAIRMAN DIXON: Well, if I may intervene, again, 

Cnrnrnission~ Cox, we have approved, subject to final approval 

I U time than just June. 1 don't know how long that permitting 

of all of you, our schedule throughout +ha balance of the 

14 

time until we give the list to the President of the United 

process takes, Commissioner. 

States, and it will become public shortly. 

And so w i t h  respect to this question on p d t s ,  

w i t h  respect to the treaty question that was raised - -  

7 I yesterday, and other things, if those things aren't resolved 

Diversified Hepartinq Services, kc. 
918 16~14 STREET. N.W. sum 803 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 29006 
(202) 296-2929 
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1 by Thursday, June 22nd, it would be difficult for us to ! 

accommodate the services and their recommendations, because 
I 

j. beginning on that day we start voting. 

SECRETARY WEST: Understand. 
! 

COMMISSIONER. COX: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DTXON: Thank you, Commissioner. *x.x 
7 Commissioner Davis. 

GENERAL DAVIS : Secretary West, Secretary Walker; f 
! 

9 General Sullivan, and General Shane, as I said yesterday, i 
i 
i 

it's a pleasure to sit on this side of the dais. I've sat 

ll over there often enough. 

. Secretary, clearly this Commission is going to 

have to make a recommendation as to future BRAC actions. 

1 Clearly your counsel would be nost appreciated, as to what 

15 you thought it ought to be in the future, when it ought to 

16 be, what kind of substance it ought to take, et cetera. 

SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner, we have f aund that' 

18 this procedure has Worked well for the w. Just look at 
L9 the success Fn closing Army bases before '88  and now, and 

t o  certainly 1 think t h a t  has been the report that you have 

zl received from the Secretary of Oef ense as well. W e  also i 

I 

believe that we have done the job that  needs to be done. T h e  : 

Iliversified Repnrtinq Services, Inc. -- - 
918 16m STREET. N.W. sum am 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20006 
(m 2962929 



Chief of Staff  of the Rrmy -- Sullivan is m y  name. These are 

tough calls. B u t  we've g o t  to make t h e m .  

CEAIRMAN DIXON: 1 appreciate  that,  General 

Sullivan. My w i f e  w a s  watching m e  on t e l e v i s i o n  the o t h e r  

day, and she said, "Donit be so mean w i t h  t h o s e  people, 

( they ' re  j u s t  doing their job.11 I hope you understand 1 

respect  that, and I hope you understand that I'm not  any nore 

del ighted w i t h  t h i s  job than you are.  

I ' m  a draftee, not  a volunteer. And t h i s  is 

pa infu l  for a l l  of us ,  and t h e  worst p a r t  of it is, it's the 

fourth  round and everybody's been through this four t i m e s  and 

by now, w e i r e  down to the r e a l  good s t u f f .  And, you know, it 

ain't no fun. But anyway, w e  have to ask the quest ions .  I 

hope you understand that. 

% Representative Glen Browder -- and this is somewhat 
I I 

r e p e t i t i v e ,  bu t  w e  want' to g e t  these. t h i n g s  in  the record. 

What c o n t a c t s  has the Army o r  OSD had with t h e  Governor of  

Missouri' s s t a f f  , concerning environmental permits f o r  this 

facility? In o t h e r  words, w e  lcnow that the permi t s  have to 

be obtained; w e  respect that. 

SECRETARY WEST: W e  have had staff -level contac ts  

in which the Governor and leadership in Missouri  have 

Diversified Regortinq Services, Inc 
918 16m SFFIm N.W. 803 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20006 

(2MI 296-2929 
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1 promised their support and their belief that the permits will 
I 

be obtained in reasonable time. 2 

CEiUIWW DIXON: Okay. And there again, a series 

4 of questions, Mr. Secretary, that will be sent to you on this 

5 whole issue, again. And by now, there are several of these 

6 things running through here where, unless we can get the job 1 5 
7 1 done, we cantt do the -- we can't support the I ! 

I 

8 recommendations, quite obviously. %X 
9 Congressman George Gekas asks the Secretary, M r .  

10 1 Secretary, lcegarding Fort Indiantown Gap , Pennsylvania. M d  i 
i 

11 ( he asks, the Army states that annual training for a reserve 

component units, which now use Fort Indiantown Gap, can be 

conducted at other installations in the region, including 

14 Fort Dix, Fort A - P .  Hill, and Fort Drum. 

Has any study been done to make sure that these 
I 

' i 
other facilities actually have the training facilities equal 

to the facilities at Fort Indiantown Gap are sufficient for 

the needs of these units, such as Tank Table 8 qualification I 
19 1 ranges? and do these other facilities have tzaining time 

' 1 0  1 available ~II their schedules to accommodata the needs of our I 
training u n i t s ?  And additionally, has. the DOD investigated 

the cost of transport and equipment associated with using 

UiversiAed Reportinq Services, Inc  
918 1m STREET. N.W. sum 803 

WASHINGTON. O.C. ZOO06 

(2W 2962929 



DEPARTMZST OF THE AR%Y 
~ ~ ~ u m m n r r r a u m ~ u w a m n c c o w u r c o  

U n T r O Y R O L ~ t m l ~  

ATCS-OR (5-10~) 

MEMORANDUM FOR W O R  GENEXAL JOE N. m m ,  C O W E R ,  U. S. XWX 
ENGINEXR CENTER AND FORT LFOtIAEUI WOOD, 
FORT LEOMARD WOOD, MO 65473-5000 

SUBJECT: Permits for Relocation of C h d c a l  and Military Police 
Schools to Fort Leonard wood 

1. Secretary of Defense recommended relocation of the Chemical 
and ~ilitary Police Schools to Port Leonard Wood as part of his 
recort?m~dation f o r  the closure of Fort M c C l e l l a f l  to the 1995 B a s e  
Closure and Realignment Commission- This relocation was 
conditioned "upon receipt of the required permits. " 

2 - During testimony the Atmy leadership before the 1995 B a s e  
Closure ~ n d  ~ealicfnment Commission on 7 March, Commission 
Chairmar1 Dixon indicated that the permits are required before 
22 June 9 5 .  

3 - R e q u e s t  the necessary permi t.s he obt.ainec1 from the State of 
Mi.6souri. for  relocation of the Mi.7 i-t-ary Police and Chemical 
Schools to Fort Leonard Wood. Two copies of t h e  permits are to 
be furnished to the TRADOC Base Realignment and Closure Office 
(ATCS-OR) as quickly as possible, but 110 later than 1 June 1995. 

4 .  Coordinate directly with commander of Fort Mctlellan to 
ensure all necessary permits are identified. The most critical 
permits are for the construction and operation of the Chemical 
Defense Trai Ang Facility . 
FOR THE COMMANDER: 

V 

Major General, GS 
Chief o f  Staff 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HWOUMTERS UnllEO STATES ARMY TRAlHlHO AHO DOCTR~M COIIMAND 

m mRO€, vlRQlNlA 23U1.1000 

m Y  TO 
A r r e m o r c f f  S :  13 Mar 95 

ATCS-OR 1 0  l%s 
1 .  

MEMORANDUM FOR 

Commander, U. S , Army ~ngineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood, 
ATTN: ATZT-CS, For t  Leonard Wood, NO 65473-5000 

C o ~ r u t t a r ~ d e r ,  U.S. chemical and Military ~ o l i c e  C e n t e r s  and 
F o r t  McClellan, ATTN: ATZN-CS, Fort ~ c ~ l e l l a n ,  X L  
36205-5000 

SUBJECT : Fort McClellan Permits 

1. ' Request F o r t  Leonard Wood and For t  McCLellan provide 
informati nn i r, response to following questions from The Army 
Basing Study: 

a. What permits have bccn nppliod for and when, in regards 
.I to the closure of Fort McClellan and realignment of Military 

Police and. Chemical Schools? 

b. Are the applications public; if so ,  how can the public 
obta in  them? 

. c. W a s  an E I S  done a t  For t  McClellan when the CDTF was 
built; if so, how long did it take? 

2.  Response requested by 1500 hours on 13 Max 95. 
Fort McClcllan should provide data to Ms. Francine Col e, who will 
be on site for BRAC 95 installation visit. Fort Leonard Wood 
should prof data to Ms. Francine Cole, PROFS ID: MONl(C0LEF) 

t with copy furnished Lu 13~.  avid Taylor, PROFS ID : 
MON1(  TAYLORBD) . 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 



ATZN-CM-SAC 13 Mar 95 

MMORANDUM FOR SrTI<A'I'EG1C PLANS OFFLCE, FORT McCLELLAN, AL 

SUBJECrl': Fort McClellan I'ermits 

1. Reference TRADOC letter, dated 10 Mar 95, SAB, the proposed reply is provided: 

a. Fort McClellan has no knowledge of permit applications submitted in regards to 
the proposed closure and realignment. The Chemical School, Chemical Defense Training 
Facility, and Environmenlal Management OlIicer have not been asked nor supplied any 
inforination to tlie Departnlent of tlie Army, Fort Leonard Wood, or the State of Missouri 
perlaining to environmenlal permit require~iients. 

b. Fort McClellan personnel do not know anylliing regarding publicity of the 
applicationk. Furthermore, no one knows what'applications, if any, were filed. Permits 
submitted to State agencies would be considered part of a public record, attainable 
through the Freedom of Infor~~iation Act, or upon public request. 

c. Environmental Assessments for construction of the CDTF at Fort McClellan 
began in  Feb 81 and were completed in Jun 85. Additional environmental documentation, 
RCRA Part B, was completed under contract by Rust International and was reviewed by 
EPA Region IV and tlie State of Alabania Department of Environmental Managemetit. 
NEPA docutnentation (environmental assessment/environmental impact statement) is 
ma~idatory, however the requirements in regards to a full EIS or R C M  Part B 
subniissions are not well understood. In  today's climate, most incinerators require an EIS. 
The CDTF incinerator and air filtration systeiii required both Federal and State 
certification. - - 

2. Point of Contact for these issues is LTC Newing, USACMLS, DSN 865-6228. 



DNR R I R  FOLLUT 1014 CONTROL 

- 

U.S. Arm ET'I~ineer Center 'and For t  Leonard Wood 
COMPANYIFACiUlY STREET ADDRESS: 

COMPANYlFAClLlTY MAILING ADDRESS: >____I I 

I 

M E  CF PARENT COMPANY: 1 

Same 
COMPANY;FACILITY CIlY 
Fort  Leonard Wood 

I I J 
THIS APPLICATION IS FCR: 

MODlFlCATlON OR ADDITION TO AN EXISTING FACIUM NEW FACIUM 

PAXENT COMPANY CI'IY. i STATE: 

- 
PROJECTED DATE TO COMMENCE CONSTRUCTION: I PROJECTED DATE OF STARTUP: I 

STATE: 
MO 

ZIP COOE: 

1 - 

DESCRlPTlGN CF NEW OR MODlFlEO PROCESSESIEQUIP~~ENT 

ZIP CODE: 
65473 

COUNTY: 

1 

Tre-t t o  tr-ste f~ a Chemical D e c m t i o n  Traininn_Facilitv I I 

'5 9 5jI? Section: 31 Tormshii: 8~ Ran@% 
*sEuT=Ai o:.sZVrn 6 u ) h l w p A c l L I T y  Iw V V t M  w m  ~WPSEtcA~Ia m a  s m.IyIt=hcG.rW M3 

TYPE OR PRINT NAME OF SIGNER: 
Scot t  Murrell 

~ t m E o F S I C F 6 R .  
Cheif, Environmental Division 

I 
ESTIMATED COST OF BASIC ECUIPMfXt ESTlMATEO COST Of AIR POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT I 

$ 43M $ Tn-t 
All Appr~ootiona Mud bc Aooompanicd by a t i  00 Firmg Fee. Roesahg rtes at the Rote d per Hour of O W  T i  will kr Urn End of the R e d m  

APPLICANTS CERTIFICATION STATEMENT: 
t ctrlify that I have m a l t y  exarnined md am farrdIiar wRh the infamation hr this applkation ond b e l i  t!nt tha infmtion wbmbd b accurate a d  complete. 
I am that rmklq s fib or miwepresentation in thk opplkatiofi k grounda for denying or rcvokjng Vlo oomtrwh pormH. ,I nuy eba be guilty of a 
mkdemeanor and upon conviaion. may be punished by line or hnprisocuntr# 



State of Missouri 
Depaltment of Natural Resources P E R w x  P L[CAT[O N 

Air Pollution Control Program 
P.O. Box 176 

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 '95flf'J 1 Pm 3 50 

Emissions Inventory Questionnaire (EIQ) ,413 FGLi i : ' i iC: l  
CO?ITi iOL P G M 

FORM 7.0 GENERAL PLANT INFORMATION 
- 

'~acility Name 'County No. !Plant No. Year d D a t a  

I' Chemical Decontamination Tra in ing  F a c i l i t y  
Thermal Treatment Unit 3860 / 1983 

Facility Street Address - I ICouqty Name ,Classification 

ATZT-DPW, Northwest Tra in ing  Area 246 I ~ u l a s k i .  

jZlP Code Facility Phone Number 
1 .  

City I 

1 51 I For t  Leonard Wood 16547 3-5000 I 8  I 

Fo r t  Leonard Wood 1 65473-5000 1 314-596-0840 

'~acility tilailing Address rProductIPrincipal Activity 

I I I 

Facility Contact Person Where to Send EIQ in Future (Check One) I ~ ~ a c i l i t ) .  Mailing Address k ~ a r e n t  Co. Mailing Address 
S c o t t  Murrel l  

USAEC C FLW. ATZT-DPW 
- .  

. . . .  - 

I 

UTM Coordinates CTS R 
Coordinates 

# 37 
Minutes ' 5755 Township Section 1 44 Vertical (Km) - Seconds 1 30 I 00 a 141770 i 35 no r th  P i  

Thermal t rea tment  of m a t e r i a l s  

25 35 6.41 1.51 1 .06 42 .038 lb/yr ' 

o.oo/o.oo :875 +R(E 
The undersigned hereby certifies that they h a ~ ~ ~ e r s o n a l l y  examined and are familiar with the information and . 

City 
iZIP Code 

'Number of Employees 'Land in Acres 
I i 

Eontained herein and further certifies that t h e i  believe this information and statements to be true, 
accurate and complete. The undersigned cedifies that knowingly making a false statement or  misrepresenting the  

Scott Murrel l  I I ~ ~ 9 5  

Form Number hK) 780-1431 (10193) 

facts  presented inthis document is a violation of state law. A 

Name of Person Completing F o n  

s & @ T 4  
'Date ' 

I Bopv 
IMcr 94- 

~ c ~ a r t h <  Environmental Ennineer 
nme of Authorized Company Representative lSignature loate 



fU;I 1.1 PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAM 

,iacility Name !county No. Plant No. Year of Data 1 

STfi N Of3Y 
GENERATOR 
boo KW 

- 

I > \ E C E L  %EL 
Fonn Number MO 780-1388 (12132) ~up l lu te  this form as needed. 







1 ;~.=.-c:-l - - - -  =.ZY -- 1 7 :  55 :I!.:? R 1 R F'OLLUT I ClI4 I:O~T!?OL 

fV?isouri Depcrtncnt of NE!L'~o~ Rescurces 5 EC E ~ t i ~  [j 
Air Follution Contml Program 
New Scum Revieiv Unit 

: .;.+.!,'rE CF C C M F A ' i  TO RESEIL'E PESldiT: - i :.S. A r ~ y  Ex:izce- C e a t e ~  2nd :c-t Leonard ;#!oG~ 
1 G>!,',FA.?iY;FAG;LITf 37:EET AD.ZZESS: 
! . --:: 277.7 -7,y,.--7,7 
8 -  . 
f ;Z*,:F~!;~~FA~.!L;TY '?,i:L:!;*S k:C.'.E Sf:  
I - 
! 25:s --- 

-,-.,-,,I\, .=. - 3 .  .-.. c:-. -..;-.-,\ .. -L:L- .  , I :. /STATE: . .- 'Z:? CGCE: . -  . 
; = ,I*; L = s > ~ r =  r.cs.5 l*:O 
.- - .  1 . T .  

1 65473 
. - - ' * . V  I . . I 

I J t a t i c -  and mobile fg&,~?ilsrr,oke t r a i n i n g .  . . -- -- - -- - 
I 

I - 
I ES7I:JATEO Sf ST G i  E.ASIC EC'JiPC.E!ST;. 

- . 
!EsTUTED COST OF AIR POLLUTlClN CONTROL EGUIPMEhT 

1 s 
+- Is - A- .-- - 

At! ,+?9*.iona Kcd be Accempnicd by S t 0 3  Fik  j Fee. P r o c c w  f r,s e l  Iht Rate ot per HOW 01 3 h f i i  *rill bs i r r s m d  ~1 Uw c f t h  R d e  

AiiLICAt4TS CERTIFICATION STATEMENT; 
I C t N ?  that I ba.sve pfsxalv wrined znd am krn3kr \%3h the inlnraym 11 :hk rpp"a*h and klievt thzt thr br lmt ibn  $ub&trl is ac='-ate and mw 
I am w ~ a r ~  mkIn3 r fa!$+ r!snl.crned N misnp.eserii:!ioa h this appk=.ti3n is s m 6 8  (w denying or rcvddng L% =rn4~oli#r pcrrrJL ,I r a y  a b  * 0 

*!wirer e x f  LW c;nu~im. m y  be punished line w Inp&%e", 
n 

XE: 

'5,- - 3 / 1  / 95 
1 . r= 02 PRIrrr KAGE OF SIGNE~: 

Scott H u r r e l l  
C:R::U. -d e; SI;!~~.' 

Cheif , E n v i r o n ~ e n t z l  Division 



State of Missouri 
Deprrhncnt of Natural Resources 

Air Pollution Control Program 
P.O. Box 176 

Jefferson City, Mirrouri 65102 PERMIT APPLICA'ElEZ E l'i 3 

7 
Emissions Inventory Questionnaire (EIQ) 
FORM 1.0 GENERAL PLANT INFORMATION AIR PGLLi:TIC:i 

1 ATZT-DPW-EE I Pulaski  I I 

Year of Data 

1995 

Facility Street Address 

city lap Code I Facility Phone Number 

Mn t  Nb'. hi 

0004 

'~aci l i ty Name 
U.S. Army Engineer Center 
Fog O i l  Smoke Generation 

County No. ticlfi 1 

3860 
I 

County Name 

USAEC & FLW ATTN: ATZT-DPW I Obscurant . Training 

city lZlP Code jNumber of Employees ILand in Acres 

I 
Classification 

Fort  Leonard Wood 1 65473 

Facility Mailing Address 
314 596-0840 

Product/Principal,Activity 

. 
E ~ a c i u y  ki l lng Address O ~ a r e n t  Co. &iling Address 

Scot t  Murrell Chief, &vironmental 
Latitude Longitude . UTM Coordinates CTS R 

Coordinates 
Horizontal (Km) 

579 9 Township Section :Range 

Seconds 1 5q 
Vertical (Km) 

A0 4180.1 

Fort  Leonard Wood 

(233.73 - The undersigned hereby certifies that they have personally examined and are familiar with the information and 
statements contained herein and further certifies that they believe this information and statements to  be true, 
accurate and complete. The undersigned certifies that knowingly making a false statement or misrepresenting the 
facts   resented in this document is a violation of state law. 

65473 

L 
Nuna of Person Completing Form T i e  Signature Date . 

I r rcasT  
Rory McCarthy Environmental Ehgineer 

Name of Authorized Company Representative M l e  Slgnatun Data 

Scot t  Murrell Chbif; Ehvironmental Division I d ~ r  ss 
Fonn Number MO 780-1510 (1W) 

Facilitv Contact Person T i le  Where to Send ElQ in Future (Check One) 



Form ~umbu MO 780 .1~1  (lon3) Duplicate this form as needed. 

FOG OIL DRUM STORAGE 
FOR DIRECT-USE OR 
FOR TRANSFER TO MOBIU 

+ FIELD TANKS 

C e 

b 

STATIC OR MOBILE 
FOG OIL 

SMOKE GENERATORS v 

STATIC OR MOBILE 
FO3 OIL 

SMOKE GENERATORS b 

. 
STATIC OR MOBILE 

FOG OIL 
SMOKE GENERATORS b 

STATIC OR MOBII+F: 
FOG OIL 

SMOKE GENERATORS 

- 

h 



FORM 1.2 SUMMARY OF EMISSION POINTS 

I~acility Name 
'.S. Army Engineer Center 
OK Oil Smoke Generation 

3 1 

[ I ]  Total Number of Emission Points 

Plant No. 

0004 

County No. 

3860 

'm 

Year of Data 
1 

1995 

Static and Mobile Fog Oil Smoke Generation 

7 

2.3.1 .l 

I 

Form Number MO 7 8 0 . 1 ~ 1  (10193) Duplicate this form as needed. 



Form 2.0 EMISSION POINT INFORMATION . -- - 
-~acility Name County No. i ~ l a i X ~ o .  V&r of - ~ a t a  

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CENTER 3860 0004 
1995 

1000 Gallons 
SCC Description 



Enter the total ANNUAL THROUGHPUT amount calculated above 
in Block 4 on Form 2.0, Emission Paint Intormation. 

ORM 2.3 VOC PROCESS MASS-BALANCE WORKSHEET 

3.1 
IT 

:.: ... :.>:.: ... :.:.>:.:.:.:.:.:.:,:.:.:.:::..::::.:.:.:... ..;. ..: ,:.::::.:: ............................. ........................... 
;, .............. : .::..:::::5:j.j..:.. :.: ::,.. ...................... :: .............. :c;:. ..?.:~:::::::>::.:?::~>.:<: :.:: .............. :. ...... z ............-.-... :'l.i.i::::-~2.' .............. I:'.CfiCUtftWN:,:oE:!;VOC: EwCOMRED < $ $ ~ . $ ~ $ ~ ~ ~ + ~ . G : : < ~ ~ $ ~ i i ~ ~ $ + j g ; f  ... ................. gjij$$; ;$;i;g@;:: -1 .; .....: . j. . .:...:.:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  >.: ;. ;. .... ;.... ...... c:.:.:.:::: .; , ............................ 

LBS OF VOC RECOVERED = 
{Material Shipped as Hazardous Waste) x {X VOC Content of Waste) 

I 

, I I 

I I n .;; ...... ~~$$&<$~$@~~~~s313Gi~312fi::3i;j32dI~[3~~~~~~~ ....................................... c :  ............... ;.,, ,>>,,,;:,;,... ~ T ( O N ; O  E V O C I ; E M ~ ,  ~ o ~ ~ ~ Q , N ~ Q ~ ~ ~ . ~ i ; ~ ~ . " : ' : . ~ . ~ ~ ~ : ~ : . ~ i : ~ : 5 2 : ? : : ~ ~ i (  ... ........................ . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..F~.x.k.>:j$*;;:.:~::~;:~~~::~,;;3:l*::<.~~..:::.:.. 
:,~.:!,:.:a.,.:*:.:..".'.." 

.......a. 
........................................ s @ ~ @ ~ i ~ : ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ $ : ~ ~ ~ l i p ~ ~ j : L ; B S j Q ~ j ~ j i : ~ ~ t ) ; , P m O ~ ~ i T ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ O ~ ~ ~ i , E E Q u J $ M , E 1 J T : ~ X @ ~ ~ @ ~ $ . j ' ~ $ $ $ ~ $ ~ ~ i ~ f  .... @. 

{Total Lbs of VOC) - {Lbs of VOC Recovered) 

Lbs of VOC Emitted Prior to  Control 

TOTAL ANNUAL THROUGHPUT (SCC Units) 

Lbs of VOC Recovered Material Shipped as Hazardous Waste 

Emission Factor LbdSCC Units 

7422.6 7422.6 

W '  

Total Lbs VOC 

% VOC Content of Waste 

Enter the EMISSION FACTOR in VOC Box of Block 7 on Form 2.0, Emission Point Information. 

Form Number MO 180-1440 (10193) Duplicate this form as needed. 
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REPLY TO 
rrtertnon OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U N I ~  STAM ARW wolwttn SChWl 

r0mY ~ ~ O l ( l r n 0  WOOD, Y6SWRI U413+U~ 

March 2,  1995 

Mr. T i m  L. Stallban 
Bnviromaental specialist - ~ e o l o g i s t  
Water Pollution Contra1 Program 
~ i v i s i o n  of Environmental Quality 
Department of Natural Resource8 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, xi6souri 65102-0176 

Dear Ur. Stallman 

Please review the attamed nap of Fort Ieonard Wood shoving 
locations vhich have been considered as possible sites for large 
area aroke training. These areas were considered in 1993 for this 
type of training and, due to the recent Base Realignment and 
Closure commission anouncement, could be used for th is  activity in 
the future. k?~ you realize, rpodiiicatiane m i g h t  be required in the 
non p ~ i n t  source vater discharge permit for the installation. 

Sincerely, 

Scott WurreLl 
Chief/ Environment, Energ), 
and Natural Resources Div. 
Directorate of Public Works 

Enclosure 



TITLE: 
LOCRT I ON : 3 

(smoke.bufl.ll) 
F o r t  Leonard Wood. Missouri 

AIRFIELD 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS 

u U S  ARMY TRAlNINC CENTER ENGINEER 4ND FORT LEONARD WOOD 
FORT LEONARD WOOD. MISSOURI 63473 

REPLY TO 
A TTeNTION U@ 

January 10, 1994 

Environmental Office 

M r .  Richard Laux 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Environmental Quali ty 
Post Off ice  Box 176 
Jefferson City, Hissouri 65102 

Dear Mr. Laux: 

I n  accordance w i t h  requirebents of the Clean Water A c t ,  a 
stormwater runof: permit application must be submitted to your 
department f o r  indus t r i a l  ac t iv i t i e s .  Industr ia l  activities 
include maintenance f a c i l i t i e s ,  recycling f a c i l i t i e s  and 
l a n d f i l l s ,  

Please f ind  enclosed the completed permit appl icat ion for a l l  

F discharge o u t f a l l s  associated w i t h  these a c t i v i t i e s  located on 
Fort Leonard Wood. If there  are any questions, o r  i f  add i t iona l  
information is required, contact Carl Stenger a t  (314) 596-0869. 

Sincerely, 

w ~ 4  
Scott L. -ell 
chief,  Environmental Division 
Directorate of Public Works 

Enclosure 



STATE OF IMISSOURI \lei G r n ~ l u n .  (;<ncrnor . [).I\ ld 4 ~ l l c ~ r r  D ~ m l o r  

DEPARTMENT OF N A T U M  RESOURCES 
DI\lSIOX OF EhT,lROSLIEhThL QL.4LI-n' 

P.G. Box 176 Jefferson Cip.  )I0 6 5102-0176 

A p r i l  11, 1995 

W U D  DELIVERED: SHARON TURPIN, Environmental  Engineer 

M r .  S c o t t  M u r r e i l  
C h i e f ,  Env i ronmenta l  D i v i s i o n  
U . S .  =ny E n g i n e e r i n g  C e n t e r  and 
F o r t  Leonard Wood 
ATZT-DPW-EE 
F o r t  Leonard Wood, MO 6 5 4 7 3  

RE : A i r  Pe rmi t  A p p l i c a t i o n  - pro j e c t / ' ~ a c i l i t ~  No. 3860-0004-026 

Cezr  M r .  M u r r e l l :  

Enc losed  w i t h  t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  your p e r m i t  t o  c o n s t r u c t .  P l e a s e  no te  t h e  . s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  i f  any,  on accompanying pages .  O p e r a t i o n  i n  
a c c a r d a n c e  w i t h  t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  and your pe rmi t  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  
n e c e s s a r y  f o r  c o n t i n u e d  compl iance .  The document e n t l t l e d  "Review o f  

w' P-p.ppiication f o r  A u t h o r i t y  t o  Const ruct '  i s  p a r c  of  t h e  p e r m i t  a s  w e l l  
and s h o u l d  b e  k e p t  w i t h  t h e  p e r m i t  i n  your f i l e s .  

The r e v e r s e  s i d e  o f  your  p e r m i t  c e r t i f i c a t e  has i m p o r t a n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  
c o n c e r n i n g  s t a n d a r d  p e r m i t  c o n d i t i o n s ,  2nd your r i g h t s  and o b l i g a t i o n s  
u n d e r  t h e  laws and r e g u l a t i o n s  of  t h e  S t a t e  of Missour i .  

i f  y c l ~  have  any q u e s t i o n s  o r  need a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  
p e r m i t ,  you c a n  c o n t a c t  me by phone a t  (314) 751-4817 o r  you may write 
to me a t  t h e  Depar tment  of N a t u r a l  Resources,  Air P o l l u t i o n  C o n t r o l  
Program, P . O .  Box 176 ,  J e f f e r s o n  C i t y ,  KO 65102. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  72;(;2T;;,;4/3 
Michae l  J. S t a n s f i e l d ,  . E .  
Env i ronmenta l  ~ n g i n e e y  

MJS : tb 

E n c l o s u r e s  

c : J e f f e r s o n  C i t y  Reg iona l  O f f i c e  

r. Source  F i l e  

P e r m i t  No. : 0445- 013 
* 



STATE OF MISSOURI 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
MISSOURI AIR CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 

Under the authority of RSMo 643 and the Federal Clean Air Act the applicant is authorized to construct the 
facility described below, in accordance with the laws, rules, and conditions as set fonh herein. 

Permit Number: 0495 -0 13 Fadliql-D.Number: 3860-0004-026 

Owner: 
U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood 

Owner's Address: 
ATZT-DPW-EE, Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Facility Name: 
U.S. Army Engineering Center and Fort Leonard Wood 

Fadliryhddress: 
ATZT-DPW-EE, Fort Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Legal Description: 
Pulaski County, S21, T35N, R8W 

Application for huthoriry to Construct was made for: 

* * * *  a Chemical Decontamination Training Facility and Thermal 
Treatment Unit. This review was conducted in accordance with 
Section (5), Miss.ouri State Rule 10 CSR 10-6.060, "Construction 
Permits Required." * * *+  

Special Conditions are not applicable to this permit 

[XI Special Conditions do apply to this permit and are listed as vtlEhmrnts starting on''pge 2. 
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A D E M  
ALABAMA w DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Leigh Pegues. Director 
December 17, 1992 

1751 Cong. W. L. 
Dickinson Drive 
Montgomery, AL 
36130 
(205 ) 271-7700 
FAX 271-7950 

270-561 2 

Field Offices: 

110 Vulcan Road 
Birmingham, AL 
35209 
(205 ) 942-61 68 
FAX 941-1603 

P.O. Box 953 
Decatur, AL 
35602 
(205 ) 353-1713 
FAX 340-9359 

Perimeter Road 

36615 
(205 ) 450-3400 
FAX 479-2593 

Guy Hunt 

Governor 

Department o f  the  Army 
U. S. Army Chemical and M i l i t a r y  

P o l i c e  Center and F o r t  McCle l lan 
D i r e c t o r  o f  Engineering and Housing 
ATTN: Environmental Management D i v i s i o n  

M r .  Shlh-Chi Wang 
F o r t  McCl e 1 1 an, AL 36205-5000 

Dear M r .  Wang: 

RE: Perm1 t No. 301-001 7-2007 (CDTF) 

The enclosed rev i sed  A i r  Permi t  i s  issued pursuant  t o  the  
Department's a i r  p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l  r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s .  I t  r e f l e c t s  
t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of a steam autoc lave a t  the CDTF t o  r e c y c l e  B a t t l e  Dress 
Overgarments. Note the cond i t i ons  which must be observed I n  o rder  t o  
r e t a i n  t h i s  permi t .  Please r e t u r n  the  o r i g i n a l  copy o f  A i r  Permi t  
No. 301-0017-2007 dated June 1, 1987 which you p r e s e n t l y  ho ld .  

I f  you have any quest ions o r  r e q u i r e  clarification o f  permi t  
cond i t i ons ,  please w r i t e  o r  c a l l  Nathan Hartman a t  2051271-7861 i n  
Montgomery. 

S incere ly ,  

B M ~  
Richard E. ~ r u s n l c k , % h l e f  
A i r  D i v i s i o n  

REG1NH:klh 

Enclosure 

cc: Doug Lipsey 



A E M  
Alabama 

Department of Environmental Management 

AIR PERMIT 

PERMITTEE: U. S. ARMY CHEMICAL AND MILITARY POLICE CENTERS 
AND FORT MCCLELLAN 

LOCATION: FORT MCCLELLAN, ALABAMA 

DESCRIPTION OF EQUIPMENT, - LE OR DFXICE 

Cheml c a l  Decontaml n a t i o n  T r a l  n l  ng  
F a c i l i t y  (CDTF) I n c i n e r a t o r  w i t h  Wet 
Scrubber 

I n  auorribncc with and su6ju:t to the prouisiorrs o f  the Ah.6a.m Air %&tion CmtroC Act of  1971, as 
am~ndrd, a& 4- 1975, $522-28-1 to 22-28-23 (A 'ma') d t& A L d a m ~ r  -&-fa( 
!Ma.nagcmcn t a c t ,  as a . m c d d  CCor ofAb6ama L.75 §§22-22a-1 to 22-ZA.15, and r u k  and 
rcgu&tiom adapted t h u n d w ,  add j cc t f iK t k#  to tfie d i t i o n r  set forth in &is p m i t ,  the Parnittee is 
h d y  autfioriccd to construct, inr tdandusc  the quipmcnt, &vice or 0 t h  azticlc dcJai6cda6wc. 

ISSUANCE DATE: December 1 7 ,  1992 

 law' eparlment of Environmental Management 

Page 1 of 4 



U.S. ARMY CHEMICAL AND MILITARY POLICE CENTERS AND FORT MCCLELLAN 

Permi t  No. 301-0017-2007 

1. Th is  permi t  i s  issued on the  bas is  o f  Rules and Regulat ions e x i s t i n g  
on the date o f  issuance. I n  the event a d d i t i o n a l  Rules and 
Regulat ions are  adopted, i t  s h a l l  be the permi t  h o l d e r ' s  
responsi b i  1  i t y  t o  comply w i t h  such r u l e s .  

2. Th is  permi t  i s  n o t  t rans ferab le .  Upon sa le  o r  l e g a l  t r a n s f e r ,  the 
new owner o r  ope ra to r  must apply f o r  a permi t  w i t h i n  30 days. 

3 .  A new permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n  must be made f o r  new sources, replacements, 
a l t e r a t i o n s  o r  design changes which may r e s u l t  i n  t he  issuance o f ,  o r  
an Increase i n  the  issuance o f ,  a i r  contaminants, o r  the  use o f  which 
may e l im ina te  o r  reduce o r  c o n t r o l  the issuance o f  a i r  contaminants. 

4.  Each p o i n t  o f  emission w i l l  be prov ided w i t h  sampling p o r t s ,  ladders, 
p la t fo rms,  and o t h e r  safety equipment t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t e s t i n g  performed 
i n  accordance w i t h  procedures es tab l i shed  by Par t  60 o f  T i t l e  40 o f  
t he  Code o f  Federal Regulat ions,.  as the same may be amended o r  
rev1  sed. 

5. I n  the event t he re  i s  a breakdown o f  equipment i n  such a manner as t o  
cause Increased emission o f  a i r  contaminants, the waste feed w i l l  be 
stopped immediately and n o t  resumed u n t i l  the problem i s  cor rec ted .  
The Department s h a l l  be n o t i f i e d  when the  breakdown has been 
cor rec ted .  

6. A l l  a i r  p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l  devices and capture systems f o r  which t h i s  
pe rm i t  i s  issued s h a l l  be mainta ined and operated a t  a l l  t imes i n  a 
manner so as t o  minimize the emissions o f  a i r  contaminants. 
Procedures f o r  ensur ing t h a t  the  above equipment i s  p r o p e r l y  operated 
and maintained so as t o  minimize the  emission o f  a i r  contaminants 
s h a l l  be es tab l  i shed. 

The system w i  11 cont inuous ly  mon i to r  and record  the temperatures o f  
t he  P y r o l i z e r  Furnace and the  Rich Fume I n c i n e r a t o r  (RFI),  t he  pH and 
f l o w  r a t e  o f  the  scrubblng b r i n e ,  the l i q u i d  waste feed  r a t e ,  the  
combustion gas v e l o c i t y  and the  exhaust gas CO concent ra t ion  i n  ppm. 
System c a p a b i l i t y  t o  record  da ta  a t  2 minute i n t e r v a l s  i s  considered 
continuous mon i to r i ng  and record ing .  The weight o f  s o l i d  waste and 
numer o f  b a t t e r i e s  f e d  t o  the  P y r o l i z e r  Furnace w i l l  be manual ly 
recorded. These records w i  11 be mainta ined i n  a manner s u i t a b l e  fo r  
i nspec t i on  o f  a p e r i o d  o f  a t  l e a s t  two years.  



Permit  No. 301-0017-2007 
w 

8. L i q u i d  waste feed and gaseslcondensate feed f rom the  autoc laves  t o  
the  R F I  w i l l  no t  s t a r t  and w i l l  au tomat i ca l l y  s top when any o f  the 
f o l l o w i n g  cond i t ions  occur: 

a. The temperature o f  the RFI f a l l s  below 1,700" F f o r  more than 30 
seconds when burn ing GB and VX decontaminat ion waste water .  

b. The temperature o f  the RFI f a l l s  below 2,200" F f o r  more than 30 
seconds when burn ing HD decontaminat ion waste water .  

c. The pH o f  the scrubber b r i n e  f a l l s  below 7.5 f o r  more than  60 
seconds. 

d. The stack gas CO concent ra t ion  exceeds 200 ppm f o r  more than 30 
seconds. 

e. A p o s i t i v e  pressure e x i s t s  i n  the RFI f o r  more than 30 seconds. 

9. A temperature o f  a t  l e a s t  1,500" F (1,000" F when decontaminat ing 
l i t h i u m / s u l f u r  d iox ide  ba t te r i es .and /o r  w h e r l e r l i t e  f i l t e r s )  w i l l  be 
maintained f o r  a minimum o f  15 minutes f o r  each l oad  o f  s o l i d  waste 
p laced i n  the  P y r o l i z e r  Furnace. Temperature w i l l  n o t  exceed 2,500" 
F. Maximum t o t a l  load t o  the P y r o l i z e r  i s  1,000 pounds. Maximum 
b a t t e r y  l oad  i s  10. The f o l l o w i n g  cond i t i ons  w l l l  be main ta ined when 
the  p y r o l i z e r  i s  i n  operat ion:  

(a) RFI temperature 1 1,700" F when burn ing  GB and VX contaminated 
res idue.  

(b) RFI temperature 1 2,200" F when burn ing  HD contaminated res idue .  

( c )  Scrubber b r i n e  pH 2 7.5. 

( d l  Stack Gas CO concent ra t ion  I 200 ppm. 

( e l  Negative R F I  pressure. 

10. Gases and o r  condensate f rom the  autoc lave system w l l l  n o t  be f e d  t o  
the  RFI when the p y r o l i z e r  i s  i n  use. 

11. Submission o f  o ther  repo r t s  regard ing  mon i to r i ng  records ,  f u e l  
analyses, ope ra t i ng  r a t e s ,  and equipment mal func t ions  may be r e q u i r e d  
as au thor ized i n  the Department's a i r  p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l  r u l e s  and 
regu la t i ons .  The Department may r e q u i r e  stack emission t e s t i n g  a t  
any t ime. 



Permit No. 301-0017-2007 

12. Additions and revisions to the conditions of this Permit will be 
made, if necessary, to ensure that the Department's air pol lution 
control rules and regulations are not violated. 

13. Nothing in this permit or conditions thereto shall negate any 
authority granted to the Department pursuant to the Alabama 
Environmental Management Act or regulations Issued- thereunder. 

14. All instances of automatic cut off of the waste feed, or manual cut 
off required by Proviso Nos. 5 and 8 above, will be noted in a log 
book to show dateltime of occurrence, duration of occurrence, cause 
and corrective action taken. This record will be maintained in a 
manner suitable for Inspection for a period of at least two years. 

December 17. 1992 
Date 



A m B A m ~ c P E H V I - ~  
AIR DMSICN 

FmwT mmCN Em 
~ORPE1C)CEESIK;OPERATIm 

IB N=rt Write in ?his aaa man a 
1. ~ y p e  of unit or process (e.g., calcining kiln, a p l a  fur-) 

To be determined 

Make mdel - Date Installed 

Capacity (manufacturer's or designer's guaranteed maxim) 

Operating awcity (specify units) 

Briefly &scribe the qeration of this unit a pr-s in yw facility: 

Aaus per day 24 Days per week 7 weeks per year 35 (Approximately) 

Peak production sea8cn (if any) Directly dependent on training load 

3. Materials used in mit a (iwludinj solid fuels) 

Material Weight (Lb/bu) Quantity/year thits of &msurptim 
Average M a x h  

Battle Dress Appr. 10 loads 
Overqarments Appr. 800 1 b A P P ~ *  80° lb-  ADD^. 10,000 units 

Coal tare& Parosnt sulfur Feroent ash 

Oil _________gal& Percent sulfur Gr& No. 

Natural gas 440,050 lhousand cu. ft/yr L.P. gaa . . gal/yr 



IUAEA!!-fA DEP- OF E N V I m L  u m  
A I R  DMSICM - WE: DATA SHEET 

FDR 
mis form (AX-106) is REFUSE DISPOSAL 

intended to be an application 
for those methods of waste SM3TICEJ I 
d i s p a l  with a potential for General 
causing air  pollution. mis 
form does not replace or 
substitute for the £ o m  of 
approval necessary for refuse 
d i s p a l  sites. Applications 
for such approval should be 
made to: 

Permit Cmrd inat ion Center 
Alabama Depar tnent of Environmental Management 
State Capitol 
tbntganery, At 36130 

[X) Wl' WRITE IN THIS SPA13E nun anaa aaaa 

3. IXtR ARE SUBMIlTED FOR: 

a ExIsrx; F7CILITY 
(Initial Application) 

mg m I m  
(Tb Be Constructed) 

4. IS RENSE DISFOSED OF BY OPEN HJRNINS? a Yes Q m 
5 .  IS A N Y A S B E S R E ~ N T N G ~ ~ T E D  A T ' N I S  SITE? a Yes t.b 

6. IS = A N  NINERATORATIXIS SITS? a Yes a No 
If "yesa,  lease q l e t e  Section 11. 

NAME OF FTSCN SUBMITTING A . I C A T I a - 4  Douq L i p 

TITLE P r o j e c t  Manager 

DNE August 25, 1992 

ADC3-106a Rev. 6/83 
(;I-!?% lQi r e ~ l ? . c r s  X!r*L: 1'33) 



m c N  I1 

9 Incinerators 
4 

1. m-'s lNEmmTIm: 

A. NFME OF Midland Ross 

C. RATED CAPACITY 1000 Lbs Sol ids 
(Specify Units) 

D. 'IYPE OF m Assorted t r a s h  previcusly used f o r  t o x i c  t r a i n i n g  

2. TYPE OF 1~2-m (Check A l l  e l i c a b l e )  

~ I F I E D  WITH a m m ~  (AJI a~~~~~~~~~~ FOR  IT m OCNSPRV;T ~6 
POLLVTIUJ m L  DE;VICE,' Fbrm .WE?+llO, must be ampleted and 
attached. ) 

3 .  WXILIARY E);XII= (Check All Applicable) 

fl PRIMARY BmmR 

Natural Gas a a ~ 1 m  o m  
(-1 a ORW (Specify) B u t t e r f l y  Dampers 

m / h r .  RATING 

RIEL m r a l  Gas 
('Djpe) 

4.  STACK DATA 

I N S I D E  DIAMEIER 42" HEIQfI' ABOVE GRADE loo' 
(Inches) (Feet) 

5. cIxmSTICN FUR 



ATTACHMENT X4 (Page 3 O f  3 ) ,  -. 



MOPP SUIT ISS;IE AND DONNING 
- I 2. 

! GB AND VX CONCENTRATIONS WlLL NOT EXCEED IDLH ' (IMMEDIATELY DANGEROUS TO LIFE OR HIEALTH) 
I 

HOT LAUNDRY ROOM 

--ALLOW BOTH AREAS TO OFFGAS 

--CONDUCT SAMPLING WITH MINICAMS 
TO CERTIFY CLOTHING IS 3 X  (XXX) 

--ALL ITEMS WlLL BE BROUGHT TO 3X 
LEVEL BEFORE AUTOCLAVE OR 
INCINERATION 

3X TRASH H 
1). UNSERVICEABLE MOPP SU'lT6 BAGGED, I SEALED. AND MARKED SX. I 
2). UNSERVICEABLE 3X BAGGltO SUITS 1 ARE INCINERATED. I 1 

INCINERATION t1 

. . . .  . . . 
,AUTOCLAVE-.. 

OPERATINO PROCEDUPES. . . . . .  . . . . .  

:2) . MONITOR ALL'AUTOCLAVE 
'; DIHAUST:~CONTIMUOUSLYY WITh 
. . ~ l ~ ~ ~ c A M ; . ! : ~ ~ ~ i . : . - : ~  ;:.e::: i.' . . .  ,'...&4;..<:r. ;.,, . . I  _. '  . .  EXHAUST AUTOCLAVES ANC 
'.MOVE DECONNEO SUIT6 .TO 
,'$OiO LAUNDRY.'..': ' .' -r 

"..~..?. '.*- . .  . . . . . . 

. C 

... . - ,,-..... .& ... -.-.-.---. -t- . . . .  
I 'MINICAM MONITOR LEVELS 
\ 

I 2) ASHES SFALED AND BURIED 
IN  LAND FILL (IAW ADEM PERLIIT) 



14.  If  application is being made t~ m t r w t  or d i f y ,  provide the f o l l ~ i ~ :  

Narrra of irretaller or+,mrtractor ,.. EG&G F t .  McClel lan T" 

m i l i n g  d r - a P . 0 .  Box 5398, F t .  McClellan, AL f i rx re (205)  820-7848 - 
Date amstructicn or modlificaticn to beqin To Be Determined 

15. ~ ~ e e  the input mterial or product Iran t h i s  process or unit m t a i n  f ine ly  
divided materials which could bemne airtune? Yes a ~b fl 
1s t h i s  material stored in  p i l e s  or in mne other way as to nuke p s i b l e  & 
c r e a t i m  of dust preblsos? Yes a tb a 
L i s t  storage piles ( i f  any) 

Particle S i ze  Pile S ize  
' m e  of (diurmter or (average Pi le  Wetted P i l e  Clovered 
Material ecren s i ze )  tars cn pi les )  (Yes  or tb) CYes a No) 

~ a n e  ot  p e r m  w ~ t t i n g  thie repxt Doug L~PS~Y&A 
T i t l e  Pro.iect Manaqer 

Dat@&?z- RKXX (205) 820-7848 



A D E A  
ALABAMA 

DEPARTMENT C)F ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

P.O. Boa 963 
Dacmtur, AL 
3S602 
206/36S-1713 

3204 Prrimrrrr Rord 
Mobllo, AL 
36616 
2(M/479-2334 

GW Hunt 
. Governor 

June 1, 1987 

Department o f  the  Annly 
U. S. Army Chemical and Mllltary Police Centers 

and Fo r t  McCl el 1 an 
D i  r e c t o r  o f  Engineer1 ng and Housing 
(Lt. Col. George S. P lnc ince)  

ATTN: Natural Resources Management D i v i s i  on 
F o r t  McCl el 1 an, AL 36205-5000 

Dear Col. Pincince: 

Re: Facility No. 301-0017 

The enclosed A1 r P e r m i t  is i ssued pursuant t o  t h e  Department's a i r  
pol 1 u t l  on control r u l es  and regul a t 1  ons, Please note the cond i t ions  whl ch 
must be observed i n  alrder t o  retain  t h i s  perrnlt. 

lf you have quest ions o r  requi r e  c l  a r i  f i  c a t 1  on o f  permlt  condf t i  ons, 
please w r i t e  or call Bob Cowne a t  271-7861 I n  Montgomery. 

Since e ly ,  

&dd&& 
Richard E. Grusnick, Ch ie f  
A1 r D i v l s l o n  



A D E D  
ALABAMA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

AIR PERMIT 
U. S.  ARMY CHEMICAL AND MILITARY POLICE CENTERS 

ANU FClRT McCLEl-I-AN 

DESCRIPTION OF EQUIPMEN'I', 
ARTICLE OR LIEVICE 

Chemical Decontaml na t ion  T r a i n i n g  
F a c i  1 i t y  (COTF) I n c i n e r a t o r  w i t h  
Wet Scrubber 

In uccordancc with and subject to the ,prnuisionz oj t i re  /Jh&~r~a dir Pollutinn Control Act qf 1071, as nnlmrled, Cntle I /  

A lahrrma 1975. $9 2.28-  1 80 22-28-29 ( 'he  "A APCA ") a d t h e  Ahbuma Et~virnnmcn~nl Managowem Aer, 4.5 emended, Coda 
of Aluburncr 1 975.5s 22-=A. 1 u,%2-2:?A. 1.5, nrrdtuler sndteguloti~tts adopted thewunder. and wbjecl furtlrer to thccuriditinnr 
sd forth in ~trispermil, me Permittee i s  heremby nucharired In runr&lcci, irutuNnnd use rhsaquipmnf, L u i r e  or o l r t  aniclc described 

abaue. 



U. S. ARMY CHEMICAL AND MILITARY POLICE CENTERS AND FORT McCLELLAN 

Permit No, 301-0017-ZOO7 w 
1. This  permi t  i s  Issued on the bas is  of Rules and Regulat ions e x l s t l n g  on the 

date of issuance. In the event add i t i ona l  Rules and Regulations are 
adopted, i t  s h a l l  be t h e  permi t  ho lder ' s  r e s p o n s f b i I i t y  t o  comply w i t h  such 
ru les.  

2. Th is  per in i t  J s  not  t rans fe rab le .  Upon sa le  o r  legal t r ans fe r ,  t h e  new owner 
o r  operator  rnust apply f o r  a perir~i t w i t h i n  30 days. 

3, A new permi t  a p p l i c a t i o n  must be made f o r  new sources, replacements, 
a l t e r a t i o n s  o r  design changes which may result i n  t h e  issuance of, o r  an 
increase i n the  issuancca o f ,  a i r  contamlnants, o r  t h e  use o f  which may 
eliminate or reduce o r  c o n t r o l  t h e  issuance o f  a i r  contamlnants. 

4,  In t h e  event there i s  a breakdown o f  equlpment I n  such a manner as t o  cause 
increased emi s s i  on o f  a i  r contaminants, t h e  waste feed w i  11 be stopped 
irrunediately and no t  resumed u n t i l  the problem i s  corrected. 

5. A l l  a i r  po l  l ut ion cont ro l  devices and capture systems for which t h l s  permi t  
i s  issued s h a l l  be maintained and operated a t  a l l  tirnes i n  a manner $0 as t o  
minlrni ze t h e  emissf on$ o f  a1 r contaminants. Procedures f o r  ensur ing t h a t  
t h e  above equipment I s  p roper l y  operated snd maintained so as t o  rnlnlmize 
the  emission o f  a ir  contamlnants s h a l l  be establ ished, 

6. The system w l l l  cont inuous ly  moni tor  and record t h e  temperatures o f  t h e  
P y r o l i z e r  Furnace and t h e  Rich Fume I n c i n e r a t o r  (RFI), the  pH and f low r a t e  

.I of t h e  scrubbing br ine,  the l i q u i d  was te  feed ra te ,  t h e  combustion gas 
vel oc i  t y  and the  exhaus,t gas CO concent ra t ion i n  ppm. The weight o f  s o l l d  
w a s t e  f e d  t o  t h e  Pyro l  i z e r  Furnace w i l l  be manually recorded. These records 
w i l l  be maintained i n  a manner su l t ab l e  f a r  i nspec t i on  f o r  a pe r i od  o f  a t  
least two years.  

7, L f q u i d  waste fed t o  t he  RFI wlll a u t m a t i c a l l y  s top when any o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
condi t l o n s  occur: 

(a )  The temperature off the R F I  fal ls  below 2,200'~ f o r  more than  30 seconds. 

(b )  The pH of t h e  scrubber b r i ne  f a l l s  below 7.5 f o r  more than 60 seconds. 

(c )  The s tack  gas CO concent ra t ion exceeds 200 ppln f o r  more than 30 seconds. 

( d )  A p o s i t l v e  pressure e x i s t s  i n  the  RFI  f o r  irlore than 30 seconds. 

8. A temperature o f  a t  least 1500°F w l l l  be maintained f o r  a  minimum o f  15 
minutes f o r  each load o f  s o l i d  waste placed I n  t h e  P y r o l i z e r  Furnace. 

9. Submission o f  o ther  repor ts  regarding mon i to r ing  records, fue l  analyses, 
operat ing rates, and equipment mal funct ions may be requi  red as author ized in 
the  Departe~ent ' s  a1 r po l  1 u t i o n  con t ro l  r u l e s  and regul a t1  ons. 



Permit No. 301-0017-2007 

lsYDl 
10. Addi t ions and rev is ions  t o  the condit ions o f  t h i s  Permit  w i l l  be made, i f  

necessary, t o  ensure t h a t  the Department's a l r  pollution control  ru les  and 
regulat ions are not  v io la ted .  

11. Nothing in t h i s  pern1l.t or condit ions thereto  s h a l l  negate any a u t h o r i t y  
granted t o  t h e  Department pursuant t o  t h e  Alabama Environmental Management 
Act  o r  regu la t ions  issued thereunder. 

12, A1 1 instances of aut0rnat. i~ cut off of the waste feed, o r  manual cu t  o f f  
requ i red  by Proviso 4 above, wtll be noted I n  a log book to show date/tirne 
o f  occurrence, duratlon of  occurrence, cause and corrective a c t l o n  taken. 
Th is  record wil l  be maintained in a manner s u i t a b l e  f o r  Inspect ion for a 
per1 od o f  a t  1 east  two years, 

June 1, 1987 .. 
Date 



uMITCD ~ A T U  LUCY cwaluccn LC- 
MnT LIONAUD - U u O U n l  wk7)bdE*) 

21 April 1995 
mrLv l o  
r m K I n  a? 

- 
nissouri Department of Natural Resources 
A t t e n t i o n :  Roger Randolf 
Director of Air P o l l u t i o n  Control Program 
P.O. BOX 176 
Jefferson C i t y ,  MO 65102 

M a r  Ms. Randolf 

Enclosed please find a completed Variance hpplication F c a  f o r  the 
Smoke Tra in ing  operation at T o r t  Leonard Vood. It is our 
understanding t h a t  this application will be considered at the April 
27,  1995 meeting of the A i . r  Conservation Commission. 

If you have any questions concerning the application or need m o r e  
informatLon please  call Scott MUrrell or Rory McCadhy at 314 596-  

Chief ,  Environsnental ~ i v i : ; i o n  

Cemer for 



VARZAN'CE APPLICATION FORH 

'111 
Complete and return. Separate sheets may be used in the event t h a t  
space provided I s  i n s f  f ic i ien t .  

The affiant sta tes  the following are t m e  and complete to the best 
of his  knowledge and belief; 

1. Date a l  application: April 1995 

2 .  Hzme of applicant: ; a.s.  m y  Engineer cen ter  and F o r t  Leanard 
'Rood. 

- Corporation Partnership - Sole Proprietorship 

~f not a corporation, give name and address of owners: 

H a n s :  Department a f  Defazlae 

Address: F o r t  Leonard Wood 

3. H o m e  office address or headquarters of zpplicmt: 

hTm: &TS3TgCG 

e PORT LEONARD WOOD KO 65473-5000 

4 .  Source of air contaminant  for  which variance is sought: 

ress:  Mailing add, 

us?iEc L PLPT 
A%pN: XTBT-C6 
PORT LEO)SUID WOOD no 65473-5000  

Telepnone: 314 596-0869 

Geographical l o c a t i o n  ( i f  not situated at numbered street eddress, 
give  grid coordinates cccording to Missouri Coordinate System) 

37 DEG-ES 9 2  HINUT28 IATITUDE 4 5  D E G B E S  0 7  YJHUTES U2:GITUDE 

Pulaski County, ~ 1 1  o r  p a r t s  ef T33, 34, 3537, 1 1 0 ,  11, 12U. 



5 .  : PerSon authorized to represent t h e  applifant f o r  purposes of 
t h i s  application and to acc:ept sewice of process in behalf of t h e  
applicant r 

-me: aajor General Joe 27. B a l l a r d  T i t l e :  commanfing G-eral 

UbAEC & PLV 
xW: ATZT-CQ 
PORT = O W  WOOD HO 65473-5000 

Telephone: 314 5 9  6-0869 



. . 
6 .  Person responsible f o r  operation of the  source: 

Name: Yajar  Qeaeral Joe H. BallAkd Title: commahdiag G e a e r a  
Address 

U S U C  & BLX 
A W Z  XT2T-CG 
PORT LEONARD WOOD XO 6 5 4 7 3 - 5 0 0 0  

Telephone: 314 596-0869 

7 .  Description of type of business:  

Department of Defense tralaing f o r  use o f  obscurants. 

8 .  Description of source operation for which variance is sought, 
Use Fama o r  ram if applicable. 

Pol tho  generation 05 foy/srnoke/obseurant. 2 a  SxE 2 0  o i l  vithout 
addit ives ,  SGF2, i s  vaporieed by a geaerater. The vaporized oil, 
eahdences vhen it exits t ~ ~ e  generatox, i n t o  a vhit6 cloud of small 
oi3. droplets. The generators are positioned so that the cloud $8 
directed by wiads  to s target  that is to be obscuzcd. Soldiers are 
trained in the mechanical and tact ica l  use vf the generators. 

9 .  Terms and conditions, in d e t a i l ,  of variance applied f o r ,  
Include description of control e q ~ i p n e n t ,  both existing and 
proposed, emission l i m i t  to be achieved, lavs of operation.  Use 
form or  om . if applicable. 

The variance applied f o r  i s  f ron the new ibsfallatien opacity limit 
requirerzent of 10 CSR 10-3,080 ( 4 ) .  The operation i s  the subject 
of - a  p r e l i m n y  permit datermination ~roject/Facility. Po. 3860- 
0004-015,  currently out f o r  public cement. ?& stated an the BACT 
Aaalysis p o r t i o n  of t h e  n r e l i m ~ n a q  D e t e d n a t i o a ,  '(any control 
devise defezts the pvrpose of the geaeratiog f o r  smoke traiaiageb* 



10. Tn support  of application. furnish n a m e s  of all attorneys, 
.c~ountants. agents, appraisers,  consultants, engineers, salesmen, 
supplier representatives and a11 other parties who have rendered 
;emices or advice or furnished informaiton relied upon, vith their 

mddresses, telephone riders and nature of service or advice 
rendered, or i n f a r m a i o n  furnished: 

Glen subel u. 8 .  m y  ~nvirennental center liseraeen Proving Gcound, 
Edgevood Maryland 4 1 0  671-2395. He has done extensive modeling for 
the dispersion of  fog o i l  obscurants. 

~ a u l  Jesephson V . 6 .  A m y  Enviroamental Center Derdeen Proving 
Grauad, Edgevood Xa.rylaJ2d 4 1 0  631-1209. ~e LS responsible for 
centralizing i n f o r m a t i o n  c u r r e n t l y  avall+ble on t h e -  subj  a c t  of f o g  
oil smcke. 

Rochelle UiXIians O . B .  Army Forces Command Atlanta, Georg5a, 
4 0 4  669-7635.  She is the Forces Conmaad point of contact  f o r  fog 
o i l  obscurant t r a in ing .  

Block  M d r e ~ 9  Burns and H c D o ~ e l l  Xanses city, Yissouri, 816 8 2 2 -  
3 4 5 5 .  H z s  v o ~ k e d  with Fort teonard  Wood on pernitking and rodeling 
of aaoAe operations o tbe 1993, and 1995 Base ~ealiwunent and 

Larry Webet. 0 . 8 .  m y  E:nviropmental Center, Abardeen Proving 
Gxound, Zdgevood Ha,zylend, 410 671-1204. Ee is a technical  po in t  
of c o n t a c t  f o r  C l e a n  Air A c t  cozrgliance issues. 

ieutenaat Colonel Buttonr ~ r a i a i n g  and Doctr ine  Command Snake 
e a t e g r a f i e a  iroponaasy Office, Fort IcClellan, llabazca 265 848-  

4 4 3 5 .  He w a s  consulted rbc~ut the need fo r  the t r a i n ing ,  a d  on the 
use o f  new types og  f o g  o i l  generators. 

Hajor Teller, ~nvi ro l lmentz l  Lzw ~ivision of t h e  Department of A m y .  
i;e covers Amy corplivlee issues rclatcd to Cleaa Air A c t ,  and has 
vorked in tho p a s t  v i t a  operation and p e r n i t  issues as they relate 
to obscurzat trainfng.  

11. I i e ~ s o n  veriznce is sought :  

(a )  If apjliation is based on the contention t h z t  con,-liance vith 
the applicable regulation would result in m unreasonzbble cost  
v i t h o u t  corresponding public benefit,' or Lhzt i t  would r e s u l t  i n  zn 
econoaic hardship' for the plant, installation or operation, the 
spplication s l l p l l  include a stctennent setting foeh in d e t a i l  a 
coz .~zr i scn  cf t h e  cos t  of installatisn and eperaticn if operatee 
under of ' t h e  vzri+nse sought and the cost of installation an2 
operation if the terns of t h e  varianco sought k 7 d  the cost of 
installation and o ~ e r a t i o n  if operated in c~npliurce vith t h e  
appliczbl~ regulation. Use Fen or Form if  applicable. 
Comlplete f i nanc i a1  infornztion Z o m s  ( F o m  ) for source. (This 
f ~ m  may be s l l D ~ i t t e d  -in facsinile as long as a l l  i n f o m a t i o n  
requested is inc luded  and the order and general format is 



. . . ;. . 

d t i i i n e d .  1 
. . . .....,. - . .  . 

a h : -  tzaixiinp. f 8 COIIUUC~PU to U g U B ' t h e  prof ic iency ef soldiers in 
& a t t l e i f e l d  operations reladied to visual obscuration. obsc~rants 
are used to conaeztl friendly farces from enemy f i r e ,  and to allor 

asive -enPsrs to ba contlucted-   he +raining occuw at a t a t i c  
%tes mere s o l d i e r s  sre taught the mechmfcal oparstioa of +he 
gene3arar, U d  at mobile or tactical  sites where t b e  s o l d i e r s  are 
taught the +actical uses of obocnrants, 



11. (continued) 
(b) If application is based on contention that compliance vith 
repul at ions  vould result in economic hardship to the  applicant 
vhothor a fim, corporat ion or ind iv idua l ,  the  application shall 
include, in addition to the informlatian required in (a) above, 

r p h o t o  duplleatem of t h e  three federal income t a x  returns for. t h e  
three years immediately preceding the application, and a list of 
t h e  principal officers and their salaries, G i v e  any other income 
derived from tbe opera t i cn ,  i n c l u d e  both the number of persons 
employed at t h e  installation for which the variance is sought, and 
the total number of persons employed by t h e  applicant: 

1 2  h'otarize certificati0:n of all information on t h e  application: 

signature oi appl& 

subscribed and sworn to before me this 

d a y c f  April 

E.&- 
Notary 

ELLEN K YUW I 
N c t i r y ~ ~ l i c - h ' o ~ i ~  1 
STATE OF m S 0 L . W  

Pulaski County 
My Commksion Expirer; June 33,1997 

ir J 
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plan to move chemical 1 
lhoruocihdhrr F W  Leonard Wood eorimntnental 

Robsca Gibbs worries Ihrt r chkf Scott Mund. 
thw white oil4xs!d log d#l t  Thc w t i o n  far b e  Esr- 
# w d a ~ ~ t t h m u ~ L h e s i r a n d  m a i t a I s a i s ~ a s t a t e ~ e r -  

- -&e grass, Ute bees, Lhe rnatcr'Lals. ~ n v i ; b ~ ~  want 

. - - . - . - - - . . - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - 
nmmc.nW atlorwy Lo ty to deby Army's chemical school Mis 
a plan to move the Armqs anlv sawi The leded Bnsc Clasure 

wri 
On Thunday, Gibbs and an en- 

n'ronmental gmup 61ed pdifioos 
vial tbe Departmad of Nahud 
RASOWX alleging lhat Lhe Army 
fa&d to assas  the po(mlid 
threat b health" posed by the log 
used in its traitling. 

Army offiaak said tlmse cocl 
cems h v e  no valiiy. 

As for the oil4og sprayed from 
/ecpbaund canistas: "I've ob 
served il, I've walked through it, 
a d  it has no effect at dl." said 

b J ~ Y  1. 
If the commission dwsn't haw 

tbe state permits appmved by 
June 22, -they canno( consider the 
r*annawmded move," said Fort 
Leonard Wood spokesman Und 
Rose. 

During a meeting Thursday 
with stak mwronmental ailicials, 
Army olficiatb stressed the need 
for quick action on their requests. 

I h i s  is essential lor the d c  
knse of the country and it does 
need lo be h e . "  Mumell said. 

St. Louis cnvironmenlol lawyer L O G S  Groen presses his case to the Air Coraervution Commission. u 

The base relocation wmM bring hnny training is Sarh, the cdor- nated before being incineraw he 
an additional 1,200 solders yeady less wpm that recently kitled 10 said. 
b Fort Leonud Wood. plus 1&W people and injund hundreds more me pelitions tiled hursday al- 
permanent jobs and 400 adian on a Tokyo Irim. lege Ulat the Army andereti- 
jobs. Rose said. It aL50 could pump Army ollidals said concerns mated lhe incinerator's potential 
up Lo $150 n~illion in salaries and about a similar disxter in Mis- s u l k  crn.ksions. failed lo identify 
conslruction contra& into the souri are unwarranled. some waste products to be burned 
slate economy, Ile said. MurreU sajd S ~ M  and other and werlooked the oil-log's poien- 

Rul ennronmenklists and near- nerve gases only are produced in tial eIIect on endangered speaes, 
by residents (car (he new mission sma0 quantities and arr kept in- such as Ole bald a g e  and I n d -  
wutd spew (om ofmnlarninant~. side at all times. firtherrnore, ana hat. 

Among lhc chemicals used in polluted materials arp dcconhmi Se. Fl. WOOD, page 8 



*Ft. Wood 
From poge one 

"This Is serious business. We're 
talking about nenre gases, biologf- , 

cal agents and chernjcals," end- 
mnmental attorney Lewis Green 
sald in a sessio~i with three mem- 
bers of Ule Missouri Alr Conserve- 
tlon Commission. A formal hear- 
ing before the commission was 
canceled Thursday because four 
of its seven mennbers were absent. 

"We're not t r p g  to stop the 
darn thing. We're trying to get 
Information out to the public," 
Green said. 

Commisslon chairman Harrlet 
Beard said the panel will "take,the 
concerns under advisement" and 
try ta reach some decision by 
June. 

Officials at the Department of 
Natural Resources, which grants 
the permits, said they already had 
done a thorough job of evaluating 
the permit appllcatlons. 

"Some of the stuff they bmu t 
up we've dread, talked about ! 
our sCa& It's not an Issue," said 
Roger Randolph, director of , 
DNR's air pollution control pr& j 
gram. 

, Commissionerv and DNR em- 
ployees plan to hear public corn- 
ments about the oil-fog training on 
May 12 In Waynesville, near Fort 
Leonard Wood. A hsartng about 
the state waiver fa set for May 25 
in Kansas City. 
In response ta the petitions, an 

appeaf hearing also must be held 
on the incinerator permit No 
hearing date has been set. 



Group fights 
Missouri OK 
of chem unit 

JEFFERSON CITY, Mo. (AP) - 
An environmental group filed peti- 
tions with the state Thursday seeking 
to slow down the process of approv- 
ing a plan to relocate the Army's 
only chemical defense training base 
to Fort Leonard Wood. 

The petitions filed with the 
Department of Natural Resources al- 
lege the Army .has "not accurately 
and truthfullv described" the oDera- 
tions of an incinerator that would G~~~~ 
burn chemically decontaminated. Erlviromental attorney. 
clothing and other materials. - 

The coalition for the Environment 
is-appealing a state permit issued 
April 17, giving the Army the go- 
ahead for the incinerator. Environ- 
mentalists want the permit over- 
turned until a public hearing is held. 

The petitions also seek to delay 
state approval of a waiver allowing 

gases only are produced in small 
quantities and are kept inside at all 
times. Furthermore, polluted 
m,aterials are decontaminated and 
incinerated, Murrell said. 

"This is serious business. We're 
talkjng about nerve gases, biological 
agents and cheinicals." environmen- 

the Army to spray a white oil-based attorney Lewis Green said in a 
fog intonthe air as part of its training session with three members of the 

Y for soldiers. Air Conservation Commission. 
Approval bf both permits is vital to "We're not trying to stop the darn 

move the Army's chemical defense thing. We're trying to get information 
training base from Fort McClellan, out to the public," he said. 
Ala., to Fort Leonard Wood, military . 
officials said. 

The federal Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Commission plans to make 
its final recommendations to Presi- 
'dent Clinton by July 1. 
: If the commission doesn't have the 
state permits approved by June 22, 
"they cannot consider the recom- 
mended move," said Fort Leonard 
Wood spokesman Brad Rose. 

During a meeting Thursday with 
state environmental officials, Army 
officials stressed the need for quick 
action on their requests. 

"This is essential for the defense of 
the country and it does need to be 
done," said Scott Murrell, the Army's 
environmental chief at Fort Leonard 
Wood. 

But environmentalists and some 
nearby residents fear the new mis- 
sion could spew tons of contaminants. 
Among the chemicals used in Army 
training is Sarin, the gas that re- 
cently killed 10 people and injured 

w hundreds more in Tokyo. 
Army officials said the fears are 

unwarranted. 
Neither the thick fog, the' potenti- 

ally fatal chemicals nor the incinera- 
tor pose any danger to nearby resi- . 
dent., Murrell said. , . 

He said Sarin and other nerve ' 

The Birmingham News 
April 28. 1995 



2B F i a y ,  April 28, 1995 -News-Ceader 

Environmentalists seek 
to delay OK of incinerator 

The Associated Press 
JEFFERSON CITY -An environ- 

mentalist group tiled petitions with 
Lhe state Thur,*y seeking to dow 
down the process of approving a plan 
to relocate the Army's only chemical 
defense training base to Fort Leon- 
ard Wood 

The petitim Ned with theDapart- 
ment of Natural Resources allege 
that the Army has "not accurately 
and truthfhlly described" the opera- 
tions of an incinerator that would 
burn chemically decontaminated 
dothing and other materials. 

TheCoalition for the Environment 
is appealing a state permit issued 
April 17, giving the Army the g@ 
ahead to build and operate the incin. 
erator. Environmentalists want the 
permit overturned until a public 

, bearing is held. 
j The petitions also seek to delay 1111 ' stale approval of a waiver allowing 
, the Army to spray a whte oil-based 

fog Lnto the air as part of its training 
for soldiers 

Approvalof both permit$& vltal to 
move the Army's c h e w  defense 
training base from Fort McClellan 
Ala, to Fort Leonard Wood in south 
em Missouri, military off~arcls said. 
The federal Base Closure and Re- 

alignment Comrnissio~l plans to 
make its Bnal recommendations to 
President CJhton by July 1. 
, If the wmmiosion dwsn't have the 
stab permits appmved by June 22, 
"hey cannot consider the recorn. 
mended move," said Port Leonard 
Wood spokesman Brad Rose  

During a meeting Thursday with 
state en-ntd officials, Army 
oftkids stressed the need for quick 
action on their' requests. 
'ma is essential for the defense of 

the country and it does need to be 
done," said Scott Murrell, the 
Army's environmental chief at Fort 
Leonard Wood. 

Tbe base relmtibn woGd brine: 

manent jobs and 400 civilian jobs, 
Rose said. It also could pump up to 
81501ailllonin salaries and constmc- 
tlon contracts into the state &uno- 
my, he said. 

But environmentalists and some 
nearby residents fear ihe new miss 
sion could spew tons of contami. 
nants. 

Arnons the chemicals used in 
Army training is Sarin, the colorless 
vapor that recently Wed 10 people 
and Injured hundreds more on a To. 
kyo tran. 

Buit Army officials said any fears 
are u r~warranted and caused by mis- 
Ieadjng information. 

Neither thethick fog, thepotential- 
ly fatal chem1.calsnor the incinerator 
pose any danger to nearby residents. 
Mut-re11 mid. 
HE! said Sarin and other nerve gas- 

es onlly are produced in small quanti- 
ties rind are kept inside at all times. 
Furthermore, polluted materials are 
decontaminated before being 1nc.n- 
eratid, Murrell said. 
As, for the oil-fog sprayed from can- 

Asters on jeeps: "I've observed it, I've 
Walk;ed through i t  andit hasno effect 
gt all," Murrell said. 

Nonetheless, the Army needs an 
exemption from state environmen- 

1 

tal laws to spray thethick substance. 
A waiver hearing before the Missou- 
ri Air Conservation Commission 
wascanceled Thursday because four 
of its seven members were absent. 

Commissioners and DNR employ. 
ees plan to hear public comments 
about the oil* training on May 12 
in Waynesville, near Fort Leonard 
Wood. A hearing about the state 
waiver is set for May 25 in Kansas 
City. 

In response to the petitions liled 
Thursday. an appeal bearing also 
must be held on the incinerator per- 
mit. No hearing date has been set. 

The petitions allege that the Army 
underestimated the incinerator's w 
tential sulfur emissions, failed to 
identlfy some waste products to be 
burned and overlooked the oil-fog's 
potential effect on endangered spe- 
cies, such as the bald eagle and Indi- 
ana bat. 
"We're not trying to stop the darn 

thing. We're trying to get informa- 
tion out to the publtc." environmen- 
tal attorney Lewis Green mid. 

Air Conservation Commission 
chairman Harriet Beard said the 
panel will "take the concerns un&r 
advisement" and try to reach some 
decision by June. 

an additional 4300 soldiers yearly 1; 
rj? Fort Leonard Wood, plus L&OO per- - ;J,:;. , . :  
I.. . 

:-YE * * 



I( e 2A Saturday, May 6. 1995 s f . n a  
Missouri Sierra Club opposes all smoke training 
By Eric Larson 
Star Mllltarv Writer 

The Missouri chapter of the Si- 
erra Club announced Friday it not 
only opposes the state permit that 
would allow the Army's chemical 
school to move from Fort McClel- 
Ian to Missouri, but is going a step 
funher in encouraging the gov- 
ernment to halt the training in 
Calhoun County as well. 

'We are convinced that this 
type of abuse is not suitable any- 
where," said a news release from 
the environmental group. 

The State of Missouri is review- 
ing the Army's application to con- 
duct smoke obscurant training at 
Fort Leonard Wood. A public 
comment period on the permit 
application culminates May 12 in a 
public hearing in Waynesville, 
Mo., a town near the base. 

Sierra Club representatives plan 
to be at the meeting to argue 
against the permit, citing an Army 
study they say proves the training 
would harm plants and animals 
near the training grounds, includ- 
ing the Indiana bat and the gray 
bat, which are listed as endangered 
species. 

While the Army says its numer- 
ous studies on obscurant smokes 
have been inconclusive, Sierra 
Club members who have seen por- 
tions of one study believe the evi- 
dence is clear: 

"I don't think there's any ques- 
tion that plants and animais will be 
damaged," said Ken Midkiff, pro- 

I 
gram director of the Missouri 
chapter. "We don't see how you 
could spray 65,000 gallons of oil in 
the course of a year and not do any 
damage." 

'I don't think there's any questlon that 
plants and animals wlll be damaged." 

Ken Midkiff. oroaram director. Missouri Sierra Club 

The document Midkiff cites, 
"Preliminary Study of Effects of 
Military Obscurant Smokes on 
Flora and Fauna during Field and 
Laboratory Exposures" is the final 
report of a study conducted by the 
Army in 1986. 

Fog oil was on'e of three smokes 
tested on living cells, plants and 
rodents. The study found that each 
of the smokes "exerted varying de- 
grees of physiological and muta- 
genic effects" on the subjects. 

The executive summary of the 
study says that plants and animals 
could take years or decades to show 
the effects of exposure to obscurant 
smokes, and that by the time 
symptoms appear, "the system may 
be damaged beyond repair." 

The smoke permit is the only 
environmental permit the Army 
lacks before it  can move the 
chemical school. The Army has al- 
ready received permission from 
Missouri's Department of Nataral 
Resources to build a live-agent 
training facility at LRonard Wood 

at McClellan's Pelham Range 
since 1951, except from 1973 to 
1979 when the school was relo- 
cated to a base in Maryland. The 
practice. has the tacit approval of 
the Alabama Department of Envi- 
ronmental Management. 

The smoke is actually a white 
vapor produced by heating fog oil, 
which is similar to 20-weight mo- 
tor oil without additives. Soldiers 
learn to use the smoke to cloak the 
movement of troops. 

Some neighbors of Pelham 
Range have complained of burning 
eyes resulting from smoke that 
strays beyond the boundary of the 
range. They're concerned about the 
long-term health effects. 

Midkiff said he is more worried 
about the effect of the smoke on the 

like theone at ~ c ~ l e l l a n .  1 

ecosystem of Mark Twain National 
Forest, which surrounds Fort Leo- 
nard Wood on three sides. Canoe- 
ists and bass and trout fisherman 
use rivers and streams in the area 
for recreation. The bats feed on in- 
sects Midkiff believes will be af- 
fected by .- the smoke. 

The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, which 
has the final word on whether the 
school would move, has said the 
Army must receive all the permits 
i t  needs by June 22. The comrnis- 
sion must make its final recom- 
mendations to Congress by July 1. 

Smoke training has been done 

Not all environmcntalists op- 
pose moving the smoke training, 
however. 

"It's the greatest thing to hap- 
pen to Fort Leonard Wood since 
Fort Leonard Wood was a fort," 
said G.A. Maxwell, president of 
the Roubidoux Fly Fishers Asso- 
ciation and an employee at the 
base. 

While the transfer of McClel- 
Ian's chemical ,and military police 
schools would drain Calhoun 
County of vital jobs and income, it 
wouid bring $ i O  iilillioii wofih of 
construction and more than 2,000 
new jobs to the Missouri base. 

"The environmental groups are 
working to whip up a lather around 
this. We know it's safe for the 
people and the environment," said 
Keith Prichard, head of a booster 
group for Leonard Wood. "Where 
better than to check this than 
around Anniston. Do you see 
desolate forests around there?" 

Midkiff does not think ADEM 
or the Army has monitored the ef- 
fect of the smoke on the ecosystem 
of Pelham Range, which encom- 
passes more than 20,000 acres. He 
also says differing weather condi- 
tions at the two bases could mean 
that what may be safe for McClel- 
Ian may not be safe for Leonard 
Wood. -- 





Ken Midkiff 
Program Director 
1005 Belleview ~ t ,  

Ozark Chapter / Sierra Chb Culumbia, MO 6520. 

My name is Tro ~hrdon, repre~enting the Ozark Cha~ter Sierra 
club, We have me&rs that 1Lw in th i s  area, and mrny others 
which use t h i s  atea lor rmcreation, including camping and hiking, 
and canoeing, fishing and ewiming in the rivers and streams which 
would be affected by this  proposed f a c i l i t y ,  I -also ursed t o  live 
just weat of Nawburg, directly down wind of this proposed facility. 

The Ozark Chapter S i a r m  Club is strongly opposed to t h e  
relocation of  the Chemical Warfare Training Unit t o  Wort Leonard 
Hood. We believe that the propou~d fac i l i ty  will be 
envixonmentally damaging to the area, and the existing facility at 
Fort McClellen in Alabama i# equally damaging, The U,S, ~ n n y  
should teaesese the entire training praemrsp to find lcao 
objectionable methods of aonduating such training. 

We are concerned that thern hrs been no Environmental Impact 
Statement prepared b the U,S. Army for the transfer of the 
Chemical Warfare Tra l' ning facility t o  Fort Leonard Wood. The 
entire facility as prr~pooad would have major environmental impacts 
and cnn be conetmed to be a major federsl actian requiring the 
preparation of an Gnvironmental Iwact Statement under the 
~rovision of the Naticmrrl Rnvironmental Poliuy A a t  , No air permits 
can be applied tor ox i ~ ~ u a d  without such an Environmental Xmpect 
Statement. 

We are extremely concerned about the "faat: tracktt process that 
has been used t o  attempt t o  permit the facility priaz to the June 
2 2 ,  1995. Thm anviralntrmntstl review praacoo hss been Bcaignad LO 
allow the reguLatory agencies end the public t o  gather complete 
in fomat  ion about a prop0888 pennit and make en inf omred decision. 
In t h i  R m s e ,  adaqurto information hue n o t  been cvsilkble, urld the 
Misaour i  Department of Natural Resources has attemptea to set  
permit parameters without full i n f o m t i a n  on what limits and 
moni  tor in^ parametorta rhouSd bo included. Further-, i r l  ULI attempt 
to avoid the lengthy process of applying for a RCRA permit f o t  the 
incinerator, the  inadequate t"Phermal Treatment Unittt  has been 
propooed, despite Dav:id Bhorrle c m e n t s  i n  1993 Urat indicate  a 
RCRA permit would be necessary. 

Regarding eha o p e c i f i a  air pennit for  the tug-oil obuourant, 
we are completely apgoeed to the issuanoe of this permit for any 
reason, The U.8. Army's own documentation states that: '(All of the 
omakea f i e l d -  teeted excrtcd vsrying degrees of 1 - t u x ,  
phyeiologicrl, 8ad mutageaio aff sets,  * * . (emphasis added) . 
"Direct effects found include decreased tectility, changes in 
energy producrtion, and dcrarcaocd taurvivability in both plantsi errtd 
animals, increased gcrnotoxic . damage in planta ,  and increased 
genotoxic damage in animalsll ' (sourcat Vrrlimini*r;..l study OF ~ f f e c t o  af 

;(l(lr Thomas tiarc ~ t n t o n  Gtuup Oup om up^ T d  of Tom Orwp W t e  Rivw Qmyp Eucm Mimow' Group 
Kanvrr City Culmblrl Jelfenon Clty Cap Olrudear SprlM~cld St, b u i ~  



Military Obsourant Inwksa on Flora and Prunr during Fie ld  and Laboratory Gxpoaurer - 
QYI 

Tina1 Report" dated Doc, 1986 by 8ahaeffor a t  el - uSA+CERt Technical Report N u  

s c l r 2 r .  Issuing thic permit and allowing this  fog would damage the 
Roubidoux Creek and the Big Piney River, threaten the health of 
local reeidente, and h a m  the federally Endangered Uray and Xndiana 
bats, all while driving away touriam dol lam from the region, The 
fog-oil obacursntwould alao violate the Mirss0ut.i Clean Air opacity 
requirements, fax excesding the allowed 20% opacity limits f o r  new 
sources. 

We also opgoae the permit tor the proggsed Tnermal Treatrnenc. 
Unit ,  It fa  apparent from the propasad waste streams that the 
incinerator ahould be categorieed as a Kaaardous Waste Incinerator 
and the applioant should be required t o  a ply for a R C U  permit. 
It i e  evident from a review of the p e n  ! t appliaation that the 
waste stream8 have been carefully crafted to attempt to avoid the 
neceeaity oC applying for a R C U  perrnic, Nor does the application 
take i n t o  acoount: the eventual need for changes i n  the waste rrtream 
as technology and materialo change, or the training regime 
incraaeee. As proposed, the gesrmit would allow the inainsretion of 
ehlorinated lim in the wet scrubber sludge, which would produce 
dioxins upon Fnainaration. The walste stream as propo8ed also would 
be approximately 17% metall, or 170 pounds per day. Neither i a  
listed in the emissions caloulationor, Even if chlorine and metals 
were not tan ha incine?ratted, to allow full t1exibili.k and prevent r a costly rebuilding ox retrofitting of the f a e i l  t y  when the 
Thermal Treatment: Unit; i s  found t o  ba inadequate, i t  is far 
preterrrble to m e e t  t.hm ~ m q u ~ . r m c r n k ~  and apply for a RCRA permit at 

.I this  time. 
 ina ally, wn reaomnd that  environmental degradation8 not be 

condoned in the name of nrcoaomic development". Damage to 
ecological syatems is excrernely expeneive t o  rectify, far 
outweighing any c 1 . i  , @hart.-1 4vad prof itta. The economic 
benefit e of a haalt'hy environment have been demonstrated 
conclusively. While the  communities surrounding Pt. Leonard Wood 
may recoive rhort tom ooonmia b.ncfj.t.a, the damages to k h ~  local. 
environment w i l l  be extremely costly. Outdoor recreationists do 
net use areas that are or have been degraded. The cost from the 
l o o o  of touricrn and long tern rnviromntal  damages may far 
outweigh any benefits t o  local retail outlet$. 

Thrr atstutory reuponribili~y of tho Department of  Natural 
Reeourcea i s  to protect the environment and the public health and 
safe ty ,  not to expedite permits for economic Bevelopmsnt purpoees 
or e a t  the  requaat of  the governor. The Miaoourf Department of 
Natural Resources should live up to S t 8  mandate and deny both of 
the propoaed permits. 
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*I Sierra Club 
angry over 
Missouri 
permits 
*Commission to hear GAO. ' 
reportl9A Permits. - 
From Sraff and W~re Repons 

E l  From Page 1 A headquarters in Madison; Wis. - "Most of the people living next to 
WASHINGTON - Environmen- agents And gasses that h s e  are poor. And if the lalists are seething over preparations used at the Chemical Defense Army stvu out with . chmical for the transfer of an h y  chemical Training Facility as a major con- weapons training, the fw is rtiat weapons facility from Fort McClellan cern for the residents around Fort this will somehow.., to Fort Leonard Wood in Missouri. Leonard Wood. He said his group Ms. Gtandfield said the Sierra The Missouri-Department of Natu- W;IS more concerned about the fog Club had asked for an extended 

ral Resources has granted a.pemit for oil1 the Army uses u, train soldiers mod of. public hearings on the 
construction of such a facility at the in screening techniques. proposal to move the training cen- military base. Members of the Sierra Midkiff said he was worried ter. 
Club said Wednesday they fear the that the smoke would leave an oily ll~pparently, our request was P m W  is moving Wickly for fihn over everything in ttlc area, not grantd;, she =id. 
safety issues to be considered, and calusing problems for the wildlife slar ~ l l i ~ ~ , . , ,  wrher ~ - i ~  Lar- they objected to the pmit being in the Mark Twain Nat iod Forest son cont,ibuted lo this Associated 
granted without public hearings. hat sunounds the Missouri mili- press report. "I'm 0utfaged that this permit Was taq installation. 
issued without a public comment, pe- Despite that con-, the Sierra 
riod," said Kathy Grandfield. chair: club has to file a objection to 
woman of the Sierra Club's Missoun moving the chemical school from 
Toxic Committee. "All this defies hfcClellan to Leonard wood. 
logic." Fort McClellan, home of the 

David A. Shorr, director of the only active chemical weapons 
state environmental department, said uaining center in b e  United 
public hearings were not necessary States, was on the Army's list of 
because only a small amount of proposed base' closings released 
chemical weaponqwould beinvolved. I:&. 28. Part of the budget-cutting 

Shorn said he was surprised by the plan was to move the training pro- 
complaints. "We have not, to date, gram m Fort Leonard Wood in 
.SHXl any coale~~ing of opposition to wUth-cen&al Missouri. 
this project," he said. "This is going to be a classic 

MS. Grandfield acknowledged that case of environmental injustice," 
no group has formally announced OP- said Bill Redding, the midwestem 
position, but added: "We have some at the Sierra Club's 
serious questioris about the relocation 
of this facility to Missouri." 

Farlier this month, Ken Midkiff, 
the Sierra Club's Missouri program 
d~rector, said he didn't view the nerve 



The Birmingham Post-Herald 
April 13, 1994 

Sierra: 
Permit 
pace is 
too fast 

By Thomas Hargrove - 
Post-Herald Washington Bureau 

WASHINGTON - Missouri envi- 
ronmentalists have been com- 
plaining that the plans t9 move the 
Army's chemical weapons defense 
training program there from Ala- 
bama are unfolding too quickly to al- 
low study of safety issues. 

Members of the Sierra Club reac- 
ted with anger yesterday when they 
learned that the Missouri Depart- 
ment of Natural ,Resources has al- 
ready granted a permit for construc- 
tion of a chemical decontamination 
training facility at Fort Leonard 
Wood. 

They objected that the action - 
necessary to meet the Army's June 
22 deadline for all permits nec- 
essary to ciose Anniston's Fort 
McClellan - was taken without 
public hearings. 
"I'm outraged that this permit 

was issued without a public com- 
ment, period. I thought the siting of 
any incinerators for hazardous 
materials requires public comment. 
All this defies logic," said Kathy 
Grandfield, chairwoman of the Mis- 
souri Toxics Committee for the envi- 
ronmental oup. 

But the %rector of the state envi- 
ronmental department, David A. 
Shorr, said such hearings were not 
necessary for a construction permit 
after he decided the amount of 
chemical weapons involved are so 
small that the Army does not need a 
chemical waste disposal permit. 

Shorr also said state officials have 
not received significant opposition to 
relocating the program and its an- 
nual payroll worth $138 million. "We 
have not, to date, seen any coalesc- 
ing of opposition to this project," he 
said when announcing the permits 
Tuesday. 

The environmentalists a eed 
that no major group has formal y ob- 
jected to the plan, yet. - 

F 
"This whole thing took us by sur- w prise." Ms. Grandfield said. 

"We have been gathering informa- 
tion now for only the last few weeks. 
But we have some serious questions 
about the relocation of this facility to 
Missouri." 
. The Army originally had not 
planned the close all of Fort McClel- 
lan when preparing its list of mili- 
tary bases to be slashed in budget re- 
alignments. But Pentagon officials 
changed their recommendation in 
the final days before issuing their 
Feb. 28 recommendations after 
learning the only way to save money 
at the Anniston facility was to close 
it completely. 

The Army first asked for Missouri 
Gov. Me1 Carnahan's help in obtain- 
ing necessary environmental permits 
in mid-February, allowing only four 
months for a process that can take 
two years. Carnahan promised to put 
the process "on a fast track." 

"We can see how they are rushed 
with that June 22 deadline," Ms. 
Grandfield said. "But the regulatory 
process must be followed, even by 
the governor's office. We can't set 
aside that process for special cases." 

The Ozark chapter of the Sierra 
Club recommended that the Army 
increase the amount of storm water 
discharge monitoring conducted at 
Fort Leonard Wood because of an oil- 
based spray used to simulate battle- 
field conditions during part of the 
training. 

The state agreed with the recom- 
mendation, and placed directions for 
increased monitoring in a second per- 
mit issued this week for the reloca- 
tion plan. 

But environmentalists complained 
the basic issue of whether it is safe to 
incinerate clothing and other materi- 
als contaminated with chemical 
weapons has not been settled. 

"This is going to be a classic case 
of environmental injustice," said Bill 
Redding, the midwestern representa- 
tive at the Sierra Club's headquar- 
ters in Madison, Wis. 

"Most of the people living next to 
that base are poor. And if the Army 
starts out with chemical weapons 
training, the fear is that this will es- 
calate somehow." 

Neither the Sierra Club nor any 
other environmental group has taken 
legal action to slow Missouri's pace 
in granting permits for the program. 
"But we want to know a lot more in- 
formation," Ms. Grandfield said. 

"We also asked for an extension of 
!time on the comment period in ail of 
this. Apparently, our request was not 
granted," she said. 



U .  S .  Army Engineer Center and Fort  Leonard Wood 

Department of Defense 

U .  S .  Army Engineer Center and Sort  Leonard Wood 

ATTN: ATZT-DPW--EE; F t .  Leonard Wood, MO 65473 

Pulaski  County,, A l l  o r  p a r t s  of T33, 34, 35N, 
R 1 0 ,  11, 12W 

* * * *  Periaission t o  cons t ruc t  a s t a t i c  and mobile fog  o i l  smoke 
t r a i n i n g  f a c i l i t y .  This review was conducted i n  accordance wi th  
S e c t i o n  ( 8 ) ,  Missouri S t a t e  Rule 1 0  CSR 10-6 .060 ,  "Construct ion 
Permi ts  Required.'' * * * *  . 

Proposed Draft Air P e d  t 
F t .  Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

A p r i l  11, 1995 



Emissions Limitations 

1. ~,nnual T h r o u a h ~ u t .  Fort Leonard Wood (the "Permittee") 
shall process no more than 65,000 gallons of SGF-2 fog oil 
during any 12-month period. This total shall include the 
fog oil used in the mobile (valley) operations and the 
static (introductory) operations. 

2. Dailv T h r o u a h p u t .  'The Permittee shall Process no more than 
3700 pounds of SGS-2 fog oil during any 24-hour period. 
This total shzll include the fog oil used in the mobile 
(valley) operations and the static (introductory) 
operations. 

. . 
3 .  tsslons ~ z m ~ t a t i o n .  The Permittee shall not emit- PM10 at 

a rate in excess of 2600 pounds per hour. This rate 
corresponds to processing fog oil at 3700 pounds per hour 
with a particulate conversion factor of 70%. 

4 .  The permittee shall record the amount of fog 
oil processed by the smoke generators during the previous 
month and the previous twelve months. During any month in 
which smoke training occurs, the Peraittee shall record 
daily and hourly consumption of fog oil. The Permittee 
shall maintain said records and provide them to APCP 
personnel on request. 

5. na of violations. The Perrnitcee shall report to the 
Enforcement Section, Air Pollution Control Program (APCP), 
no later than ten d.ays after the end of each month during 
which the preceding 12-month cumulative total of fog oil 
processed exceeds 65,000 gallons of fog oil (Condition 
Number 1). 

zna o f  V i o b t l o n s  6. . The Permittee shall' report to the 
Enforcement Section, APCP, no later than ten days after an 

Proposed D r a f t  Air Pennit 
Ft .  Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

, A p r i l  11, 1995 



exceedance of the 3700 pound daily limit of fog oil 
(Condition 2) . 

Ambient Air Monitorinq 

7 .  O u a l i t v  Assurance P , r o i ~ c i  P l a n .  The permittee shall file 
two copies of a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) within 
90 days of issuance of this pernit for approval by the Staff 
Director, APCP. The QAPP shall describe the method and 
manner for collecting air quality monitoring data for PM,, 
and ozone required by this permit. 

8 .  Pre-Staxtug Monitor.&. The Permittee shall collect at 
least one year of continuous air quality monitoring data for 
PM,, and ozone at locations to be determined by the APCP 
beginning as soon a,s possible after this permit is issued. 
Collection of monitoring data shall begin no later than 
eighteen months immediately prior to the beginning of smoke 
training. Ozone mo:nitoring is only required from April 1 
through October 31. 

R e ~ o r t i n g  9. . The Permittee shall submit to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data 
collected pursuant to Condition 8. 

Post - S t a r t u ~  Monito r i n ~ .  The Permittee shall collect at 
least two years of continuous air quzlity monitoring data 
for PM,, and ozone at locations to be determined by the APCP 
beginning after smoke training begins. Ozone monitoring is 
only required from .April 1 through October 31. 

11.  F e ~ o r t i n g .  The Permittee shall submit to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the air quality monitoring data 
collected pursuant to Condition 10. 

Proposed D r a f t  Air P e d t  
Ft . Leonard Wood Smoke T r a f  ning 

A p r i l  11, 1995 



12. Qbsprvers. At all times during the operation of the smoke 
generators, a network of observers shall be stationed at 
locations from which they can observe whether smoke crosses 
the Fort Leonard Wood property boundary. The observers 
shall maintain continuous electronic or visual 
comxnunications with the smoke generator operators. 

~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  ~.fcnitoring. For the entire period beginning 
no less than one hour prior to generating smoke and ending 
no less than one hour after ceasing generating smoke, the 
Permittee shall measure and record no less frequently than 
hourly (including the beginning and ending conditions) on- 
site meteoroloqical data including mbient air temperature, 
atmospheric pressure, relative humidity, atmospheric 
stability, mixing height, and wind speed and direction. 

. . 
14. ~ l m l t ~ t i 0 n . q .  Smoke training shall only be 

conducted at the locations and under the meteorological 
conditions as outlined in Attachment A. 

. . 
15. F o r e w t i n g  Acce~table Condl t~ons. Smoke training may take 

place only if the Permittee forecasts no earlier than two 
hours prior to commencement of smoke training that the 
meteorological conditions of Attachment A will exist during 
smoke . 
P-1 tlo"3 

. . ,  
16. . Generation of smoke shall cease if: 

a) Meteorological conditions are not within the conditions 
approved for smoke training as described in Attachment 
A, or 

b) Visible smoke drifts beyond the Fort Leonard Wood 

Proposed Draft Air P e d t  
Ft. Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

April 11, 1995 



property boundary, or 

c) Under other conditions as may be determined by the 
Director. 

Soil and Veaetation Samw:& 

Vegetation Sampllnu Plan (SVSP Within 180 days 
of the issuance of this ~ermit, the Permittee shall submit 
two copies of a SVSI? to the LDCP for review and approval. 
The SVSP shall describe the method and manner of collecting 
and analyzing soil and vegetation samples and of monitoring 
the impact of smoke training activities on soils and 

18. P r e - S t a r t u p  S a r n ~ l i n a .  Tor no less than one year prior to 
the commencement of smoke training, the Permittee shall 
collect and analyze soil and vegetation samples no less 
frequently than quarterly at each location described in 
Attachment A. The Permittee shall comply with the sampling 
and monitoring conditions of Missouri State Operating Permit 
No. MO-0117251 granted by the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources, Missouri Clean Water Commission. 

19. Reporting. The Permittee shall report the results of the 
sampling and analysis required by Condition 18 to the APCP 
within 60 days of the date the samples are collected. 

20. P o s t  - S t a r t u ~  Sanulina . Upon commencement of smoke training, 
the Permittee shall collect and analyze soil and vegetation 
samples no less frequently than monthly at each location 
described in Attachment A. After two years of sampling, the 
Permittee may petition the Director, APCP, for modification 
of the sampling schedule and frequency. 

Proposed D r a f t  Air P e d t  
F t .  Leonard Wood Smoke Training 

April 11, 1995 



2 1 .  Reworting. The Permittee shall report to the APCP no less 
frequently than quarterly the soil and vegetation sampling 
data collected pursuant to Condition 20.  

Other S~ecial Conditions 

22. Record Retention. records required by this permit shall 
be maintained and available for inspection by MDNR personnel 
for no less than five years from the date the record is 
created. 

Public Information. The Perzittee shall cooperate with the 
APCP in presenting the air quality monitoring data of 
Condition 8 to the public at an informational meeting to be 
convened by-.the APCP. If the data does not substantially 
conform with the assumptions and conclusions of air quality 
modelling or if the smoke training is shown to cause or 
contribute to a violation of National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NFAQS), the Cirector nay require the Permittee to 
take corrective action or nay revoke the permit. 

24 .  Corrective A c t i o n .  ~f in the opinion of the Director, -CP, 
the presence of PM,, in the ~rnbient air exists in quantities 
and durations that directly or proximately cause or 
contribute to injury to human, plant, or animal life or 
health, or to property, or that unreasonably interferes with 
the enjoyment of life or the use of property, the Director, 
APCP, may require the Permittee to submit a corrective 
action plan adequate to timely and significantly mitigate 
the emission of PM,,. The Permittee shall implement any 
such plan immediately upon its approval by the Director, 
APCP. Failure to either submit or implement such a plan 
shall be a violation of the permit. 

Proposed D r a f t  Air P e d t  
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Wind Di rec t i ons  during Smoke Training' 

E* 
Stability 

150 - 225 

340 - 35 

195 - 27( 

230 -240 

( 1 )  45 minute limit fcr wind directions 190 - 210 degrees 
(2) 45 minute limit for wind directions 220  - 240 degrees 
+ A 3 ninute exclusicn is reqiested 
* A - D  stabilit$es.zre not issiricted bzsed on wind speed, 

ho~;evr, 2 stgbility is li3iied to wind speeds of 4 m/s 
and greater. 

I 

D 
Stzbility 

160 - 2i5- 170- 
215 (1) 

340 - 35 350 - 3 5  

195 - 270 195 - 
240 (2) 

340 - 40 None 
175 - 325 

B 
~tzbility 

Site A 
Stability 

u s e  3 - 2 0 - 220 

34C1 - 2 5  

195 - 255 

340 - LO 
155 - 325 

Ballard 

N U S ~  
Paddle 

Bailey 

340 - 35 

195 - 275 

A1 1 
direction 
except 

120 deg. 
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0 C P ~ n t ~ o r n u W  

QIY US ARMY W M W  SWUfX 
FQliT MOCLEUAM MA8PMA 

ATZN-CMISAC 16 May 93 

MEKORANDUM PORMcV 7'- HQD& OSJA, ENWIoNMWlXL OFPlCB 

SUBJECT: Reviaw ofDratt Air Permit, Fort Leonard Wood Smoks Training 

1. The purposu of this munorandurn b to provide comtacnts on the aubjtct document per your 
reques Mom dctdled c a m n t s  art fouod at the enctauru. 

2. The State ofElissauti smoke permit rcstrfcdoru, K h p l m t &  will amre ovucvhdming 
dcgrsdrrtlon to Chemlcd Mlss,iot~.lu~dlntsl. The rsjtrictians wiU cut back tha minfrnum 
amount ofuuur;rl fog oil use by30%. f i e  dally allowance far smoke trdnhg tfmc will be cut by 
75%. Aftor 3uffcring thssa unscccptsblo losses, it fW&cr limits our Joint forces ro moka 
operations durin~ d e r  condition4 which may odst only 60% ofthe yeat, The smoke p m i r  
virtually oliminatu mare than on6 smoke went pcr day, The i m p t  would be violatiom (ruuect 
to flaes) for 92 days wbed zw avents arc tralned, anothtr 56 days when tbw ewnts ara trdned, 
and Moth61 21 daya whoa four scpluatc meat8 are underway at one dm. If allowed to @and, tha 
Miu~uri emoko pormit aIlom us to wnduct r@Iy 25% of tr- to ~tandard* them 
rutrictlanr wadd Wt both the US Army alld US Alr Force make Qal~ing 

w 3. During the Chemical Functional Asoa hdyds on 3 1 Oet 94, &vice C h i o f  staff 
&lunged the Army to ''take the lead on proactive iwolwment 4th qendes dmfthg 
onvircnmental regulatov cequiromantl that h p u t  oa chemid kdnlng on Army fango+ Focus 
en leading toward$ tha lwt rdkidive IWIMWI tha pr~vidc tho maximum ttaining oppodties.  
(Action OCSOPS)" 

4. Under Bua Roai~puna md Clorure adow Port Lmnard Wood. unfbmatdy without 
 GOO^^^^^ wilb tha Chemiwl School, applied for a smoke permit and variance, Tba W o u t i  
m k e  permit r d a I a n s  WUI imdvwtly rqwh the VCSA') p d  tngically Ecippla Iho 
capability to conduct s& tmidsg. One o f  tbs mat ~unnia  rcuuictions of thia pen* 13 the 
lo~a of capability to train with woks h a d  grenade% vehicular mob gunadas, mokc pptk . 

h n d  dtfating grmades, dot aonml agents, and large m a  Muad obsourants. Tho Rasorvt 
Cornp~~ant mob crahing at tho Chbmid School would also ba a casualty. 

5.  If you havc quadong rogatding chis quick wurmcnt of the moko md obrarranto wsu~ 
plaasa dl mq DSN 865-6228 or commercial 2054484228 or Fax 865-6786. 
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1. pg 1, titla Fud Wood provIdd y ~ u  a drdt pmk S l n ~  tht h d  b ~w at Lhd 
variance hdaripg stape, whvo is the "w? Comiddng the impacr thia has on Chemical 
Mission Arm traiain& wq need to ate the rcal t h k  

2. pg 1, titb Tk bas!, far penidon ir to "corutmn a uatic and mobile foB oil smoke 
~rutnl~gjaclHl)c. This nomebclatwe is ~t descriptive of what th* Army propom to do, 
Could it be thst Msx~tri Cielm Air laws do not cover Bdd military tdnfft8 d ranges? 
Tho only W t y "  baing consrmaed h a stof%$t area for fog on drums, Fort Wood 4 1  
bleza toad netwwh through same wstbnd areas and possiily constNct some obaumtiaa 
towers koughout the maneuxtx area which is already dedicarccl.to.othcr typa o f  training. 
This curlaus interpoiation of ,a smoke training ark ro a "flacilicr dccdvc~ the publto as to 
what tha purpasa of tho p m i t  is for. S b  tho pennir was gained without publio 
commaat, It WUld be difllarlt far pwpb to how what aia is. Since tbvarianca d o a  
requirt comment, pcrbapg they wiU understand smoke will not occut in whist could 
reajoaably d e d  a fixed fadlity. 

3, pg 1, dde If Misssud has authority fbr Title V of'thb C l w  Afr Act, it d d  warn 
prUdcrU to mantlon the Pcdaa1 statutes, beyond their laws. They still mut a m p l y  with 

u M t r a f  standard;r and mura them min'rie~ esgedally since It 13 a Psderal hsr&etivn, 
meet standards. This Ie@ fc~otlng is Importaw and not just acometk touch. 

4. p8 prvs 1, The annual throu$hput ofanly 65,000 gdlow id u n a ~ r a b l a .  WC do 
not know how tb figure was calculated, but h appebn to ba aa average of ;on. Forgot 
h e  averages ovar 8 five yoar period. We a d d a t a  trahibg r q h s n t s  on oparsdond 
tmpq current and projec~ed. Ths p r o j d  consumption need8 to ba at h t  95,000 
&lorw per yeat which bhtlss both the Army and Air Farce mum loads and aaining 
plans. Additidly,  dl US Amy Chdcat units (70% oftho Chamical Corpa) arc 
required to m d d h  at the Crhwrfc4 School. The potenttal to omh muqt be written into 
the permit, which a3 was cxplotnod 10 DNR previously would roughly double the 
emIdons. 

3. Pg 2, pat8 2, Tha limit of 3,700 lbs durfng a 24 hour period L uoaccsptPbla Thc 
Amty and Air Forca need more than om hour per day on m ~ y  occaaloru, As stated In 
tho COW Id& &a numk 1oftw6, thrc~, sad four events per day t d e a l  b tfttirhg 
loads. Ifnot this Limitation will cut out 75% o f w  training capabili~. 
Additlor~~Q, there is mr rn~rdiw afatha typm of a b r a n t ,  uscd by the Chemical 
School. Smoke h a d  greneda (vadouo colon), vehicla psnadcr (d phospborut and 
braas flak#), KC m k  pots, safer smoke pots (teraphalic acid), and large uea  i&md 
~ b m t  araterida are essential portion3 of training a d  quafifLing c h d c a l  ~ldlm. 
rhig permit ~ ~ c h r d e ~  typs snt&a 
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6. pg 2 p - 3  T h c ~ ~ i 0 l e u t h b n & 6 0 ~ ~ p h ~ ~ ~ ~ b e m o t  B ~ t h o u g h  
droplet i i  a v q o  &out tm &Q& w d d  Vielate thia limh tim tvd turn a 
gcncratw 04 dtivc thmu& dust, or ~ i f l n v e d  o b s ~ n t a  @Y drslp RWcr hl 10-14 
microns ia siza). fR cbscgfa,ti~n i s  a sitid ski1 to auntennwurc asmy IR Wget 
acquisition dwicos. I; is not, possible to simulate this s ~ f o b s w d o n  phanomcnon at 
tbis time. It b P learned bahsviot at the insti~tioaall~d. . 
7. pg 2, p 5 Report& c~f violadam ~ p p ~ r ~  to ba tw 3bw. At lot o f d m g t  could 
endua Lmla a mom rapid m,&gdoloay h adopted. fhu p d t  ~ c c d r  to Nurt  lbrc8h0ld 
limit3 beyond 65,000 galloas per yeat to at iwt the combined t0tB1 of atmt and 
projected vlbjq load, (we could live with a bare boner of 95,000 gdyr). S o 4 ~  back 
traiaing 'by 3Wh is upacceptable ta readiness 

8.  pg 3,'para 7 How will thc QAPP phn &a th% "userr" tito chdd S b o I  and Air 
Forco WCC RopMdfi~s Technical Tnlnlog? ?he QA plan must be wordlnaed with 
pattntisl usera. 

9. pg 3, para 0 S o m w  rncedj to dabte tha vaIu&cw rteoid keeping costs. Who is 
the P d t e e :  Fon Wood ptrsonnel or the W e a l  School? How is Fort Wood going 
to hnphrncnt this? Why is only fbg 08 rcwd kee@ng ncwwy? Other cbscursnts need 
ro be tallled and conmhte to the entire armo~phcric load. Tho amia20ns fmm iha dioscl 
engines ofHh.WlWs and APCa a~ well as the M O M  powda$ the smokt gener8tm 
atd smrcas, Does this add to the pwtdaga dowed per dayl Other military vehicular 
tdnhg, autornobitss, tlectrical g6nerat6ts, conswction ~U@LCU~, railroad activitiw, on 
Fort Woad qppmtly md to be part dthe daily total u QNIL 

9. pg 4, p m  13 q u i p a t  should ba wed or is Fnikble for MET data7 Who 
d c &  it? Xf soldim aod aimen are to do ibis wtro d u  thcm and when, how often? 
Calculation of mixing height ir ofpartictllarconem, fiom whm ir it mcaaurtd ad haw 
doas it apply to edch jita and Imgth of p b o ,  

10. pg 4, pars 14 Limitations oa Q m d a  How &ca (pu mwth) do thesa d t l o c u  
txi3ff N e d  to go back at least 5 yean to ice if- atd h a n d d i d  by dttiticial r e ~ ~ ~ i n t a .  
This has tbc potential, w h  qn@sticdIg conrb'mod with &don in annual gdhns 
allowdbla and only ono b u t  per day add $hut d a m  smoke minitlg, 

11. pa 4, pata 15 I da not udamd how a ola qmcy W &&it6 tho forccb3dsg load 
he. They taabluh a ~an4btd Md POW WUI~ to tdl the Amqt how to suck eggs. l h i s  
State aacncy ls t 4 y  beyond theft authority to tell u how lo W g c  comphco wlth 
standards. 
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12. p~ 4, para 16 Doos this mean MBT con did on^ (air stability and wind d l d o n )  are to 
be cantirmowly monitotadhncasured & j a ~ t  before the event. Need to d u a f e  tho 
percent of timu wind directions and speeds are unPavorablc, Qdck rehence lndlcates 
unfiworable wnditiom exist around 35% of tho time. The only avaiIabfo wind rosa is 
twonty yam old. 

13, pg 5, p a  160 Iftha Dlreetar is meant to be tho Director o f m - t h i r  presents an 
~ntcrwtin$ legal d~at ioa  for the Army. This blan3;er authority seems robe a cat&=all 
phraao whi& allows the Dimtor ta unlatorally tarmineto Army moke opcratlons. Thh is 
absurd. If pcnnit vlalhtians occur, entorca it, but the Director W d  have no legd basis 
terminme amoka for ''to ba claaminodn reasons. Perhaps this is the glace where an insett 
can state tha Hrector might be ovenuled by \he EPA 6c other Federal Agancia. These 
mystodous powers ofrhs Dimtor place the Amy at risk and should be eliminated. 

14. ~ $ 6 ,  'para 23 We would be automatically in violation if tried to maintain amant 
t tainin~ $awls, The air qu Jiity modtlitrg smdmh need to be addressed in thi document. 
Air models uxd by ihs EPA are not u speciflc far slwd dynamic3 Md concentration as 
tho WsJ ~&bIishtd by the Amy (formally the Aano$pheric Sdsncea Laboratory). EPA 
modah use Lndustrirl chamial sack tmldiiors4 and ttandrrrc that to smoke werator 
flOUtcos, soma of which aro .mobile. No known 8PA modal Is an accurate represccnwion, 
?he Combined Qbsfutsnt Model for RsttlcfleId Induced Contamlnanta (COMBIC) is the 
wotlda befit model a d  should be used, cspccidly since it i s  posjlblo to mdd 41 typa of 
obscunntq not just fa8 oil. Other sourcea are the Jolnt Taohdoal Group for Mun1tlon4 
Bf fact i~en~Smoke  and Amsoh Group asswmant report8 whicb have tailored srnoka 
munitions and generators fo,r tha past ten years Ifwe are goiug to use models, wa ih~u ld  
do it correctly, 

15. pg 6, para 24 Injury ro plants and animal liPc have not been thomughty dwmcntcd. 
Sietra C%b and others note (quite acarrataly) the &my snatysts aubjectiva &ad most 
are inconduslw. The Anny cannot awfd the chanengo tnar 8pccifio test3 have not been 
donc at Fort Wood or Fan McClstlan Army references cite known atudiej which treat 
flora ad f~ucla with about 5,000 tima the amount that might bo gxpected from b y  fog 
oil oporatians. I intulttvely beltew it is safe, onc m t  meaauco tha dawnwind 
deposttion, but it is hard to avoid tho dtfdsm that is has to 80 somswhqra. Th worst 
cuss b a chaflonge of fog oil apitlaga at tho gaarator sites. Fort Wood will mitigate thh 
with thck InstaElatlon Spill Contlngancy Plan, It is dficult co a t t r b t o  dfreet or 
approximate ddmage to pbnts and animals if no brsa line i s  dlabla How does the 0th 
ob~curantn afFect plant$ and animals? t3NRha.g the Army assessment &te, but chase not 
to allow thee in the air p-t. What ia diffemnt about fog 0i17 Unreamabla enjoyment 
of life is another nebulouj tenn. Smoke by its very nature may be considered a nuisance 
bad 1R obscurants m d d n d  a, nuisance duq. I see big problems hero. It is  8 lqsl t q i t  
which placcs the entke art o f  smoke generation for tho $ u ~ v a l  of  fighting forcoj at 
tramandous risk 



05/23/95 12: 18 OFFICE OF REP BROWDER 

rlll 

16, pg 7, Attachmat A Ttma four sites h e  not bs4n m a 4  Tho cwly data which 
exist3 fit Fort Waod is maured  from tha Mold, Hlgorlcal wiird data is andurt. 
Consldcdrtg du celation drrpeciflcity q i c c d  to coq~ply with thb p d q  rn!cfodIrnatl~ 
studjsr should ba perfonncd at each of these rltcj, As stated in Fort McClollan'a 1993 
Smoke Report @ut tajoctcd by Fort Wood) seasod wlnd pttm and ~pceds limit smoke 
creinlng at theta sites bacdu:~ of the potential Eor oQost migration or lntetfetenca with 
ather po3t sctivitia, C o w l ~ ~ l I v a  ostimateg ate that between ZS-SOO/e oftha time, m k a  
opstatbns d l 1  ba h'mited. Slnw wa us0 smoke 250 days ofthe year, firth(% aojion of 
uaining opportunities rue amain. Bxdude tho aon trafflcable tmh, avoidance of 
endangered sp&iw srercq s1ndl pondq wrtlendq lmpact area, the infamow rniIIIOn dollar 
bole area, cantonment area, standoff distanctd between the ballatlon b ~ n d a r y  and 
smoko mas, tho major tborou$hfate b i ~ i q  thc installatioa, the bombing range and 
h e r b  is I e j s  space than it appears, Tho buttolntlm is that weatber is one of UW most 
llmitiag faotors of all, Wo can schedult~ c l m ~ ,  tangos, loatioru, but wa m o t  $&cduIo 
Mother Nature. Pram mcsoar wlQ ovw twenty ywe of smoke geaaratot expdenca S 
tun t e h g  you this smoke p e d t  is a disaster f ~ t  the Qurs ofthe Army's $make ptogtam. 



March 2.:. 1995 

Spccial Assistant to the Coniniandant 

Subject: Rcquest Under the Freedom of Infor~nation Act 

blr. John A. Yoiii~g 
Slntc of Missouri Dcpartrlielit of Nalural Resources 
Di\.isio~i of Environ~i~c~ital Quality 
Post Oficc Bos 176 
Jcrrcrson City. Missouri 6.5 102 

Dcnr Mr. Yoiuig. 

Tliis lctlcr is in rcfcrencc to your request regarding fog oil usc at Fort McClcllan. Alabama. The 
111iliInn. stock ~iunibcr of fog oil is 5) 150-00-26 1-789.5. Othcr data hclprill for idcntificntion is Fog Oil: 55 
g:illou dr(111i (8 1349) MILF12070 Tvpe SGF-2. 

\.car fczallons of Con oil) (\ariance duc to US Army Rcsen'c training flus) - 

0 If this request is the basis for determining air em~ssion calculat~ons. you should bc aware of otller 
t!.pcs of fucl and obscurants used on Fort McClellan. Smoke generators usc gasoline to aerosolizc fog oil 
droplets. The consun~ption rate is 3 112 gallons of gasoline per 55 gallons of fog oil. 

Other sourccs include liexacl~loroethane smoke pots. colored dye smoke grenades, infrared defeating 
obscurant grenades (brass flakes) and large area infrared defeating obscuranls (graphite powder). 
blilli~iietcr \leave obscurants (similar to radar chart) are espected to be available for use in the nest two 
?cars. Environmental assessment in~formation for some of these itcnis are enclosed. The "potential to 
cnlit" \\.it11 20 mobilizing chemical units, \vould roughly double the gasoline and fog oil totals per year. 

Sincerely. 

Edward W. Newing $F?L 
Special Assistant to tlic ~onitkmdant  

E~lclosr~rcs 
E ~ ~ \ . i r o l l ~ i ~ c ~ ~ t a l  Asscssrncnrs for Rcd. Wliitc. Plasticizcd White Pl~osplion~s: Dyc Colored Snlokcs: 
Hcs;icliloroctl~a~~c (HC) S~iiokc 
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FEB 2 2 1995 

Commander 
USACML&MPCEN&FM 
ATTN: Ms. Koonce 
ATZN-IM 
Ft. McClellan, AL 36205-5000 

RE: Request Under the Freedom of Inf omation Act 

Dear Ms. Koonce: 

I am requesting information regarding the use of fog oil at Ft. 
McClellan. Specifically, I am aaking for the amount of fog oil 
actually expended in conducting smoke training operations for the 
Chemical School by stock number and type. The time period I am 
interested in is from 1990 through and including 1994. Please 
indicate the amount used in each calendar year. Please forward this 

(I) information as soon as possible. 

For any coats involved in retrieving thia information, please submit 
an invoice for payment to me at the above address. If you have any 
questions regarding this request, please contact Mr. David L. Walker 
at (314) 751-3176. Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

J2JVXSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 

jb&!ifi Director 



BEFORE THE MISSOURI 
AIR CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

WILLIAM A. GIBBS, REBECCA I. GIBBS,) 
WENDY PELTON, and THE COALITION 1 
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT, 1 

1 
Petitioner, 1 

1 
VS. ) Cause No. 95-12-V 

MISSOURI DEPA.RTMENT OF ) 
NATURAL RESOUIRCES , 

) 
Respondent, ) 

1 
and 

) 
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER CENTER 1 
AND FORT LEONARD WOOD, ) 

1 
Applicant. 1 

DEPOSITION OF LT. COL. JOHN JOHNSON 
TAKEN ON BEHALF OF THE PETITIONERS 

May 15, 1995 

RICHARD E. SCHROEDER 
Registered Professional Reporters 

400 N. Fourth Street - Suite 2510 
St. Louis, MO 63102 

(314) 621-0107 



B E F O R E  T H E  M I S S O U R I  
A I R  C O N S E R V A T I O N  C O M M I S S I O N  

I I n  t h e  M a t t e r  o f :  

4 

5 

M I S S O U R I  D E P A R T M E N T  O F  
N A T U R A L  R E S O U R C E S ,  

W I L L I A M  A .  G I B B S ,  R E B E C C A  I .  G I B B S , )  
WENDY P E L T O N ,  and  T H E  C O A L I T I O N  
F O R  T H E  E N V I R O I N M E N T ,  

6  

7 

R e s p o n d e n t ,  

P e t i t , i o n e r ,  

V S .  

and  

U .  S .  ARMY E N G I N E E R  C E N T E R  
and  F O R T  L E O N A R D  WOOD, 

) C a u s e  N o .  9 5 - 1 2 - V  
) 

A p p l i c a n t .  ) 

D E P O S I T I O N  O F  L T .  C O L .  J O H N  J O H N S O N ,  
p r o d u c e d ,  s w o r n  a n d  examined on t h e  p a r t  of  t h e  
P e t i t i o n e r s  b e t w e e n  t h e  h o u r s  of  e i g h t  o ' c l o c k  i n  t h e  
f o r e n o o n  and  e i g h t  o f c l o c k  i n  t h e  a f t e r n o o n  o f  M a y  1 5 ,  
1 9 9 5 ,  a t  t h e  O f f i c e  o f  t h e  S t a f f  Judge  A d v o c a t e ,  E a s t  
8 t h  S t r e e t ,  B l d g .  N o .  1 7 0 5 ,  F o r t  L e o n a r d  W o o d ,  
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Direct Examination by Mr. Green 3 

LT. COL. JOHN JOHNSON 

being produced, sworn and examined on behalf of the 

Petitioners, deposes and says: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. GREEN: 

Q Colonel Johnson, would you state your full 

name, please? 

A John P. Johnson, Lieutenant Colonel U. S. 

Army. 

Q Colonel Johnson, I'm Lewis Green, and I'm 

3 



g o i n g  t o  t r y  t o  a s k  y o u  some q u e s t i o n s  h e r e  f o r  a 

w h i l e .  And i f  y o u  d o n ' t  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  

which  i s  e n t i r e l y  l i k e l y  i f  i t ' s  t e c h n i c a l ,  a l l  y o u  

g o t  t o  d o  i s  s a y  s o  a n d  a s k  t h a t  i t  b e  r e p h r a s e d  a n d  

v e r i f y  t h e  a n s w e r  a s  b e s t  y o u  c a n .  I f  you  w a n t  t o  

t a k e  a r e c e s s ,  j u s t  h o l l e r  a n d  w e ' l l  go  a h e a d  f r o m  

t h e r e ,  o k a y ?  

A Yeah.  

Q What i s  y o u r  p r e s e n t  p o s i t i o n  h e r e ?  

A I h a v e  two  j o b s ,  M r .  G r e e n .  One i s  I ' m  t h e  

D i r e c t o r  o f  P u b l i c  Works  h e r e  a t  F o r t  L e o n a r d  Wood. 

And t h e  s e c o n d ,  I ' m  t h e  F o r t  L e o n a r d  Wood Base  

R e a l i g n m e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  P l a n n i n g  O f f i c e r  c u r r e n t l y .  

Two j o b s ,  t o   answer y o u r  q u e s t i o n .  

Q How l o n g  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  D i r e c t o r  o f  P u b l i c  

Works? 

A L i t t l e  o v e r  t w o  a n d  a h a l f  y e a r s  a t  t h i s  

p o i n t .  

Q What d o  y o u  d o  a s  D i r e c t o r  o f  P u b l i c  Works,  

j u s t  b r i e f l y ?  

A I'm r e s p o n s i b l e  i n  t h e  Army t e r m i n a t i o n  f o r  

a l l  o f  t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e ,  p r o p e r t y  m a i n t e n a n c e  o n  t h e  

P o s t .  And w h a t  t h a t  m e a n s  i s  my j o b ' s  t o  t a k e  c a r e  o f  

a l l  o f  t h e  b a s e  f r o m  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s ,  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s ,  

r o a d s ,  r a i l r o a d s ,  u t i l i t i e s  s y s t e m s .  I a l s o  o p e r a t e  



Officer? 

A Mr. Green, to my knowledge there was no 

specific set of orders or instructions to me. I just 

recall that General Ballard appointed me that position 

at some point some time ago, but I don't recall the 

exact date. I really don't. And I donft recall ever 

seeing a set of orders or anything that would document 

that, so. 

Q So much for the general picture of your 

present duties. Letfs go back to college or 

postgraduate work. Can you give me a brief summary? 

LT. COL. FIORE: One moment, please. We may 

have something a little more responsive to your 

question. Is this helpful? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

LT. C:OL. FIORE: Okay. Fine. Thank you. 

Q You went to college, did you? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Where and what degree and when? 

A I went to Virginia Military Institute. 

Q VMI? 

A Yes. And graduated 1976. 

Q I don't know much about military institutes, 

do you get degrees in various subjects there? 

A Yes. I received a B. S. degree in civil 



engineering. I subsequently went on to earn a 

masterrs degree at University of Kansas. 

Q Master's in what? 

A Civil engineering. 

Q Beyond those two degrees, have you had any 

other pretty much normal education? I will ask you in 

a minute about professional courses or specialized 

courses yourve taken in the Army, but I'm thinking 

about university-type education. 

A That's the extent of my civilian education. 

Q You got out of the University of Kansas when? 

Q Betwfeen '76 and '83 what were you doing? 

A I was on active duty in the Army, sir. 

Q In the Corps of Engineers? 

A Yes ., 

Q So you went directly from VMI into the Corps 

of Engineers? 

A Thatrs correct. 

Q Where were you stationed first? 

A Fort Knox, Kentucky. 

Q And then where? After that where? 

A Kansas City Corps of Engineers District. 

Q When were you there? 



Director of Public Works orientation course. 

Q What (else? 

A That 'was a two-week course. I took a 

contract administration course at the Corps of 

Engineers. 

Q What else? 

A And I took an earth work inspection course 

for the Corps of Engineers. 

Q Earth work? 

A Earth work. 

Q What is earth work inspection? 

A In my case it was dam inspection, dam 

construction inspection. 

Q What else? 

A I don't recall another, sir. There may be 

one, but I don't recall. 

Q Woulld you say that your expertise in 

engineering is predominantly mechanical engineering? 

A No, sir. Predominantly civil engineering. 

Q Would you consider that your expertise -- do 
you have a substantial expertise in chemical 

engineering? 

A NOI I would not say I do. 

Q Have! you taken any courses that might be 

either labeled or described as environmental courses? 



A I've taken a number of environmental courses. 

Q Can you tell me what some of those were and 

where you took them? 

A I don't recall the exact course titles or how 

many, sir, but I took some in both my bachelor's and 

master's programs. 

Q Can you tell me generally what kinds of 

things you studied in those courses? 

A I recall taking an environmental engineering 

course, environmental law course. 

Q Would you consider that you have a 

significant expertise in meteorology? 

A In what, sir? 

Q Meteorology? 

A That Is -- I wouldn't say that. It's not 

normally part of a civil engineer program. 

Q Or dispersion modeling? 

A I am familiar with some modeling programs, 

yes. 

Q Have you used any yourself? 

A Modeling programs, yes. 

Q On what occasions have you used them? 

A I've used the program developed by the Corps 

of Engineers and Soil Conservation Service. I don't 

recall the exact year but flood prediction model, and 



direction? 

A Well, there were quite possibly were other 

Leonard Wood personnel involved, for example, range 

control, what we call ~irector of Plans Training and 

Mobilization and the PW personnel, but I do not recall 

by name who the people were. 

Q And do you have any recollection that any 

outside contractors were asked to evaluate that event? 

A I do not recall specifically outside contract 

involvement. 

Q I think you just said that you were not the 

BRAC Planning Officer at that time. Who was? 

A Lieutenant Colonel Maher. 

Q Maher. To whom did he report? 

A I do not know who he reported to, sir. I do 

not recall. 

Q You've been the BRAC Planning Officer as 

nearly as you. can recall I think you said about six 

months? 

A Longer than six months, Mr. Green, but I 

don't recall the exact date I was appointed to that 

position. 

Q Sometime in 1994? 

A Correct. 

Q Who appointed you that? 



A Major General Ballard. , 

Q Is that appointment in writing? 

A I do not recall if General Ballard ever 

appointed me in writing. 

Q What written document here at Fort Leona rd  

Wood shows that there is a BRAC Planning Officer? 

LT. COL. FIORE: Mr. Green, the BRAC Planning 

0ff.ice and BRAC Planning Officer is an ad hoc grouping 

that is designed in a task force-type operation where 

the appropriate people that need to be involved are 

gathered for either regular or irregular input to that 

process. There is no formal table of authorizations 

for that particular office. As we s a y ,  it's taken out 

of the hide. And that's why Colonel Johnson is 

running two hats. 

MR. GREEN: Taken out of what? 

LT. COL. FIORE: Taken out of the hide. You 

don't get extra bodies to do it, you have to make do 

with what y o u r  current duties as well as the 

additional duties that the ad hoc office lays upon you 

and that personnel. 

Q Did General Ballard communicate this 

appointment to you orally? 

A He did, in fact, communicate that orally. 

Q And where did that communication take place? 



A Not instructions, Mr. Green. He -- at that 
time of the appointment he did not provide any 

specific directions or instructions, no. 

Q Well, your response not instructions suggests 

to me that I probably used the wrong word. Guidance? 

Advice? What did he give you when he appointed you? 

A The only conversation I recall was more of a 

-- was his philosophy. It was definitely not 

directive or instructive in nature, but it was his 

philosophy that the BRAC planning activity would best 

be suited for the Director of Public Works and its 

framework due to the master planning requirements that 

are involved. 

Q Did he tell you what would be the duties of 

the BRAC Planning Officer? 

A During that initial appointment discussion I 

do not recall. But I don't believe he did, sir. 

Q Let me broaden the question then to include 

that conversation and later conversations. At any 

time did he tell you what are the duties of the BRAC 

Planning Officer? 

A Mr. Green, your question the best way I can 

answer it is probably, again, General Ballard 

appointed me BRAC Planning Officer for 1995. 

Essentially I: understood the duties and it was just an 



applied specific piece of what I otherwise do. That 

was his philoslophy anyway. And as I mentioned, it was 

because of our master planning activities that he felt 

that was best suited. So it wasn't necessary in my 

mind for General Ballard to provide more specific 

guidance on that. 

Q You already knew what BRAC was? 

A From the standpoint of his philosophy as a 

master planning, which equates to our facility 

requirements, instruction requirements, yes. 

Q Did you have an understanding at the time he 

appointed you that you were to be considering the 

possible move of the training schools at Fort 

McClellan to Leonard Wood? 

A Well, in that -- the 1993 BRAC Commission 
tabled the decision on that pending environmental 

permitting. It was very probable that that would be 

their 1995 recommendation, again, but we did not know 

'obviously until 28 February of this year what the 

actual recommendation would be. 

Q So what was your understanding of your 

responsibility as BRAC Planning Officer from the time 

of your appointment? 

LT. COL. FIORE: Mr. Green, can we move on to 

fogging operations here? This is not designed to be 



are relevant to the variance hearing, which has to do 

with opacity and fog oil training. And I'm not going 

to keep my personnel here till all hours of the night 

to do a fishing expedition on the base realignment and 

closing process. If you want to stick to rationally 

related issues related to the variance hearing, we can 

continue. But I will instruct my witness not to 

aaswer that question or any other questions that are 

merely going to mechanics of the base realignment and 

closure process. 

Q Colonel Johnson, you're going to follow that 

instruction? 

A I'll take the advice of our counsel, yes, and 

not answer the question. 

Q You refuse to answer that question, right? 

Did you at any time up until March of 1995 give any 

consideration to any aspect of the obscurant training 

effort at Fort McClellan and the possibility of moving 

it here? 

A Mr. Green, I've already said that the BRAC 

decision as it was tabled in 1993 was only a -- was 
only a departure point or a basic idea as to what 

' might happen in 1993 -- or '95. Excuse me. It is the 
I , Army's policy during the base realignment and closure 

activities to not conduct any operations for business 



that is to be decisional. Therefore, it was our 

approach to this to wait, as did most Army and 

Department Defense activity, for the 1995 nomination. 

We had no real basis for which to do any items until 

the '95 recommendation was in fact official so. 

Q I don" think that's a direct answer. Am I 

to understand then that from the time you were 

appointed to that position until the BRAC Commission 

made a -- what do you call it? A recommendation? 

A Right. 

Q In March; is that correct? 

A It was made on the 28th day of February. 

Q February 28th. Until that time you didn't do 

anything to get ready for or think about how to get 

ready for the move of that fogging operation here? 

A We did a great deal of work in the master 

planning area, but only in the sense of assessing the 

capacity of Fort Leonard Wood to accommodate mission, 

being whenever it might be. And we also did have a 

number of departments of the Army requisite data 

collection efforts in, as I recall, July of '94 to 

communicate to them what our current utilization of 

Fort Leonard Wood was at. 

Q Did you communicate with MDNR, that's 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources, as far as 



you know on the subject of the move from McClellan to 

here prior to February 28, 1995? 

MS. NEFF: Now, that's other than what was 

already put in as your exhibits for those documents in 

1993? 

MR. GREEN: Yes. I'm talking about from the 

time he was appointed sometime in 1994 up till 

February 28th, 1995, in that area. 

MAJ. C:ORBIN: As it relates to fog oil? 

MR. GREEN: Well, sure fog oil. Sure. 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Green, we will -- the 
reason I'm speaking advice here is I don't recall all 

the details or the reasons. But we had a meeting 

approximately two weeks prior to the February 28th 

announcement at the office of Missouri Department of 

Natural Resources. I can't be any more accurate than 

two weeks prior, but that's my answer as to when it 

occurred. Myself and Ms. ~ m i l y  Brown and Scott 

Murrell as I recall attended that meeting at MDNR 

regarding potential requirements in the event of 

another recommendation to send mission gain to Fort 

Leonard Wood from Fort McClellan. But that's all I 

can recall on that. 

MR. GREEN: Let's take a short break here. 

(A brief recess was taken.) 



t o  F o r t  M c C l e l l a n  made o n  F e b r u a r y  22nd o f  1 9 9 5 ?  

Q W i l l  y o u  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t i o n ?  

LT.  C O L .  FIORE: Go a h e a d  a n d  a n s w e r .  I t ' s  a 

waste o f  t i m e .  

A M r .  G r e e n ,  I a m  a w a r e  t h a t  DNR d i d  t h a t ,  b u t  

I d o n ' t  know wh,at d a y  I became a w a r e  o f  t h a t .  I h a v e  

e v e r y  b e l i e f  t h a t  i t  w a s  w e l l  p a s t  t h e  28 F e b r u a r y  

d a t e  t h a t  I became a w a r e  o f  t h a t  a n d  b y  v i r t u e  o f  

b e i n g  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  c o m m e n t a r y ,  I b e l i e v e  b y  M r .  J o h n  

Young a t  t h e  D N R ,  b u t  I know t h a t  was  w e l l  a f t e r  t h e  

28 F e b r u a r y  d a t e .  What I ' v e  a l r e a d y  a n s w e r e d  t h e  

q u e s t i o n  on  o n e  p r e v i o u s  o c c a s i o n  a n d  t h a t  I d o n ' t  

h a v e  a n y  r e c o l l e c t i o n  o r  k n o w l e d g e  o f  w h a t  D N R  d i d  o n  

t h e i r  own b e h a l f  s i n c e  e s s e n t i a l l y  f r o m  t h e  t i m e  o f  

t h e  1993  c o m m i s s i o n  a d j o u r n e d  u n t i l  t h e  2 8 t h  o f  

F e b r u a r y  o f  t h a t  y e a r .  

Q A t  anly t i m e  a s  f a r  a s  you  know d i d  a n y b o d y  a t  

F o r t  L e o n a r d  Wl~od r e q u e s t  o f  F o r t  M c C l e l l a n  

i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  amount  o f  f o g  o i l  a c t u a l l y  

e x p e n d e d  i n  c o n d u c t i n g  smoke t r a i n i n g  o p e r a t i o n s  

t h e r e ?  

M S .  NEFF: I ' l l  o b j e c t  t o  t h e  r e l e v a n c e  o f  

t h a t ,  i f  I may. The p e r m i t  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  w h a t  D N R  

h a s  b a s e d  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s  o n  a n d  w h a t ' s  g o i n g  o n  a t  

F o r t  M c C l e l l a n  i s  p e r h a p s  h e l p f u l  a s  a  r e f e r e n c e  



MR. GREEN: I'm not sure that's true. We 

don't plan on being here and I'm trying to move on. 

Q Do you recall what the question was, 

Colonel? We do need to get an answer now if you don't 

mind repeating. 

A I don't recall, sir, if anyone from Fort 

Leonard Wood made such a request. 

Q Did you at any time discuss with Mr. Murrell 

or anybody else at Leonard Wood the possibility of 

making such a request? 

A I do not recall any such conversation, no. 

Q Now, let's move on to February 28. At that 

time I think you've told me the BRAC Commission made 

its recommendation and whatever it made? 

A It publicly announced the Department of 

Defense nomination for various base closures and 

realignment. 

Q Now, after that announcement was made, what 

did you understand were your responsibilities as the 

BRAC Planning Officer? 

A My duties at that time on the 28th of 

February, Mr. Green, were to do several things, one of 

which was to immediately convene a team of, I call it 

a committee of BRAC planning experts, and begin with 

all due course and effort the Fort Leonard Wood 



long-range planning to receive the new mission from 

Fort McClellan as ordered by Department of the Army 

headquarters trade op and Department of Defense. 

Q Was it part of this project that you've just 

described the (obtaining of any permits from DNR? 

A Yes. The 1993 BRAC decision was tabled at 

the end of the deliberations and the commission 

adjourned with an item written into the record that 

the nomination to close Fort McClellan would again 

surface in 1995, or could, and that the State of 

Missouri and Fort Leonard Wood should be prepared to 

obtain all requisite permits, and we proceeded to do 

that. 

Q Did General Ballard at any time ask you to 

make sure that all requisite permits were obtained? 

A He, General Ballard, was anxiously watching 

the Department of Defense announcement on the 28th day 

of February, and upon hearing that ordered us to 

proceed with all permit applications. And I delivered 

those to DNR on 1 March, '95. 

Q Did he issue that order in writing? 

A No, sir, he did not. 

Q Was that oral? 

A Correct, as I recall. 

Q Where was that conversation? 



I don't recall where it occurred. 

Q Was anybody present? 

A I don't recall. 

Q But am I to understand that you've understood 

at least after that conversation, if not before, that 

it was part of your duties to obtain the permits from 

DNR that would. be necessary to permit the smoke 

1 training school to be moved from McClellan to Leonard I 
Wood? 

A Yes. I'd say that's a correct understanding 

14 ( 1 March, but it was not known to us at that particular I 

1 2  
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hour whether DNR would in fact require that permit 

prior to the training. 

MR. GREEN: Off the record. 

(Petitionerfs Deposition Exhibit K was marked 

on your part. The only thing I would add to that is 

Fort Leonard Wood submitted the permit application on 

for identification.) 

Q I've handed you what's been marked Exhibit K, 

which purports to be an application for authority to 

construct; however, I want to make that clear it has 

various attachments at the back of it and I can't 

guarantee for sure how much of this stuff at the back 

&-5 

2 5  I was part of the application or not, so I'm not 



gallons. Then down below that do you see about little 

more than halfway down "Annual Throughput: 63" and 

"Units: 1000 gallonsn? DO you see those entries? 

A I see them, yes, sir. 

Q Do you understand that to be the annual 

throughput being applied for is 63,000 gallons? 

A Yes. I'd say that is correct. 

Q Do you recall any discussion with anybody 

here at Leonard Wood about what number to put in 

there? 

A I don't recall any discussion directly 

related, sir, to that document, I mean, what total 

annual gallon throughput to put in this particular 

form, no. 

Q Do you recall any discussion with anybody 

either at Leonard Wood or at DNR about what the total 

annual throughput would be? 

A Mr. Green, let me get to the point here. The 

63,000 gallon throughput was a figure that we 

determined by simply asking our higher headquarters 

what rate of training they wanted us to do. The 

answer came back 63,000 gallons. 

Q Okay. What is the higher headquarters? 

A I don't know where that is or whatever 

documents, but the fact is that's what we are 



p r e p a r i n g  t o  t r a i n  a t .  

Q Now, what  h i g h e r  h e a d q u a r t e r s  i s  t h a t ?  

A H e a d q u a r t e r s .  TRADOC, T-R-A-D-0-C. 

LT.  COL. FIORE: U . S .  Army T r a i n i n g  a n d  

V i r g i n i a .  

Q Leonard  Wood h a s  a s k e d  T R A D O C ;  i s  t h a t  r i g h t ?  

5 
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A Yes.  

Q Did you a u t h o r i z e  t h a t  r e q u e s t ?  

A I n  k e e p i n g  w i t h  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  a l l o w i n g  m y  

D i v i s i o n  C h i e f  t o  t a k e  c a r e  o f  d a i l y  and  r o u t i n e  

D o c t r i n e  Command. 

T H E  WITNESS:  They a r e  a t  F o r t  Monroe, 

p l a n n i n g  m a t t e r s ,  you b e t .  

Q I have  n o t  s e e n  a n y  document  m e m o r i a l i z i n g  

t h a t  r e q u e s t .  Do you know i f  h e  made t h a t  r e q u e s t  i n  

w r i t i n g ?  

A I d o n ' t  know t h a t  h e  d i d ,  q u o t e ,  m e m o r i a l i z e d  

o r  n o t .  But  t h e  f a c t  i s  t h a t  was o u r  t r a i n i n g  f i g u r e  

t h a t  when we went  t h r o u g h  v a r i o u s  f o r m s  I b e l i e v e  we 

had  t h e i r  d i r e c t i v e  t o  t r a i n  a t .  

Q Did he  t e l l  you  t h a t  h e  made t h a t  i n q u i r y  t o  

t r a i n  a t ?  

A I d o n ' t  r e c a l l  him t e l l i n g  me a n y t h i n g  

1 r e l a t i v e  t o  i n q u i r i n g .  

Q How do you know t h a t  s u c h  i n q u i r y  was made? 



was subsequent1.y reduced. What I know is that during 

our visitation to Fort McClellan we had an opportunity 

to observe training in detail, and I relayed those 

training techniques to Mr. Murrell here at Leonard 

Wood and cleared him to process the training 

management and air modeling at the rate of one hour 

per day. 

8 1  - Q When was that that you had a visitation at 

lo 1 A I don't know, sir. It was in the month of 

April. I believe the third week of April. 

Q You personally went? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q Did Mr. Murrell accompany you? 

A Mr. Murrell stayed at home stationed during 

that week, sir. 

Q Who did go from Leonard Wood to McClellan 

with you for that visit? 

A I had a number of people with me at Fort 

McClellan, sir, from Fort Leonard Wood Corps of 

Engineers, Army Audit Agency and a number of other 

people. 

Q Wellr environmental people in your 

Environmental Division. Did any of them go with you? 

A Yes. I had Ms. Emily Brown and Rory, 



R-0-R-Y, McCarthy with me. 

Q Those are the only two? 

A Yes, sir. That's correct. 

Q Were you there more than a day? 

A Yes., 

Q How long? 

A We were there for five days, five working 

days. 

Q Did you discuss the fog training operation 

with the commander of the fog training there? 

A Mr. Green, there is no such thing as 

commander of fog training. There's a commander of the 

U.S. Army Chemical School, and he has a number of 

assistants tha,t help manage that. But I discussed 

those issues numerous occasions while at Fort 

McClellan. 

Q What about did you discuss them with the 

commander of the school? 

A The commander of the chemical school himself, 

no, sir. 

Q Whom did you discuss them with there? 

A I discussed the -- 

LT. C:OL. FIORE: Objection. What relevance 

is discussion with someone at Fort McClellan to a 

variance request to an MDNR permit, draft permit for I 



opacity? 

MR. GREEN: I think all discussions with 

McClellan pers'onnel about the fogging might very well 

be very relevalnt here. 

LT. COL. FIORE: Not relevant to the variance 

issues. 

MR. GREEN: Oh, yes, I think so, very much 

so. Quantities are obviously relevant and other 

things as well. Frequency is relevant. All these are 

terms of the permit. 

LT. COL. FIORE: We have already outlines and 

restrictions in which the way the training would be 

conducted. How someone else does it is not relevant. 

MR. GREEN: It may or may not be relevant, 

but discussio:ns may be. 

Q With whom did you discuss these matters? 

A The only gentleman I can recall by name, Mr. 

Green, is Lieutenant Colonel Ted, I call him Ted, 

Newing, N-E-W-I-N-G. I also discussed those matters 

with another Lieutenant Colonel, whose name I do not 

recall, and several noncommissioned officers whose 

names I do not recall. 

Q Did you discuss with either Lieutenant 

Colonel the a.dequacy of a one hour a day limitation 

for the training the school conducts? 



A Yes ,  s i r .  I u n d e r s t a n d  y o u r  q u e s t i o n  i n  t h a t  

-- i n  t h a t  F o r t .  M c C l e l l a n  i s  n o t  r e g u l a t e d  i n  t h e  way 

t h a t  w e  a r e  o b t a i n i n g  t h i s  p e r m i t  f o r  t h i s  t r a i n i n g .  

I d i d  n o t  s e e k  t h e i r  c o n c u r r e n c e  on  the a d e q u a c y  o f  

t h e  one-hour  t r a i n i n g .  I s i m p l y  a s k e d  them how d i d  

t h e y  c o n d u c t  t h e  t r a i n i n g ,  how t o  v e r i f y .  I v i s i t e d  

t h e  t r a i n i n g ,  I w i t n e s s e d  t h e  t r a i n i n g ,  and  I a l s o  

d i s c u s s e d  t h o s e  t h i n g s  a t  l e n g t h  w i t h  t h o s e  v a r i o u s  

p e o p l e  and  drew my own c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  o n e  h o u r  would 

b e  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  o u r  p e r m i t t i n g  a c t i v i t y  h e r e  and 

mee t  t h e  Army's r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  t r a i n i n g .  

Q T h a t  w a s  y o u r  p e r s o n a l  c o n c l u s i o n ,  r i g h t ?  

A T h a t  i s  c o r r e c t .  

Q Can you t e l l  me w h a t  f a c t s  l e d  you t o  t h a t  

c o n c l u s i o n ?  

L T .  C:OL. F I O R E :  I b e l i e v e  y o u ' v e  a l r e a d y  

asked that question. ~e just explained t o  you how he  

was l e d  t o  t h a t  c o n c l u s i o n .  

MR. G R E E N :  He h a s  e x p l a i n e d  t h e  p r o c e s s .  

I ' m  a s k i n g  what  f a c t s  h e  may h a v e  t o  s u p p o r t  t h a t .  

L T .  C O L .  F I O R E :  How i s  t h a t  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  

v a r i a n c e ,  s i r ?  

MR.  G R E E N :  I t ' s  v e r y  r e l e v a n t ,  v e r y  

relevant. 

L T .  C O L .  F I O R E :  I would  p r e f e r  f o r  you t o  



that right? 

A That's correct. 

Q So on March 1 you filed this permit 

application we just went through; is that right? 

A Mr. Green, Fort Leonard Wood filed our permit 

applications on 1 March. 

Q Right. 

A Whether it was that document that you have 

obtained from DNRts files in that form, I can't say. 

Q That's a very good answer. Okay. Now, was 

there any reason why you did not file your application 

for variance on March l? 

A I don't personally have a reason for that, 

Mr. Green. I know that was several days, perhaps 

weeks beyond 1 March before we were advised by DNR to 

do so, and that was as a result of the permit being on 

its way to being prepared it became obvious we needed 

to do that. We were not advised early on to do the 

variance. 

Q But we've -- earlier this afternoon you and I 
have looked at the variance application of 1993, 

remember that? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q And Mr. Murrell at least, even if you knew 

nothing about it, knew very well that a variance 



application was going to be required, didn't he? 

A I wouldn't say that, Mr. Green, in my 

opinion. And the reason for that disagreement is the 

fact that the - -  
LT. COL. F I O R E :  I object. There Is no way to 

speculate on what Mr. Murrell knew or didn't know 

except asking Mr. Murrell. 

Q You adopt the Colonel's answer? 

A Yeah. I like his answer. 

Q I thought you would. He didn't even have to 

write you a message that time. Okay. Now, do you 

recall discussing with Mr. Murrell or anybody else at 

any time the reason for delaying a variance 

application request until April 21? 

A I don't recall any discussions on that, sir, 

as to why we would have waited to a certain point to 

date other than advice by DNR. 

MR. G R E E N :  O f f  the record. 

(A d.iscussion was held off the record.) 

(Petitioner's ~eposition Exhibit L was marked 

for identification.) 

(A brief recess was taken.) 

Q Colonel, I want to hand you what's been 

marked as Exhibit L, a single page, and ask you if you 

recognize that. 



way of knowing and I guess the witness can't tell me. 

All right. 

LT. COL. FIORE: That other reference is 

actually the final page of what is Exhibit K. 

MR. GREEN: I'm sorry? 

LT. COL. FIORE: The transmittal. That other 

place that header shows up is the final page of 

Exhibit K with the same received date stamp on it. 

MR. GREEN: Right. 

(Petitionerts Deposition Exhibit N was marked 

for identification.) 

Q Let me show you what's been marked as Exhibit 

N. Have you ever seen a copy of that before? 

A Yes. Mr. Young from Missouri DNR on the date 

that I do not recall showed me that document at 

Missouri DNR. 

Q D i d  t h a t  h.appen when you -- a t  some time when 

you visited DNR? 

A Yes, sir. That's correct. 

Q How many times have you been over there 

talking to the air pollution officials? 

A I don't recall exactly how many, sir. I'd 

say three or four times approximately. 

Q I'm talking since 1 March. 

A Okay. 



Q Now, did you have any conversation with Mr. 

Young about this letter? 

A Very slight. Just a few words. 

Q What were they? 

A I don't even recall the meat of the 

conversation, Mr. Green. I was on my way out of the 

building in a rush and spoke just with him a couple 

words there. He showed me the document and I 

acknowledged that he had it and I left. 

Q So before that conversation were you aware 

that the quantity 63,000 gallons which you applied for 

the permit for was substantially less than the 

quantity in fact used at the school in 1993 and in 

1994? 

A In answer to your question, Mr. Green, I was 

not aware of the relative terms one way or the other 

on the 63,000 gallons. It was, as I explained to you, 

our belief that our higher headquarters expected us to 

train at a rate of' 63,000 gallons. That's what's in 

our permit. We have had information that McClellan 

does procure more than that, but that's irrelevant to 

me. MY job is to train at 63,000 gallons and that's 

why the permit reflects that. 

Q Would you read the last paragraph? I don't 

mean read it into the record, but just read it so that 



you have it in mind. Do you understand the sentence 

that says, "Other sources include hexachlorethane 

smoke pots ... " ?  Are they used to generate the 

obscurant as yolu understand it? Is that what Colonel 

Newing is saying? 

A Those are materials, sir, that are utilized 

elsewhere in the military, but they are not related to 

smoke training as we have been discussing it here. 

' Q Are they not a part of the smoke training 

which goes on at Fort McClellan? 

A I don't know if they train that or not, sir. 

If they do train it I suspect -- let me rephrase my 
answer. I suspect they do train it, but I have no 

idea as to the magnitude of the consumption of those 

materials, and he's not specifying the consumption of 

those materials either. 

Q At any rate, that obscurant would not be 

permitted under the fogging permit that you have 

applied for? 

A That is correct. Our permit only specifies a 

certain fuel oil, fog oil, and that was not what that 

item means. 

Q I would ask you the same questions about the 

colored dye smoke grenades, the infrared defeating 

obscurant grenades (grass flakes) and large area 



i n f r a r e d  d e f e a t i n g  o b s c u r a n t s  ( g r a p h i t e  p o w d e r ) ,  i f  

t h e  C o l o n e l  and  D e b b i e  d o n ' t  o b j e c t  on t h a t  o n e ,  a n d  

t h e n  l e a v e  t h i s  a l o n e .  

LT.  C O L .  F I O R E :  I c e r t a i n l y  want  t o  o b j e c t  

t o  i t .  

Q Do you u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  t h o s e  v a r i o u s  i t e m s  

a r e  u s e d  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  smoke t r a i n i n g  s c h o o l  a t  

M c C l e l l a n ?  

A He i s  s a y i n g  t h a t .  C o l o n e l  Newing i s  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t ,  s i r .  I d o n ' t  know t h e  m a g n i t u d e  o f  

t h e  t r a i n i n g  a t  F o r t  M c C l e l l a n ,  b u t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  f o g  

o i l ,  wh ich  i s  t h e  o n l y  r e l e v a n t .  

Q So t h e s e  a l s o  would n o t  be  p e r m i t t e d  o n  t h e  

p e r m i t  t h a t  you a p p l i e d  f o r ?  

A Under. o u r  p e r m i t ,  t h a t  i s  c o r r e c t .  

Q Are you aware  t h a t  o t h e r  s e r v i c e s  o t h e r  t h a n  

the A r m y  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  smoke t r a i n i n g  a t  

M c C l e l l a n ?  

A Yes.  I would s a y  t h e r e  a r e  o t h e r  s e r v i c e s  

t r a i n i n g  a t  F o r t  M c C l e l l a n  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  Army. 

Q Such a s  wha t?  

A U n i t e d  S t a t e s  A i r  F o r c e .  

Q Any o t h e r s ?  

L T .  C O L .  F I O R E :  W e ' l l  s t i p u l a t e  t h e r e  a r e  

o t h e r  s e r v i c e s  t h a t  t r a i n  a t  F o r t  M c C l e l l a n .  W h a t ' s  



the relevance o'f it? They will train to the same 

standards subject to the subject permit if they train 

here. 

THE WITNESS: If they're trained. But the 

point is we have received our ceiling for fog oil 

consumption from our headquarters. That would be an 

all-encompassing training requirement. 

Q Do you have any understanding whether the 

Army, this great institution, plans that those other 

services would get their training here if the school 

moves here? 

A The other -- the mission as it's trained at 

Fort McClellan will be transferred in total to Fort 

Leonard Wood as I know it at this hour. 

Q I'd like to direct your attention to the last 

sentence of this Exhibit N. Do you understand that 

sentence? 

A Yes, I understand that sentence. 

Q What does that sentence mean, translated for 

a layman like me? 

A What that -- 
LT. COL. FIORE: I object. You'd have to ask 

Colonel Newing what he meant. 

MR. GREEN: Well, this gentleman said he 

understood it, which is good work. I'm pleased. I'd L 



like to know wh.at he understands. 

LT. C O L .  FIORE: Well, I'm going to object 

anyway. The document speaks for itself. It was 

addressed t o  DNR from F o r t  McClellan. Fort Leonard 

Wood is not a party to the letter and can't be 

expected to understand the background information that 

goes with that sentence. 

MR. GREEN: Maybe it can't be expected to, 

but Colonel Johnson went above and beyond the call of 

duty, 'cause he does understand. 

Q So what is your understanding, Colonel? 

A Mr. Green, on the advice of counsel I prefer 

to answer that that probably would best be obtained 

from Colonel Newing. 

Q Well, then you decline to answer? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q Have you in the last three years personally 

been involved in discussions over the effect of the 

, fog training operations, potential effect of them here 

on flora and fauna? 

A Mr. G;reen, our discussions involving smoke 

training as it relates to -- 
MS. KNOWLES: He's writing him another note. 

MR. GREEN: Another note. I really would 

1 like to get Colonel Johnson's testimony whenever 



p o s s i b l e ,  n o t  C o l o n e l  F i o r e ' s .  

LT .  COIL. FIORE: B e l i e v e  me, y o u ' r e  g e t t i n g  

it i n  e x c r u t i a t i n g  d e t a i l .  

M R .  GREEN:  Yeah ,  b u t  g e t t i n g  -- w h a t  I ' m  

g e t t i n g  i s  C o l o n e l  F i o r e ' s  a n s w e r s  w i t h  a l l  t h e s e  

n o t e s  p a s s i n g  b y .  I ' d  l i k e  t o  know wha t  C o l o n e l  

J o h n s o n  knows.  

T H E  W1:TNESS: The  d i s c u s s i o n s  o f  t h e  l a s t  

t h r e e  y e a r s  a r e  unknown t o  me a s  t h e y  p e r t a i n  t o  a l l  

t h i s .  A s  I a l r e a d y  m e n t i o n e d  t o  y o u ,  I ' v e  o n l y  b e e n  

t h e  D i r e c t o r  o f  P u b l i c  Works f o r  two a n d  a h a l f  y e a r s ,  

s o  a n y t h i n g  p r i o r  t o  t h a t  I h a v e  no  i n v o l v e m e n t  i n .  

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  I d o n ' t  h a v e  a n y  i n v o l v e m e n t  i n  a n y  o f  

t h o s e  d i s c u s s i o n s  a s  t h e y  r e l a t e d  t o  BRAC 1993 .  What 

h a s  t r a n s p i r e d  i n  r e c e n t  m o n t h s  c e n t e r s  a r o u n d  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  smog o r  r a t h e r  smoke t r a i n i n g  f o g  o i l  u s e  

h a s  i n  t h e  a i r  q u a l i t y  m o n i t o r i n g  b e e n  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  

i t  r e l a t e s  t o  s o i l  a n d  v e g e t a t i o n  i m p a c t  o f f  t h e  

i n s t a l l a t i o n  a n d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h o s e  would  be h a n d l e d  

i n  f u l l  d e t a i l  u n d e r  d e e p e r  p r o c e s s e s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

Q A r e  y o u  a w a r e  t h a t  S c o t t  M u r r e l l  h a s  

a p p a r e n t l y  d e c i d e d  e i t h e r  w i t h  o r  w i t h o u t  c o n s u l t a t i o n  

w i t h  you  t h a t  some s a m p l e s  o f  s o i l  a n d  v e g e t a t i o n  

t a k e n  i n  1 9 9 3  a r e  s u s p e c t  a n d  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  u s e d ?  

A Yes .  I a m  a w a r e  o f  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  i t e m .  



A Restate your question, sir. 

Q Fair (enough. We have a proposed permit that 

I think you've referred to for the fogging operation; 

is that right? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Do you understand that it includes 

limitations based on meteorological conditions? 

A Yes, sir, I understand that. 

Q You only fog at a given place when the wind 

is blowing one direction or another and it's all 

specified, rigrht? 

A Well, I differ with your term "all 

specified,11 but the training's been carefully worked 

out to accommodate weather conditions. 

Q Do you understand what happens if after you 

have been fogging for an hour and there's fog in the 

air and the wind suddenly changes and doesn't do what 

you planned it to do? DO you understand what you can 

do about that? 

LT. COL. FIORE: Mr. Green, that calls for 

speculation. The witness is not a meteorologist, nor 

is he a chemist, nor is he an air specialist. 

MR. (GREEN:  Well, he's supposed to be in 

charge, I thought. 

L T .  C O L .  F I O R E :  That doesn't make him an 



expert on all the things that his subordinates do. 

MR. GREEN: Isn't he the man that's going to 

have to do something if the wind changes when people 

didn't expect it to? 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Green, our permit, excuse 

me, proposed permit has a set of performance measures 

in it as it relates to the training in concert with 

the weather. Those conditions will either be met or 

we will not tr.ain. That was our intent all along was 

to comply with DNRfs requirements and to train with 

some degree of respect for those. 

Q This Exhibit P that's been put in front of 

you has a lot of pages with little tiny numbers and 

nothing else on them. This kind of page. I'm not 

competent to deal with that at all. Are you competent 

to read those pages and extract information from them? 

A Counsel's already advised, sir, I am not a 

meteorologist nor am I a chemist or a chemical 

engineer. That's why we hire Burns & McDonnell to do 

that for us. 

Q You don't review those and try to figure out 

what conclusions to draw from those things; is that 

right? 

A I have reviewed the documents in various 

meetings and at the same time my other staff members 



A No, it doesn't. 

Q What about at the same location do you recall 

a Paul Josephson? 

A I do mot. 

Q At the Army -- U.S. Army Forces Command 

Atlanta, Georgia do you recall a Rochelle Williams? 

A I do not know Rochelle Williams. 

- Q At Aberdeen Proving Ground in Edgewood, 

again, do you recall a Larry Weber? 

A I do not. 

Q Is Lieutenant Colonel Sutton the Fort 

McClellan Lieutenant Colonel you mentioned earlier 

that you couldn't remember the name of offhand? 

A I really don't recall the gentleman's name, 

sir. I don't know if it's Sutton or not. 

I Q Do you recall a Major Teller of the 

Environmental Law D,ivision of the Department of Army? 

LT. C:OL. FIORE: For the record, Major Teller 

is a colleague of Major Corbin and he will be here 

tomorrow. He is an Army attorney assigned to the 

Environmental Law Division. 

MR. GREEN: I appreciate that. 

Q Do you have any recollection of him? 

A No, I: do not. 

Q Now, can you tell me as the man in charge of 



A My answer to the question, sir, goes back to 

one that I've stated about numerous times here. I 

applied througlh my staff for the permits on 1 March of 

1995. 

Q Then let me hand you what's been marked here 

Exhibit S. Halve you seen this paper before, a copy of 

it? 

A Let me read this right now. I don't recall 

this document, Mr. Green. 

Q Then 1'11 ask you one follow-up question. 

Please don't be upset about this. Do you recall any 

effort to respond to this letter? 

A I've already said I don't recognize the 

document, sir; therefore, my answer is I don't recall 

any effort to respond to that, of course. 

Q Do you recall any communication shortly after 

March 10, 1995 from Leonard Wood to the requesting 

Colonel Roszkowski furnishing the information that 

happens to be requested in this letter? 

A I don't recall specifically these items, no, 

sir. 

Q Let's try Exhibit T. Have you -- I realize 
this is not from or to Leonard Wood, but have you seen 

a copy of that: before? 

A I've never seen a copy of that, sir, that I 
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1 SENATOR LOIT: It's a pleasure to appear before you 
2 toda and, of course, I remember those ex eriences as we sat 
3 besi% each other in committee hearings. hembers of the 
4 Commission, thank you very much for iving us the opportunity 
5 to testify to you regarding the two fiississippi bases that 
6 are under consideration b you today. 
7 As my distinguishd colleague has just said, of 
8 course, @ e n  bas been a recommenda!ion to close Meridian 
9 Naval h r  Statlon. That was on the 1st that came from the 

10 Pentagon. But you added Columbus Air Force Base in order to 
11 full evaluate the Department's decision to recommend closure 
1 2  of B e s e  +r Force ~ a s e .  
13 I'd ldce to start wlth Columbus Air Force Base. 
14 Columbus was not recommended for closure by the Secretary for 
I 5 three very sound reasons. 
16 First, it is a top-ranked pilot training base in 
17 the Air Force today. Columbus has great weather, great 
18 facilities and an outstanding record of training pilots for 
19 the Air Sorce. 
20 Second, Columbus has the best facilities ofall Air 
21 Force p~lot  t r a m g  bases. As an old SAC base, ~ t s  12,000- 
22 foot runway and top-of-the-line support facilities provides 
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I Columbus withthe flexibility needed b the Air Force as it 

3 even with fewer bases. 
7 2 continues to tram our undergraduate pl ots for the future, 

4 Third, the cost of training pilots at Columbus is 
5 the second lowest in the entire A1r Force. Based on the 
6 future defense budget, of course, rt's essentral that we 
7 retain one of our most cost-effective bases. 
8 For t h ~  reasons, I believe the De artment was 
9 correct when rt rdentlfied the mlltary vake of Columbus Air 

10 Force Base and recommended retention of that base, and I 
11 encourage you to follow the Secretary's recommendations and 
12 keep Columbus, simply because the Department did not deviate 
13 from closure criteria. 
14 Regardin Meridian Naval Air Station, you are 
15 1argely.being as%& to review.the work of the two revious 
16 Coyn~ss~ons .  It has been q t e  an experience. &at was it? 
17 1 ttunL that we had a great grime Mlruster of England one 
18 time who said, "There's nothing more exhil~rating than being 
19 shot at and mssed. We've been shot at twlce and mssed, 
20 and we'd ldce to do that one more tlme. 
2 1 We think that the C o w s s i o n s  made the right 
22 decisions m the past. They rejected the Department's 

I I 
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I Al rce Oriinge Grove, all day five days a week, dl year k n p  
2 It's just not practrcal, not sate, and probably not even 
3 possible. 
4 After the Mendran community presented thls 
5 ~nformation to you in Burnmgham, the Navy re-evaluated the~r 
6 pilot training rate calculatrons and made several changes. 
7 First -- and t&s,is important -- the dela ed the 
8 closure date of Mendlan from 1999 to 2801. h i s  was done 
9 rimarily to delay the impact of increasing the extremely 

1 0  Rgh op. tempo required at Kingsville. In effect, the Navy 
1 1  has agreed that the op. tempo at Kingsville, due to the 
12 Secretary's recommendation, is difficult and stressful, so 
13 much so that they want to delay its impact as long as 
14 possible. 
15 Secondly, the Navy increased their strike PTR 
16 requirement from 336 to 360 and expedited the shift of the 
17 E2C2 trainin mission to a strike base. This increase in PTR 
I8 exemplifies t%e difficulty of redicting the Navy's pilot 
19 requirements m the future. $ could go up again and, if it 
20 does, the Navy h q  an,even big er problem m the future. 
21 The cumulative Impact o!these changes validates 
22 the essential need to maintain two strike training bases for 
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1 the Navy. Without two bases they have no flexrhllrty. ver 
2 limited surge capability, and face an undue and unaccaptab e 
3 nsk. 

Y 
4 You essentially face four questions regardrng the 
s proposed Meridian closure: 
6 Can the Navy meet then strike PTR requirements 
7 wrth only one base:.? The answer IS no. 
8 Does one stnke base provrde the Navy sufficient 
9 gur e capabilit in the event of war or other PTR increases 

1 0  m tie future? h e  answer 1s clearly no 
I 1 Is it reasonable to safely expect student pilots to 
12 learn to fly jets at one base, particularly when that one 
13 base forces you to operate wlth very small margins for error, 
14 delay, or recision? And I think the answer is no. 
15 Is  dFridian,, Lauderdale County, and the State of 
16 Mississlppl recelvlng uipble.treatmnt compared to the 
17 exemptipns ranted, to?allfornla bases due to repact 
18 economc? Wccordlng to the GAO, the answer is no 
19 In closing, I want to repeat the statement madeeby 
20 the Meridian community every year that the Commission has 
21 reviewed their fate: if a fair review of the numbers showed 
22 that Meridian should not be closed and that there was a 

w 
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1 recommendations, and I think that you should do the same. 
2 I can tell you that the prev~ous Comrmss~ons 
3 carefully reviewed the closure recommendations /n the past 
4 and d e t e m e d  that the Nav could not meet thelr dot 

uirements l fhendian was closed. %at is a 
LZ%?p?iFo'fe%at decision, and I think that was the 

7 point that the Commission made the decision on two years ago. 
8 This year, you're in the same situation faced by 
9 these revious Commissions. I f  Meridian Naval Air Station is 

10 C ~ O S ~ ,  the Navy will not be able to meet their strike pilot 
I I requlrement. As my collea ue just pointed out, there would 
12 be a tremendous responsibibty on the one remaping base. 
13 In order to meet their strike training requirement, 
14 that one base at Kingsville, they would have to operate that 
15 base 16 hours a day, five days a week, all year long. Under 
16 this scenario, we can provide the only surge capaclty 
17 available, and this surge capability will cost ou tlme-and- 
18 a-half on Saturdays and double time on sundys .  
19 This op. tempo would equate to 26 alrcraft taking 
20 off every hour,.oqe every.2.3 minutes and, during that hour, 
21 an average of s lx~e ts  are In the landing pattern at the home 
22 field, six at Corpus Christi, and fourjets in the pattern at 
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1 substantial deviation existing, then shouldn't the base be 
2 kept o en? 
3 f urge you to accept the recommendation to rctarn 
4 Columbus Alr Force Base and reject the idea that the Unlted 
r States Nav can meet therr strike plot requrrements at only 
6 one base. if ou support these two positions, the AII  Force 
7 and Navy wiK he better off and the country will benefit from 
8 your  wisdom. Thank you very much, M r  Chairman and ~nembers  
9 of the Commission. 

1 0  CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank ou ver much. Senator 
I I Lott, and the Commission is indebtedYto bot6 you and our 
12 colleague, Senator Cochran, for your great work an beialf ol 
13 your statt: and our fine test~mony. 
14 We simply want to say that I know you're now going 
1s to rntroduce our con ressional friend from the House side -- 
16 S E N A ~ O R   LO^: I just want to say, Mr. Chairman. 
17 besides that, both of these bases are in Sonny's district. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, let me tell you, 1 just want 
19 to say this about Representative Sonny Montgomery. We've had 
20 ten hearings in Washington, D.C. and Congressman Montgomery 
21 has been,at all ten, and that's more than I can say for my 
22 commssloners. 
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I So Sonny, ou're not a strange looking fellow. 
I '".'ve seen you {ere before. So I guess you might as well 

your whole load now. Representative Sonny Montgomery 
the great State of Mississippi. 
REPRESENTATIVE MONTGOMERY: I don't know whether 1 

6 rally need to say an thing or not, Mr. Chairman. 
7 CHAIRMAN DrXON: You've been doing pretty good jus t  
8 _aarin at us, Sonny. 
Q f ~ a u ~ h t e r . )  

10 REPRESENTATIVE MONTGOMERY: He thinks that I'm 
I I :]red of looking at him every day. 
I '_ (Laughter.) 
13 REPRESENTATIVE MONTGOMERY: Mr.  Chairman and 
11 Commissioners, I moved from the front row to the pulpit this 
I <  morning. Now, tomorrow, I'll  be back on the front row. 
I As has been said, I speak on behalf of the two 
I -  5ases. Meridian Naval Air Station and Columbus Air Force 
Ir Sasr Three of you have been to the Meridian Naval Air 
10 Station. and General J.B. Davis has agreed to go there on 
20 Friday, to the Meridian Naval Air Station. 
:! I Commissioners Cornella and Steele visited Meridian 
2 2  on June the 8th. It was 90- degree weather, but over '20.00 
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I p f l e  turned out in support of the base. When ~ e n e r a f  
2 ob es was in Meridian, we had 12,000 people and 70 de rees 
3 The Navy Meridian team makes a strong case &at the 
4 Navy was on shaky ground in sayin it could meet future pilot 
5 training requirements at 'ust one%ase. Since Meridian was 
6 put on the closure list, $rigs have changed, as has been 
7 pointed out by my colleagues this momng. 
8 The Navy says it needs more alr squadrons and has 
9 revised the ilot training rate, and we have charts there 

I F  -'-? will foiow my remarks. The training rate was at 336 
now it has been moved " b the Navy to 382, to train 
ts. Now the Navy says l?M&idian is closed. it needs to 

m ' f e p t  open for two more yean. from 1999 a the year 200).  
I4 You've seen the letter to me from Admiral Mike 
I 5  Boorda, where he says that, oprating at maximum capacity -- 
16 these are his words -- that one base to meet the projected 
I - PTR. the pilot training would be difficult and 
I 8 uncomfortable. The admiral also says it would be 
lc unsatisfactory if the Navy had to increase pilot training for 
If' a s~p~f i can t  sur e requirement. 

To reach tie r uired 1101 training, or PTRs, on i: qnl"  one base. ~~S?ingsv!le would have to operate at near 

L I I 
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I readiness, the Navy needs two strike training bases. 
2 Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the fact that your 
3 commissioners visited Columbus Air Force Base on June the 7th 
4 and June the 8th, and four cornmissioners did come. The key 
5 word with Columbus is flexibility. It can support any of the 
6 five Air Force flying missions. 
7 Having once been a Strate ic Air Command base it 
8 has, as has been mentioned, the&ngest runwa in the South, 
9 at 12,000 feet., It can accommodate an aircra ft that's m 

10 the Air Force.mventory, large or smal l  
1 1  In.addltlon, Columbus IS the only undergraduate 
12  ilot tramin base with the use of a gun range. That is a 
I3 pig plus. ~t$las an abundance of air space and no 
14 encroachment problems of any kind. 
I5 Strong community support, brought the base to 
16 Columbus in 1941 and that relationship IS just as strong 
17  today. The Air Force and the Joint Cross-Service Study Grou 
la both rank Columbus as the number one undergraduate 
19 trainin base. 
20 h e  highest priority ought to be given to bases 
21 with the ability to ada t to new missions. Columbus is in 
22 that category. columgus has updated facilities, air space, 
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I and community support, which makes a compelling case to keep 
2 Columbus h r  Force Base open. 
3 Thank you for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman. I'll 
4 be back tomorrow. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, it's great to finally hear 
6 from ou Sonn . 
7 b e g r e  indbted to the t State of Mississip i, 
8 its fine Senators and its fine E g r e s s m a n  for a firsfclass 
9 presentation. Thank you very much. 

10  We'll now hear from the reat State of Missouri and 
I I Senator Kit Bond, its distin is%+ Senior Senator. My old 
12 friend, Senator Q t  Bond. & tellmg all these stones 
13 about be~n ranlun I was chairman of a Subcommittee on 
I4 Bankin hy old fiend, Senator Bond, was r m  on that, 
I5 and wesad a fme, warm relat~onsh and I'm delig%ted to 
16 see an old friend and neighbor the &stinguished semor 
I 7 Senator from the great State of ~ i s s o u r i ,  Senator Kit Bond. 
18 SENATOR BOND: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
19 Those are the good old days when the Cardmals weren't 12 
20 games out, as well. 
2 I CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're not going to make it this 
22 year, Klt. 

- 
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I capacity, ~ncluding increased work days. 0 rating at tpat 
2 level sim ly does not allow for a surge in p g t  training. 
1 Also, wit% one strike base, a tornado or hurricane hitting 
4 Kingsville puts the Navy out of business in training camer 
s pilots. 
6 In voting to keep Meridian open in 1993, BRAC 
7 commissioners found that two full strike training bases were 
8 needed when the PTR got training, was 384. The projected 
9 PTR is now up to. 3 d .  

10  NAS Mendlan has different missions. We are fully 
1 1  utilizin that base. 
12 first., it's the training of aviators to land in fly 
13 off of canners. 
14 Second, the base has a Naval Technical Training 
15 Center yhich trains.5,000 sailors and Marines. 
16 %rd, the anti-drug school, that was not 
17 recommended for closure. Some of you have seen that school 
I8 Fough, the Chief of the Naval Reserve has said if 
19 Yendian IS not closed, he w111 move a 200-person Reserve 
' 

t from Jackson, Mississi pi to Meridian. 
The criteria uiding t&s Commission ives priprity 

1(Ym111tary value. %he facts are clear that. 8 r  operational 
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1 SENATOR BOND: Well, practice, I guess, makes 
2 perfect. 
3 Mr. Chairman Commissioners, I thank you for 
4 affording all of us, the Senators and the Con -men from 
r Missoun, an opportunity to address you on &s rssue of 
6 reat natlonal importance, the streamlining of our national 
I bfense system. 
8 There are three specific issues we need to address: 
9 the Army Publications Center in St. Louis, Fort Leonard Wood, 

10 and ATCOM. 
1 1  First, we fully su rt the Army's plan to 
12 consolidate the Arm &gications Center in St. Louis. Th? 
13 comtruction of an additional loadm bay, scheduled to begm 
14 thls year has been approved by thesecreta of the Army, 
15 and the $rids have been released to accomp~sh this. We are 
16 well on our way to ensuring the move will occur with minimal, 
17 if any, impact on operations. 
18 Now, with respect to the more of the Army's 
19 Chemical Warfare Tramin School and Military Police School 
20 to new facilities at Fort &eonard Wood, h s  has been s 
21 contentious issue, though I don't think it should be. I know 
22 the Commission is well aware of the commitment and support of 
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I have been assured. that there is no threat to our national 
2 security or our ablllty to meet our comrmtments due to the 
3 move, and that this has been fully considered and examined by 
4 the DOD. The comrniss~oners will. learn of that firsthand. 
5 I also subnut to the Comrmssion a survey conducted 
6 by the people of Missouri of the people of Missoun, not some 
7 group employed by Missouri's opposition, showing that this is 
8 well supported. And I would ask that the Commission make 
9 that a art of the record. 

10 C HAIR MAN DIXON: It will be a part of the record, 
1 1  Senator. 
12  SENATOR BOND: I also know you're aware of 
13 extensive regulatory oversight and permitting r ulrements 
14 this move has required of the Army and the State of%issouri. 
15 I'm mud to let you know that Governor Camahan has si ned 

1 6  the h a 1  rmit. I have a cop of that here. ~ ~ a r n , t  ask 
1 7  that that acce ted as art ofthe record. 
18 C H A I R M ~  D I ~ O N :  It will be put in the record, 
19 Senator. 
20 SENATOR BOND: This oversight and regulation 
21 process on the chemical warfare facilities may seem tedious 
22 to some, but I really think it's necessary to ensure the 

-- 
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ple of Missouri for this move. I've seen it firsthand 

I : % E a n  explam 1t at great length to anybody who has any 
1 3 questions about it. 

4 We've had to face what's been a well-financed and 
5 clever onslaught by the fnends of Fort McClellan. I do 
6 believe we have successfull defended the Army's plan and 
7 exposed some of the subterXges used by those opposed to the 
8 move. 
9 Time Magazine, you may have seen in its May 22 

1 0  issue, charactenzed the opposition as conducting guerilla 
I 1 warfafe to sab~ta  e the move ~d blackmail -- harsh words, 
12 not m e ,  they9re%im Ma aune's. But I have seen some of 
13 the d erate methods empkyed by these people. 
14 e;%eytve created havoc during the process, extending 
I5 even to attempts on the floor of the Congress to shp, into 
16 unrelated leglslatlon dunn the dark of mght, draconian 
17 regulatory restnctlons on kture Army facllltles while 
18 exempting the Alabama site from even a modicum of regulation. 
19 Fortunately, we were able to undo that effort. 
20 We're aware that there is a classified meetin to 
21 be held shortly that was requested by the fnends of Fort 
22 McClellan. We have spoken with the Department of Defense and 
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I full statement be included in the record. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Your entire statement, Senator, 
3 will be included in the record and we're indebted to you for I 
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1 knowledge, the Army has not calculated this in its personnel 
2 savin s assumption. 
3 %I our o inion, this ex a d s ,  rather than 
4 consolidates, &e Army's in&tructure, in direct op osition 
5 to the BRAC mandate. Additionally, leaving behind hul&ds 
6 of highly trained workers, re-establishing their positions, 
7 train~ng them replacements, essential] rebullding the 
8 program from scratch, will affect read;nesp. 
9 The Comrmssion on Roles and Missions of the Armed 

10 Forces, chaired by Mr. John White, has recommended thar DOD 
I I co-locate all Army, Navy, and Air Force program management 
12 officers ~sponsible  for developmept, production, and suppon 
13 of military aircraft and related ul ment. 
14 As the deputy secretary, g r .  b i t e  will be 
15 res onsible for that, and we should not want to spend 
16 mi(iions of dollan to disperse ATCOM to the four corners of 
17 the United States only to have i t  reconsolidated and 
18 relocated to a DOD-wide site in a few years. That maans the 
19 return on our investment won't occur untll well after our 
20 children have children so, in all likelihood, the savings 
21 will never be ach~eved. 
22 Mr. Chairman, I ask your consent that a copy of my 

4 those fine remarks. 
1 s  SENATOR BOND: I thank the Chair and the 

6 Commission. Thank you very much. 
! 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank the distinguished senior 

8 senator from the great State of Missouri. 
9 Now, if his colleague would want to catch his 

1 0  breath for a moment, we can take another member of the 
I i delefati,on. O r  is the Senator ready? We're deli hted to se 
12 the istinguished Senator from the great State othissouri. 
13 Senator John Ashcroft. 
14 SENATOR ASHCROFT: Good morning. and thank you Mr 
15 Chainnan and members of the Commission. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good mornlng, Senator. 
17 SENATOR ASHCROFT: I want to thank the Comn~~ss~on 
I8 for this opportunity to testify before ou 
19 Every commun~ty affected by t ie  dase closure 
20 process asks, at a minimum, that it be given a fair 
2 I evaluation, an honest review, and q~en~handed deliberations, 
22 and I thank you for your part~c~pation In the development of 
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1 safet of the rsonnel at the facilities, the local resident 
2 popuyation, tgenvironment, and national security overall. 
3 These tests have been met. This will be the finest 
4 state-of-the-art facilities, desi I$ to keep our soldiers 
5 superbly trained and ready. /%ink that's extremely 
6 important. 
7 Mr. Chairman, on the other hand, the proposal to 
8 disprse the.Armyls Aviation and Troop.Command from St. 
9 Louis, I belreve wlll be found to be unwlse and outdated, as 

10 it does not reflect proposal of the DOD's Roles and Missions 
1 1  Commission. The Army Management Control Plan clearly shows 
12 that leased f ac i l i t i~  were excluded from a military value 
13 assessment, a cntical factor for all other base closure 
14 determinations, but GAO found no documentation that they'd 
IS done so. 
16 The Army based its decision to close ATCOM 
17 primarily on personnel savings, but the 780 ositions they 5 18 anticipate to eliminate did not include the 53 posltlons 
19 that must be retained if ATCOM is closed. 
20 The Army also has created a new command 
21 infrastructure to include a general officer and staff at the 
22 Soldier System Command at Natick. To the best of our 
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I this process. 
2 Unfortunately, in the case of the Army's decision 
3 concerning ATCOM and St. Louis, the Army has not followed 
4 these baslc r uirements of fairness. It's true that,, in 
5 1993. the B ~ C  instructed the ,aped services to include a 
6 separate cate ory for leased facilities in the 1995 process. 
7 Whlle %at instruct~on somewhat altered the 
8 evaluation rocess, the Army, unlike the Navy and the Air 
9 Force, evi&ntly used the instruction as a basis for 

1 0  excluding leased.fac1lities from an evaluation based on the 
I I mlitary value cntena established by the De artrnent of 
12  Defense. As a result, the Arm has targetJleased 
13  facilities for closure, while fai% to comply with the 
I4 law's requirement that leased facaities be evaluated in the 
15 same manner as other military installations, based on 
16 "military value. " 
17 Let me repeat this for emphasis: of the ei ht 
18 s ecific criteria identified by the Department o f s e b n w  lor 
19 clbsing fac~lities, the Arm failed to evaluate ATCOM bawl  
20 on the first four critar~a re Y ated to militar value, desp~tt: 
21 thy Department qf Dcfense,'~ instvct,ion tiat these four 
22 mllltary value critena be given pnonty In all evaluat~ons 
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I Let me just briefl review a few facts concerning 

TOM, the failure ~ ? A T C O M  to recelve the mlltary value 

I wzi; the Arm Management Control Plan. The 
5 framework used by t ie  Arm in its closure and reali nment 5 o review process shows that A COM and other leasdfacilities 
- were not included in the ~nstallatlon assessment ~ h a s e  of the 
8 p r ~ 3 s  until a k r  the Army had evaluated all other 
0 aclllt~es and ass1 ned them mlltary values. 

11' Second, mifitary value assessment summaries for 
I I leased facilities should have been presented to the Secretary 
I: of the Army before his decls~ons were made, but the record 
1 3  shows that such a value assessment was slmply not there for 
I 4  ATCOM at that stage of the decision-making process. 
1 5  The Arm 's response to this glaring omlssi9n was 
16 the hlmket andiclearly erroneous statement that, Leased 
I -  fac~litles in eneral, not necessaal the operations the 
I8 house. haveqow military value. h i s  sweeplng conciusion 
19 obviously has no military value assessment to back it up, 
20 which is wh Missouri's ent~re,Con ressional delegation is 
21 concerned agout t h ~ s  Issue and IS mating the klnd of appeal 
22 to you that it is today. 
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I money. It will improve the Army's ability to meet its 
2 msslon. 
3 I want to remind the Commission that Missouri state 
4 officials worked tirelessly to ensure that a series of 
5 necessary environmental and construction permits and one 
6 variance were secured in accordance with a 1993 BRAC 
7 directive. The final permit, issued just last week b the 
8 Missouri Department of Natural Resources, will a l k  for the 
9 construction of a smoke training facility.at Fort Leonard 

1 0  Wood to teach soldiers how to perform 1n smokescreen type 
I I conditions. 
1 2  While we're on the subject of smokescreens, I want 
13 to,briefl call attention to several concerns that have been 
I a ralsed aiout this measure by environmental groups and their 
I S  concerns about the use of real chemical agents at the site. 
I 6 Exhaustive research by the Missouri Department of. Natural 
17  Resources, and others, makes ~t clear that the chermcals w l l  
18 pose no danger, because there is never more than milliliter 
19 -- a fraction of an ounce -- of a ent mixed at any one time. 
20 Fort Leonard.Wood has Aread coordhated its 
21 mposed new tralmn with both thebissoun De artqent of 
22 batural Resources an% the Army's Trainu~g and Boctnne 
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I The last, and perhaps most incriminating.evidence 
2 of the Army's failure to evaluate.ATCOM's rmlltary value as 
3 required by law, IS the fact that ~n the Army's own report 
4 the Comrmssion, rml~tary va/ue assessment summanes are 
5 mclud,ed for all facilities' categories except one -- leased 
6 faclllt~es. 
7 As the Chairman of the Commission will recall, 
8 Brigadier General Shane, in his April 14 letter to the 

?airman, stated cate oncall that the Army's evaluation 
zess for leased faciities, 'kight be said to have 
red slight1 from its rocess for other types of k &llat,ons.n b e l l ,  the general Accounting Office said the 

13 same thtn more forcefully when ~t found that the Army, "did 
Ir "ot formafly adhere to its re ular process for installations 
I S  In assessin military value ?$en recommending minor and 
1 6  leased facilties for closure. 
I - GAO also found no documentation "su ortin an 
I s  analys~s of or  addressing the military value ofTease8 and 
l a  thc CAO recommended that the Commission, and 1 uote, "make a 
2 1  drtermmation. under its legislative authority, wtether these 
2 1  variances represent substantial deviation from the selection 
1: cntena. 

I 
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I Command, to ensure that the required training standards w11 
2 be met and that the environment 1s protected. 
3 Another smokescreen that's been raised would have 
4 us believe that the U.S. national security interests would be 
5 adverse1 affected by moving the Army s Military Police and 
6 Chemica?Schools from Fort McCleUan to Fort Leonard Wood. 
7 Given the fact that the move will be a phased o ration, not 
8 a whpl.esale move at once, there will be no lag &e as the 
9 transition occurs. 

1 0  Sim ly stated, as the individual facilities are 
I I completecfin Missouri, the corresponding facilities in 
12 Alabama will close. Let me add, m closmg, that Fort 
13 Leonard Wood is enthusiasticall supported by the surrounding 
14  communit . The Army could not find a better home for the 
i r  Army's d l i t a ry  Police and Chemical Schools. 
16 I want to thank you agam for the care and concern 
17 with which this Commission has addressed these issues and for 
18 the fact that, on numerous acspions, you've alloyed us to 
19 participate in your discussions, mcludmg your vis~t  to St. 
20 Louis at ATCOM, and it's my pleasure to be with you and to be 
21 with you today. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Senator. 
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1 Again, as I stated earlier, the Army was the only 

service that did not evaluate its leased 
-- the O='lf. -- . 3 facilities or thelr military value. Both the Navy apd the 

4 Air Force rformed mil~tary value analysis of the~r leased 
5 facilities. !%e bottom line is that the Army's own documents 
6 show that its decision to close ATCOM in St. Louis was based 
7 solely on a flawed cost-savings analysis and not on all eight 
8 criteria of the evaluation, as required by the law. 
9 The second issue I'd like to address is the 

10 Pentagon's recommendation to transfer the Army's Chemical and 
I I Military Police Schools from Fort McClellan In Alabama to 
1 2  Fort Leonard Wood in Missouri. 
13 As the Commission is aware, the state-of-the-art 
14 Miliery Engineer Center at Fon Leonard Wood now conducts 
I 5 tra~nln for officers, noncommissioned officers, and 
1 6  enlistJ personnel for the Army and other ersonnel from the 
I -  Dq artment of Defense. The addition of tRe Chemical and 
1 9  hd~f&ry Police Schools from Fort McClellan would alloy for 

Iotnt develo ment of doctnne, and expand opportunit~es 
trr~ning in a71 three of the schools a p  Thus, combining a1 three schoois at Fort Leonard 

21 Wootl would create a synergy that w ~ l l  do more than just save 
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1 We're delighted to welcome to the rostrum the 
2 distinguished Democratic leader of the United States House of 
3 Representatives, Representative Dick Gephardt. Congressman 
4 Gephardt, thank you for coming. 
5 REPRESENTATIVE GEPHARDT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 
6 very much. I'm very appreciative of the opportunity to be 
7 here and make this testlmon to this distin ished 
8 Commission. 1 know how hardl you're all worEg to do your 
9 responsibilities and to do the right thing. for our country. 

10 For weeks now, you've heard testimony agamst 
I I various base closings, often ar in that the armed services' 
12 numbers simpl don't add up. &e gat sort of ar urnent may 
I3 seem corn cling, that's not the argument that dintend to 
I4 make. in tg case of the Army's Aviation and Troop Command, 
15 the numbers do add up. The roblem, in my vlew, is that 
16 they're the wrong numben. %t me explain 
17 The Army claims that, while the clo&e of ATCOM 
18 w/ll ~ o s t  $152 million, it will also resu1t.i~ the 
19 e l~mnat~on of 786 jobs, .saving $56,@lhon each year and 
20 yteldln a return on the mvestment m ust three years. 
21 Lfespite req,w$s from your staff! the & m y  has not 
22 provided any ana y s ~ s  to support these reductions. At the 
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1 still cost $152 million but will achieve no annual savings 
2 and no return on mvestment, ever. 

You don't have to take it from me. Take it from 
4 the Army's own officers, the people who have to put this intc 
5 practice. 

First, Army's deputy commander has confirmed, that 
7 these personnel must be kept, re ardless of the~r  location, 
8 for the h y  to continue to perfirm its support functions. 

Second, the Tank Command in Detrolt and the 
10 Communications Command in New Jerse have confirmed that 
1 1  additional personnel will have co be !ransLrred from ATCOM 
12 to ensure the Arm s o erat~ons m these areas continue. 

Finally, forged !tone Arsenal, the Army Materiel 
14 Command has determined that an shofifall in the number of 
1s personnel transferred from A T C ~ M  will be filled by excess 
16 personnel presently at R.ed Stone. 
17 When I learned thw last lece of information, 1 
I8 asked how many excess personnerdoes Red Stone Arsenal have? 
19 According to the Army's own stationin and installation plan, 
20 Red Stone Arsenal currently has 908 more personnel than it 
21 needs to perform its mission. This is astounding to me. By 
22 the Army's own admission, it's planning to use the closure of 
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1 highly skilled personnel at ATCOM, whlch have just been 
2 described b m colleague. Mr. Gephardt, numerous businesses 
3 located in $1. L u i s  su port the Army with the most efficient 
4 and cost-effective metho s of conducting product development 
5 and procurement. 

A' 
6 Uniquely skilled personnel associated with ATCOM's 
7 aviation operations, local contractors, and academic 
8 inst~tutions combine to rovide the Army with an ideal pool 
9 of aviation expertise. hfoving ATCOM s aviation support 

10 functions to Red Stone Arsenal would be counterproductive and 
I 1 definitely cannot achieve the rojected cost savings. 
12 It seems that the Army pas over-estinppxl cost 
13 savings by failin to account for the downsivng already 
14 undenva at ATC%U and the Army has also failed to adequately 
15 access the viable alternatives that would generate genuine 
16 cost savings. Fair.consideration to alternatives to ATCOM's 
17 closure were not glven. 
18 ATCOM's efforts to reduce personnel and increase 
19 efficienc were not thoroughly examined. Plans to reduce 
20 by over 200 posltlons In the next five years will 
21 result in savings of almost $10 million annually with an 
22 immediate return on ~nvestment. 
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1 same time, your staff has received Army data which shows that 
2 onl 48 sitions could be eliminated through the closure of 
3 A & O ~  I'd like to summarize the data briefl for you. 
4 The Army has included savings from 205' osit~ons 
r that will be eliminated at ATCOM regardless o?any base 
6 c l o ~ r e .  The Army's own base closure plan agrees that these 
7 positions should not be counted as savmgs. 
8 The Army claims savmgs from 56 positions that must 
9 remain in St. Louis to fulfill contractual obl~gations to 

10 other agencies, such as Defense F i n ~ c e  Accounting Service, 
11 FEMA and the Department of Agriculture. 
12 h e  Army elalms savm s from 90 positions that must 
13 be maintained and transferrdto receiving bases to perform 
14 base o rations functions. 
IS g e  Army claims savin s from 387 positions thaf 
16 must be maintained and transferred to receiving bases m 
17 order to keep performing ATCOM's functions at these other 
18 sites. 
19 The bottom line is that, if you subtract these 
20 positions from the Army's elarms of 786 personnel cuts, then 
21 only 48 pos~t~ons can be el lmated b clostng ATCOM. $ 22 Translating this into costs and savings, A COM's closure will 
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1 of these issues. I tremendously admire the dedication and 
2 work that you're all doing to make the ri ht decisions. I 
3 urge you to look at these facts on ATCOM. +hey are, I think. 
4 compelling facts, and I believe that, if you look at them 
I close1 , you ma come to the conclusion 1 have. And that is 
6 that &sing * T ~ O M  in St. Louis will not increase the 
7 efficiency, will not Increase the savings to the Umted 
8 States Government. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank the distin ished 

10 Democratic leader of the House for his fme remarE and we 
1 1  are pleased to welcome his distinguished collea e irom the 
12 Mlssoun delegatloo, Re resentatwe William c&. 
13 REPRESENTATIVE GEPHARDT: Thank you very much. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Con ressman. 
15 Congressman Bill Clay. We're dellgh&to have 
16 you, sir. 
17 REPRESENTATNE CLAY: Mr. Chainnan and members of 
18 the Commission, I appreciate the opportunity to appear this 
19 mornln . 
20 f i e  Arm Aviation and Troop Command should he 
21 retained in St. Lu i s .  which is the world centel for the 
22 military and civilian avlatlon ~ndustry. In add~t~on to the 

1 I 
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1 ATCOM to solve an overstaffin problem at Red Stone Arsenal. ' 

2 AS far as 1.m conceme3, if the ~ r m  has too many 
3 people at Red Stone, it should downsize tiere. It shouldn't 
4 waste over $150 million to move ATCOM functions and kick 700 
5 eople out the door in St. Louis -- people who, as ypu know, 
6 Eave dedicated their 11ves to the nation s defense -- m 
7 order to avoid hard choices at Red Stone. 
8 ATCOM has made these tough decisions over the past 
9 several years, reducin over 3,000 personnel since 1989. I 

10 think now it may be zed Stone's turn. 
1 1  You all know that the BRACprocess was not intended 
12 to allow DOD to arbitrarily pick winners and loses among 
13 civilian personnel. It was ~ntended to reduce the cost of 
14 overnment to the taxpayer and to make the Department of 
15 b f e n s e  more efficient. Closing ATCOM, in my view, will 
16 simp1 not achieve thrs goal. 
17 $inally, the strength of our Defense Department 
18 comes from its peo le. These are,some of the most highly 
19 skdled, tramed, degicated eople m our entire natlon. 
m This is true for each unit oFthe military, and 1 know it's 
21 particularly true of the individ~.+s that make u ATCOM. 
22 I h o w  thrs C o m s s i o n  is seriously lmhng  at a11 
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I Moreover, thls staff raduct~on w~ll  ~ncrease 
2 efticiency, reduce overhead, errnit a reduction rn the amounl 
3 of spacs leased from ihc GencraPServrca Adrninalration, and 
4 streamline activities, thus accomplishing all of the goals of 
5 the Army's stationing strategy. 
6 The Army did give some attention to the possibility 
7 of relocating the Spce,and Strategic Defense Command - SSDC 
8 -- from a leased ac~llty ~n Huntsville, Alabama to Red Stone 
9 Arsenal, but this sug estion should have been thoroughly 

10 addressed. ~ ~ ~ a r e n t k ~ ,  the SSDC proposal was dismssed on 
I I the mistaken notion that it would be more costly than closing 
12 ATCOM and would not achieve the same efficiencies, synergies, 
13 or cost reductions. 
14 However, there is no basis for this contention and, 
15 in fact, the Arm 's own data supports the notion that 
16 disestablishing JSDC and downsrzing ATCOM is a superior 
17 choice. Documentation presented by the Army to the 
18 Commission indicates that the relocation of SSDC to Red Stone 
19 Arsenal would cost much less than the closure at ATCOM - $21 
20 million versus $150 million in one-time costs and $2 million 
21 versus $12 rmlllon in recumng cost. 
22 There's reason to belleve the one-time costs may be 
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I it's relocation would increase efficiency and reduce ovegead 
2 by eliminatin $3 8 million in lease costs and generating 
3 only $2.5 miiion'in additional overhead costs at Red Stone 
4 Arsenal, for a net ,savings of $1.3 million annually. 
5 Documentat~on presented b the Army Basing Study 
6 Office to the under secretary of t i e  Army stated that the 
7 relocation of SSDC would achleve synergy with major program 

if the Department of Defense is to achieve 
1 4  maxlrnum cost savings and the most efficient realignment of 
I 5 ~ t s  fac~lities' infrastructure, ATCOM should not be 
16  disestablished before SSDC. Thjs action would be wholly 
I -  contrar to the Army's own findlngs of lust two years ago. 
1 8  &en refemng to ATCOM. the Army stated that. and 
I.) I quote: "The high relocation costs make realignment or 
20 clnsure ~mpractical and prohibitively expensive. " 
2 I Mr. Chairman, and members of the Comrnjssion, I 
22 thank you for this opportunity and hope that you give it the 
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I will be reflected in greater maintenance backlogs because 
2 parts will be slower in working their way through the 
3 pipeline. 
4 This, in turn, means that any given aviation 
5 battalion's operational readiness rate will drop 
6 considerably. The average Army aviation w t ' s  fully 
7 mission-capable OR - its operational readiness rating -. 
8 today 1s about 70 to 75 percent. If the proposed relocat~on 
9 takes place, we can expect that ratin to drop, possibly to 

lo as low as 50 percent, at least .m the g o r t  terrn,.and remam 
I I below average for as long as ~t takes to reconstitute the 
12 command's expertise. 
13 In addition, we can a1so.e~ t that re nse time 
1 4  to safety of flight decisions will gdelayed,%e to the 
IS loss of experienced engineerin rsonnel. Let me convey the 
16 importance of this matter. w e n  a given fleet of, for 
17 exam le, CH-47s is grounded for some reason. ATCOM engineers 
1 8  are tie ones who must issue a safety pf flight authorization 
I9 before those helico ters can once agam fly. Untll then, the 
20 whole fleet is gmun8al. Over the pat year, ATCOM has issued 
21 16 such safety of flj ht authorizations. 
22 Fmally. I'd i k  to use an example which 
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I even less than the $21 million claimed by the Army, since the - -ny assumed that a new facility would have to be constructed 

stone a ac~ommodate SSD personnel when, in fact, both 
Matenel Command and the Office of the Assistant 

for Installation Management have stated that 
6 Red Stone Arsenal currently possesses suffic~ent space to 
- accommodate ap roximately 1,500 ersonnel. 
x The B R A P ~ ~ ~  has also confHrmed thrs fact and 
a determined that minimal renovation would he required for Red 

1 0  Stnne 1 8 ,  accommodate SSD's 950 employees. Based on the BRAC 
I I Commission staffs renovation estimates. i t  may be calculated 
I :  that the actual one-time costs requ~red to relocate SSDC to 
I :  Rd,Stone Arsenal is a prox~mately $1 million, not $21 
I I rn~ll~on as cla~med by t[e A m y  
I (  Using this data, the relocation of SSDC would 
I6 gcnemte an immediate mum on investmmt, annual savings of 
I -  at least $1.3 million, and a 20-year net present value of as 
1 8  much as $23 million. This is a much more cost-effective 
19 prospect than the closure at ATCOM. 
20 Further, the relocation of SSDC to Red Stone 
2 1  Arsenal is entirely consistent with the Army's stationing 
22 strategy. The Army's COBRA report for SSDC demonstrates that 
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I this morning squarely on the issue of Army aviation 
2 readmess, rather than solel on cost issues, eciall as 
3 /t relates to the roposed c&smg of the ATC% ins&llatio* 
4 in St. Louis anBspecifically on whether or not the Army w ~ l l  
5 retain the skilled personnel who represent an enormous asset 
6 to our services and to this particular function. 
7 By my estimates, we will robably lose between 50 
8 and 80 percent of the roughly 480 engineers and 400 lo istics 
9 personnel who presently work at the ATCOM, if we p aha% 

10 with this move. These people represent a collective body of 
I I knowled e that the Army will simp1 lose, and then have to c 
12 complete! recreate at another instalmtion. 
1 3  witgout wantin to exaggerate the point, this 
1 4  relearnin process wib take man years. It could take as 
IS many as Phree to five ears. In t ie  meanfime, this crawl, 
16 wa*, ruq scenario wi8, at the user 1evel.m the +y, 
17 manifest ~tself m terms of shortcormngs m acqulsltlons, 
18 logistics, and en ineering. 
19 For examp e, because so many of the more f 
20 experienced ATCOM employees will remain in the St. Louis area 
2 1  and will not make the move, we can realistically expect 
22 greater delays in parts requisitions for helicopters, which 
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1 lund of wei ht that I thmk it should be given. Thank you. 
2 CHAIkAN DIXON: Thank you very much. Congressman 
3 Clay. 
4 We're delighted to welcome your colleague, the 
5 distinguished Congressman from Missouri. Representative James 
6 Talent. 
7 REPRESENTATNE TALENT: I thank the Chairman. And. 
8 before I start, I'd like to, as the other Members have, 
9 extend my appreciation to the commissioners and your staff. 

10 You're workmg dili ently to assess the merits of each 
1 1  recommendation andargument put before you, .and I really 
12 con ra@late you on your tenaclty and patience in listening 
I3 to afl t h s  testimony 
14 Having said that, I want to discuss Army readiness 
I5 this morning as it relates to the proposed disestablishment 
16 of the Aviation and Troop Command in St. Louis. Much of the 
I 7 discuss!on so far has concerned the actual cost, In terms of 
I 8 new hulldings, real estate, leased facilities, 
I ( '  Frastructure, and additional overhead of moving the ATCOM 

,*CI:t~ons. 
I concur in the comments that have been made by, my 

leagues here t h ~ s  mornmg, but 1 want to focus attention 
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I illustrites the importance of ATCOM's day-to-day operations. 
2 It's very timely, glven what's happened in the last c o ~ p l e  
3 weeks. 
4 We all.rqall the tra edy of Desert Ope, which was 
5 the rescue msslon for the%ostages m Iran m the late 
6 1970s. At that time, we put a total of, I think, about six 
7 SH-53s into the ajr in support of that rescue mssion. It 
8 would have been !deal, at the tlme, to have had a reat many 
9 more hellcopten mvolved, but the unfortunate tmfh was that 

1 0  maintenance roblems, amon other concerns, made that mission 
I I much less l$ely to s u c c d ,  from the start. The support 
12 system that ATCOM maintains today was not there when lt was 
13 needed, in the late 1970s. 
14 Contrast that traged with the success of last 
I5 week9s rescue mission. &erything worked as it had to work 
16 It's ATCOM's business, in part, to keep those helicopters in 
17 the air. 
18 I want to mention one other consideration. The 
19 Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed Forces, led b 
20 Mr. John White, has recommended that the Department 
21 Defense co-locate or consolidate all Army, Nav and A r  
22 Force program management offices responsible for ckelopment. 
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1 command's responsibility within a reor anization concept that 
2 is more strategic in scope, and whit% the services are 
3 considering even as we sp&. 
4 In c l o s y ,  Mr. Cha~rman, I'd llke to re eat a very 
5 keen and si e observat~on that General ~ha6kashvil1 made 
6 in taPtirnooym&fore the House National Securit Committee 
7 earlier this rin , that our personnel, especial$ those 
8 with ears slea%ership experience and special~led 
9 knowkd c, ?re the Army's greatest assqt. 

10 Wkle lt may take ten years to d e s ~  n and produce a 
1 1  given weapons system, it usually takes afoul 18 ears to 
12 prepare an officer for command and well over 2dyears for 
13 division command. The critical investment that we've made in 
14 each of these individuals is, in many respects, immeasurable. 
15 Much the same can be made of our more expenenced 
16 ATCOM personnel. They are art of a proven team that, I 
17 submit, wrll simply go awa relocation takes place. 
18 A ain, I want to t h a d  the Comss ion .  
19 C R N R M ~  DIXON: Thank you, Con rsssman Talent. 
20 We're del~ghted to welcome your colyea ue, the, 
21 distinguish@ Congressman from the State of hissour,. 
22 Representatwe Ike Skelton. 
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1 production, and support of military aircraft and related 
2 equipment. In other words, the services are seeking to 
3 consolidate to have joint, inter-setvice management of these 
4 programs. 
5 As the deputy e r e t a r  of defense, Mr. White will 
6 have primary respons~b~l~t for implement~ng t h ~ s  Y 7 recommendat~on. Since imp ementation of the recommendation I 8 will cause ATCOM's aviation functions to be consolidated with 

I 9 similar functions from the other services at a yet-to-be- 
10 determined site., the transfer of ATCOM's av~ation functions 

' 1  I now to Huntsv~lle would, if that co-locat~on or consol~dat~on 
12 subsequent1 occurs, be an expense of over $1.00 million in 
1, movin andYconstruction costs that are ust golng to have to 
14 be du$icated down the road when we do the consolidation 
15 withm the setvlces. 
16 Our 10ng~term strategy has to  be the same the 
17 Army's stationmg strategy to optimze the operat~onal 
18 effic~ency of the Army's research, development, testing, and 
19 evaluation and rrqterial rrqintenance rnana ement functions. 
20 Based on tlus reasoruog, even apart kom the other 
21 cost cpnsiderations whch we've discussed today, we ought to 
22 set aside the proposal and, mstead, seek to integrate the 

Page 53 I I outlets. Consolidation allows better use of Army manpower, 
, 2 integrating all three branches in one place. 

3 Concerning return on investment, the Army computes 
4 that there will be a return on investment in six years by 
5 moving the schools to Fort Leonard Wood. There will be a 45 
6 million dollar er year s a v i n ~ .  

, . 
7 The last gase Closure o m r m ~ ~ o n  s ta t4  the +rn 
8 should pursue a11 the required pemuts and cert~ficat~on &r 
9 the new site. The pernuts have been applied for by the Arm) 

10 and the have been granted. 
I I d e  Army recent1 sent this Commission a letter. 
12 concluding six points. h e  have the environmqntal permits. 
13 The smoke trainin has no Impact on unrt readmess. 
14 Relocat~ng the ~ l i t a r  Pol~ce and Chemcal Schools IS an 
15  integral component odhe  A r m ~ ' s  str~tegir vision. The 
16 relocation will cause minimal ~sruption, if an 
17 training. No linkage exists between Fort ~ c d ~ l r i n  and 
18 international treaties, such as the still unratitid Chemical 
19 Weapons Convention. And care should be taken nut to ct)nl\lse 
20 the installation of Fort McClellan with the ~nstitutron 
2 1  Chemical School. 
22 There's been a major public relations effort, Mr. 
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I the future structure of the command." General Norman 
2 Schwarzkopf, back.in 1973, was involved in an attem t to 
3 close Army bases, including Fon  McClellan. ~ e n e r a r  
4 Schwarzkopf has wntten that the Fort McClellan base was tht 
5 least efficient in the entire U.S. Army. 
6 Today, it makes sense not only to reduce the Army 
7 infrastructure, but to co-locate vanous branches and 
8 schools. There are two major standards or criteria t h~s  
9 Commission should consider: military value and return on 

10 investment. 
I I Concerning the first, military value, a transfer to 
12 Fort Leonard Wood would increase readiness by co-locat~ng the 
I3 Chemical, Military Police, and Engineering Schools. 
14 especially in "er crossing training, counter-drug 
15 operations, operations ~n rear areas, and protect~on of 
16 supply routes training. 
17 Second, Fort Leonard Wood is a lo ical' location for 
18 all these schools. It has 63,000 acres -- 19,000 more than 
19 Fort McClellan. Fort Leonard Wood has 26 percent more work 
20 space, 66 ercent more family housmg, and 32 percent more 
2 1  barracks. %art Leonard Wood fscilities can eas~ly 
22 accommodate contingencies, as ~t is near transportation 
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1 REPRESENTATIVE SKELTON : Mr. Chairman and tnetnhers 
2 of the Commission, thank you for this opportunity to testify 
3 before you. 
4 I support the Department of Defense and the Army's 
5 recommendation to move the Army Chemical and Military Police 
6 Schools from Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. Because of 
7 the ending of the Cold War, our country has downsized its 
8 milita considerably and it continues to do so. 
9 %e Army, just prior to the Gulf War in 1990, Mr. 

10 Chairman, had 764,000 active dut soldiers. Today, there are 
1 1  532,000 active duty soldiers. Antagon plans call for an 
12 Army of 475,000, which I don't llke, but that's what the 
13 Penta on wapts. 
14 %us, it's necessa for the Arm to close bases. 
15 If the Army is forced to?eep unneedd infrastructure, we 
16 will be forced to have a hollow Anny in the future. The Army 
17 must maintain its effectiveness and become more efficient. 
I 8  America does not need a financially strapped or bankrupt 
19 Army. 
20 A recent TRADOC memorandum states: "The relocation 
21 of the Chemical and Military Police Schools is the first 
22 piece in the TRADOC commanding general's strategic vision for 
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I Chairman, to collaterally attack the Army and the Departmen 
2 of Defense's recommendation. The necessary permits have been 
3 issued. The 've been issued by the State of Missouri. 
4 Taxpayer dolLrs will be saved, and the Army will be made a11 
5 the more ready to perform its mission w~ th  its new, smaller 
6 size. 
7 I urge this Commission to approve the 
8 recommendations of the Department of Defense and of the 
9 United States Arm to move the Chemical School,and the 

10 M~l~tary Police S C ~ O O I  to Fort Leonard Wood, M~ssoun. 
I I REPRESENTATIVE SKELTON: Thank you very much, 
12 Congressman Skelton. We're indebted to you, sir. And thank 
13 ou, from the Commission, for the fine presentation by the 
14 &ate of Missouri 
15 We are dellghtd to see the distinguished Senator 
16 tiom the great State of Montana, Senator Conrad Burns. here 
17 Pleased to have you, Senator Bums. 
18 SENATOR B U R N S :  M r .  Chairman and C o t n ~ n ~ s s i ~ ~ n s r s .  
19 thank you very much tor g~ving me this opportunity 10 test~ty 
20 belbre you this morning. taking time to takc m y  cornlncntb. and 
21 1 commend you on the cl'lort that you're maklng with regard t o  
22 your duties, and I look forward, as chairman o f  the Milltar) 
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I Construction and Appro nations Subcommittee. to helpuyou 
? ---Lute whatever your $ision ma 2 be. This morning, T'd like to ad ress my cost and 

1.9 log~c to various options with re ard to Malmstrom Air 
I l l k B a s e  in Montana. I strong1 pelieve real, ning 

Malmstmm's I2 KC- 135s IS a foolish idea, and k give these 
reasons: 

8 It generates a suspect, at best, half million 
9 dollars in annual savin s- ~t enerates a.20-year net resent 

lo value cost of around $%,j mflion; and it ignores answould 
I I mothball over $100 million of state-of-the-art tanker 
12 sup r r t  facilities. The cost savings anal sis of a realigned 
13 Ma mstrom scenario is based on what I &ink is an error in 
14 the Air Force data which count as savin s in the cost to run 
I J  MacDill Air F o r ~ e  Base's runway, whict is over $4 million. 
16 The rwpemng of MacDill's runwa is a separate 
17 recommendatlo?, and the costs arwciatedlwith that 
1 8  independent action, whlch the h r  Force says must occur 
19 re ardless of Commission recommendations on tankers to 
20  ill, is iqappropriate to count in the Malmstrom 
21 recommendation. 
22 The corrected projected savings of less than a half 

- 
I can see that we have 120 Members. 
2 SENATOR BURNS: I understand. I understand. An1 
3 the Charrman, when I served with h m  m the United States 
4 Senate, was always known to be a fair Senator, and I would 
5 imagine he's the same kind of a Chairman. Thank you very 
6 muc'h. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you very much for those 
s kind remarks and I thank you for your contribution, Senator. 
9 +dies and entlemen, Senator Bums's colleague 1s 

l o  stuck i! traffic. h a t ' s  ha e n d  to t h s  former Member a 
I I lot of times. The State of Rew Jersey has been called, and 
12 we will be in temporary recess for about six or seven 

15 DIXON: d e  Chair takes note of the fac 
16 that the distin uished senior Senator from the great State of 
17 New Jerse is%ere. As usual, he is early whch is to his 
18 credi!, andYwe are pleased to welcome before the Commissia 
19 the d~stinguished senior Senator from the great State of New 
20 Jersey, Senator Bill Bradley. 
21 SENATOR BRADLEY: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman 
22 and Commissioner Kling, Commissioner Cox for giving me the 

Page 5; 
I you for that outstanding presentation. Now, let me mention 
2 to ou that the time frame for the reat State of Montana is 
3 9:h through 9:41. 1 understand tfat your colleagues have. 
1 in the one case, some traffic difficulty and, in the other 
5 case, another problem. 
ti But I hope you'll understand, with 121 members - testifying today, the Chair is obli ated to be very, very 
r strict a h u t  tlme so that. rf your &legation doesn't et 

here im time. I will have to go to the State of New %mey at 
111 9:44. 
I I SENATOR BURNS: I understand that, and I would ask 
1 2  the Chairman, if they do not make it, can their testimony be 
13 made part of the record? 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: It can be made art of the record 
15 and. unless we get into too late an hour, tRey could come in 
16 at the end of the day, although the Chair admonishes m good 
17 friend that we are working through the 7 O'clock {our 
I8 alread and so the hour ma get somewhat late. 
19 QBNATOR BURNS: 3 was h e n  early, bvause I know - v tight your sch@ule is, and I know mne  1s just as  t~ght 

ours, SO I'm going to - 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: We*d like to accommodate, but you 
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I a million dollars annually does not take into account the 
I coqt to continue the missiles operation at Malmstrom, and 
: these costs include new commercial airport hot pad, critical 
J parts support, medical evacuation fli hts, commercial F < mobil~zatron support, helrco ter traf ic control, and, of 
r course, weather sup ort. ~ R e r  these chan es are in pl?ce 
- and paid for, annuafnet costs will accrue t o m  the realigned 
8 Malmstrom recommendation. 

Now, to me, what makes sense is the complete I: -li.rurr. of Grand Forks Air Force Base in North Dakota. and 1 
I thrs because it  maximizes savings with a total ?iosure. 

her words, rt is clean. The action pays back ~n only 
m y e a r .  I t  produces reoccurring annual savln s of over $87 

15 $1.88 billion -- not million, gillion. 
4 14 million and it produces a 20- ear net present va ue of over 

16 Also Mr. Chairman and other Commissioners, 
17 Malmstrom Air Force Base is a prime location to keep the 
18 tankers. If you look at the facts surrounding the cost, 
19 you'll see that it also makes sense financially. 
20 Thank you ve much for letting me present these 
21 figures to you, and ?a reciate the opportunity to testify. 
22 CHAIRMAN D128N: Senator Bums, we're indebted to 
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I They have, in fact, turn4 away military shipments, due to 
2 the pressures of commerc~al business. 
3 And yet, the Army wants to close the Ba onne 
4 te-nal, because it b e l i ~ " ~ ,  "Bayonne mvi& the .Arm 
s with few mlitary capabilities that cannorbe accomplishdat 
6 commercial ports. " 
7 I must ask, where is the study and the accom anying 
8 analysis to back up this asse*ioq? What evidepce Xoes the 
9 Army use as a basis for elimmatlng -- not movmg not 

1 0  downsizing, but eliminating -- the capability that Bayonne 
I I provides. 
12 Mr. Chairman, there is no stud ,.and the? is no 
13 evidence, and the conclusion is simp ? y mdefens~ble. It 
14 would be a rave mistake to force shipments of munitions and 
15 equipment?or our troops to wait in line behind commercial 
16 cargo. Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, the 
17 delays this move may cause to deploying troops and equipment 
18 cannot be quantified. 
19 To sacnfice Bayome would be to sacrifice a 
20 military asset that has proven its value to this nation again 
21 and again. This move would come to haunt our military in the 
22 event of another sudden deployment, such as Desert Storm 01 

Page 59 
I opportunity to speak to you today on behalf of two very 
2 important military assets. 
3 I've already had the opportunity to appear before 
4 some of you at the Commission s re ional hearing in New York 
s to demonstrate why closin the dilitary Ocean Terminal at 
6 Bayonne and the Naval Air 8arfare Center at Lalcehurat would 
7 undermine the oals of this. Commi.ssion. 
8 Shutting $own these ~nstallations would not reduce 
9 unnecessary infrastructure and would not save taxpayer mone . 

10 What /t would do is cauFa  dipgemus reductiqn in the revel 
I I of mlitary readiness that is cntical to rnainta-g our 
12 stron national defense. 
13 4 testified then and I maintain today that 
14 decisions to close these installations were based u n 
I S  incorrect premises incomplete analysis, and insuRcient 
16 understanding of their uni ue attributes. As ou well know, 
17 I'm certainly not alone in &e assessment on ese two bases. 
18 

tx 
The director of the largest eneral cargo port on 

19 the East and Gulf Coasts successhlly challenged the premise 
20 for closing Bayonne. Lillian Liburdie conve ed to you on May 
2 1  5th that cqmmercial ports are inc-in 6 unable to deal 
22 with the disruptions that result from mfitary activ~ty. 

L I I 
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I Operation Restore Ho 
2 Mr. Chairman, E k e  of you who were present at the 
3 hearing on May 5th will no doubt remember the powerful 
4 testimony of another expert, Commander Michael Hagy of the 
5 Save Lakehurst Committee. I'm sure you remember. It was a 
6 very dramatic moment, one of the more dramatic moments that 
7 I've participated in in these base closure hearings. 
8 He demonstrated ~n no uncertam terms that the 
9 r e c o ~ e n d a t i o n  to tear apart Lakehurst is not just unfounded 

10 and msgu!ded, it is downnght se~+less. Lakehurst designs 
1 1  and tests arcraft catapult aqd arrestmg ear. This is the 
12 gear that ensures that our pilots can safAy take off from 
13 and land on.aircraft camers. 
14 Our ilots put thelr llves in the hands of the 
15 peo le at L e h u r s t  and the Lakeburst team's virtually 
16 perhkt safety record has demonstrated that those lives are 
17 m good hands. Yet, the recommendation demands that the Navy 
18 rip a art this model of excellence and scatter it up and down 
19 the &st Coast of the Umted States. 
20 The Navy recommends that we tear machines and 
21 equipment out of the ground in New Jerse and then rebuild 
22 those same machines m Florida. How is tKis going to save 
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1 process, as you know better than I, was created to keep 
2 politlcs out of base.closin You will decide to keep a base 
3 and its msslons going if tfey are cost effectlve parts of a 
4 national security strategy. 
5 I believe the air refueling mission at Malmstrom 
6 Air Force Base in Great Falls, Montana is just that. As homc 
7 of the 341st Missile Wing, Malmstrom is our country's premier 
8 Minuteman-111 missile base, undisputed and, as the base of 
9 the.43rd Air Refueling Group, it su ports vir@all every 

1 0  major contingency orration, mclu8ing refuellog #lights to 
I I Europe, Asia, Midd e East, and Central America. 
12 In March, the De artment of Defense reviewed these 
13 missions and it conclud% that the missile mission rank+as 
14 one of the nation's best, and should.remam m place, but ~t 
15 also said the fl ing mission had lirmted utility at should 
I6 move to ~ l o r i &  
17 The main ieason for this l?tter recommendation 
18 seems to be the general conclusion that the Southeast needs 
19 more tankers, and they have to come from somewhere. Maybe. 
20 Commissioners, the Southeast does need some more tankers but, 
21 before reviewing the data in detail, I must say that they 
22 should not come from the Northwest. 

Page 62 
1 tax ayers any money? How does this scenario relieve the 
2 m{tary of unnecessary mfrastructure? And, most 
3 important] how does this continue to ensure that our pilots 
4 are in capa%le and experienced hands? 
5 The answer to all these questions is the same. It 
6 does not. This move would put hundrejls of miles between 
7 people who engmeer catapult and arrestmg ear and the 

I 8 ex rts that test them to ensure that it is s a z  for our 
9 pil%ts to rely on them. 

10 Toda if a piece of uipment for an aircraft 
I I carrier nee& to be rework3 or fine tuned, it is shipped 
12 across the grounds at Lakehurst to the machine shop. Ln this 
13 new scenano, it will have to be shi ped from Florida all the 
14 way back up to Lakehurst and then%ack to Flonda agaln -- 
15 Mr. Cba~rman, a senseless plan. 
16 This Commission has a number of difficult decisions 
17 t(, make during this rocess. It must scrutinize an extensive 
18 llst of recommeoddcl?sures and reali rnents aqd make sure 
19 that these recommendat~ons were b a s 8  on a fair and 
20 rational assessment of the value of those fases. 
21 Mr. Chairman, I hope we in New Jersey have he1 ed 
22 to demonstrate to you that f a ~ r  and rat~onal a n  not worxs 
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I -- Malmstrom's fl ing miss~on was rated ? grgn-mn~us. 
2 Malmstrom Kas an excellent alternative a ~ r  field 
3 w~th  extra runway capacity at Great Falls Intzmat~onal 
4 A~rport. The dry alr revents rust and corrosion, mzanrng 
S that aircraft based at fialmstrom have low maintenance and 
6 o erating costs and the Air Force rated all these factors, 
7 agng w~ th  the baslc weather and other flylng cond~tlons. a I 

1 

~ a g c 6 5  
I Malmstrom 1s ideal for peacetime tramin and 
2 wartrme y r a t / o n s .  We have more air space. fcwer h ~ p  
3 cities, an a dner cllmate than almost any part of the 
4 count As several of you commissioners saw when you 
5 vis i t~ha lmst rom,  encroachment, noise abatement, and 
6 restricted fli ht aths are not a problem. They don't call 
7 US the Big S& &ate for nothing. We've got a lot of wide 
8 open s ace. 
9 l! conflicts, tankers from the Northwest and 

10 Malmstrom, in particular, can reach their destinations faster 
1 1  than tankers from the Southeast, by flying over the North 
12 Pole to Asla or Russ~a. These are the places where polltics 
13 are unstable, armies are large, and potential threats are 
14 high. 
15 Now, let's look at the numbers. Here, Malmstrom's 
16 flying mission comes up just as well as the common sense look 
17 at the bi picture would suggest, and much better than the 
18 pnncl afcompetitor in GrvdForks  
19 h e  Air Force itself, in its ~ e b r u ? r ~  1995 re ort 
20 to BRAC, raFs Malrnst~om's flylng mssion -- unler~ine the 
21 word "flyin very hlgh. On a scale of green, down 
22 through y e ~ M i o  red -- green being the best, red the worst 

- - 
8 green. 
9 When it comes to condition and support, Malmstrom 

10 again fares well. Its infrastructure and bulldings are in 
1 1  excellent condition. Its utilities have great excess 
12 capacity. The lack of nearby urban development means 
13 Malmstrom can expand significant1 if necessa during a war. 
14 The Defense Department &IS invest~mil l ions of 
15 dollars to give Malmstrom state-of-the-art support 
16 such as a new fuel dispensing center and a t h r e e - b a ~ ~ ~ ~ t  
17 so Malmstrom's facilities are more than adequate for its 
18 flyln mission and, at relative1 minor expense, it could 
Ir handk a larger mission than it Kas today 
20 To give both sides, the major com'laint in the Air 
21 Force report was that Malmstrom has re&tively small runway 
22 and parklng capabilities. Yet the Air Force also rated the 
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1 that can be used to describe the recommendations to close 
2 Bayonne and to realign Lakehurst. I ho e the facts will lead 
3 you to re'ect those recommendations. you ~ e r y  much 
4 C ~ R M A N  DIXON: I thank the dlstlngulshed senlo 
5 Senator from the great State of New Jersey, Senator Bill 
6 Bradle 
7 &e are going to revert to Montana very briefly, to 
8 hear from the distmguished senior Senator from Montana, 
9 Senator Max Baucus. 

10 SENATOR BAUCUS: Thank you ve much, Mr. Chairman. 
1 1  Before I begm, I ust want to thank a?i of ou, all the 
12 commissioners, flor erforrning a great pub;ic seryice in 
13 taking the time frar%ly, to go to all the commun~ties 
14 affected around our country, ask a lot of questions, dig deep 
15 into what's going on here. 
16 I must say that's one way to help restore some of 
17 the lost confidence the American people have in the federal 
18 government -- that is, your extra effort in golng to listen 
19 to people and talk to people; and I just want to commend you 
20 all for it. 
2 1 Mr. C h a i v ,  thank you again for calling this 
22 hearing and glving me an opportunity to testify. Thrs 

-- - 
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1 ampared to a place like Tampa Bay, where they're supposed to 
2 move. 
3 In closing, whether you're looking at national 
4 security, the budget, or the morale of our servicemen and 
5 women, Malmstrom makes sense. It's a good deal, and I 
6 believe the flying mission should stay there. Again, thank 
7 vou once a am. I very much appreciate the 'ob you're doing 
8 You're not%eing raised very much for all that you're doin 
0 but it's a job that Ras to be done. and I thank you very muc% 

I . your servlce. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank the distinguished senior 

ator from the reat State of Montana. 
We're deligfted to have the distinguished Senator 

14 from Ihe grcat State o f  New Jersey. Senator Frank Lautenberg. 
I 5  SENATOR LAUTENBERG: Good morning. Chairman Dixon. 
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I 6 welcome to Washin ton, sir. 
I -  CHAIRMANSIXON: nank ou. 
I S  SENATOR LAUTENBERG: i ' s  nice to see all of vou 
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I ajr field capabilities, the runways, the taxis, and the - -ons, a perfect green for the tanker rmsslon and even for 

%,fz-bodied aircraft. 
In cornpanson, Grand Forks Air Force Base received 

. overall flying mlsslon ntlng ofiellow-$us. I t s  
, 6 rnfmstructure got a ellow lus, w ~!e the , u~ldlng 

7 mndition ranked ye$ow. % the cho~ce bods down to a 
/ 8 choice between a student earning As and Bs -- Malmstrom -- 
/ o and another student earnings Cs and Ds. The choice should 
I 1 0  not be dlfficult. 
1 1  If Grand Forks were completely closed,, as now being 
i I ;  ~ons~dered by BRAC, a s uadron or more of ~ t s  four tanker 
i I quadrons could move to % t e Southeast and a squadron to 
I4 bfalmstrom. This would satisfy the Air Force's need for more 1 I 5 rankers in the Southeast and, as the Air Force also requires. 
16  r t  would still keep a solid presence in the North. 
I - Finally, a word on behalf of our service personnel. 
I 8 They work very hard, take big risks for their country. They 
19 do not make much money for it. To them. G,reat Falls offers a 
20 high qualit of life at a low cost. There IS plenty of on- 
21 base and o&-base housmg, transportation IS convenient, 
22 school system excellent; and all of it is cheap, especially 

1 1 0  agnn and to thank you for the work that you and your staffs 
20 have done these Dast months and. on behalf of New Jersev and 
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I launches and retrievals in just the past five. years. Even 
2 reducing the reliablllty of.the.Lakehurst mFion  by one-half 
3 ercent could mean that SIX a~rcraft and their crews would be 
4 Post each day of carrier qperations 
5 At that rate, ~menca's.stratk~ic choices would be 
6 q m  -- either shut down camer operat~ons or suffer losses 
7 t at, in a year, would exceed our entire inventory of 
8 carrier-based aircraft. And yet, the Pentagon's plans are to 
9 dismantle this unique facility and scatter it to the winds, 

lo hop~n that Lakehurst skills can be du licated elsewhere. 
I I borng so would not save as muct money as the 
12 Penta on would have us believe. We've seen those questions 
13 r a i s d  
14 For example, in its report on the BRAC, the GAO 
I 5 noted the Pentagon's recommendation to close Lakehum is 
16 based on substantial changes to original estimates b the 
I7 Navy's BRAC team. These changes artificially reduce tle cost 
18 of closing com arisons for Lakehurst from almost $220 million 
19 t o~us t  under 597 mlhon. 
20 Commissioners, the Pentagon's plans to close 
21 Lakehurst are shortsighted and unsound. They 
22 risk gamble for Amencan carrier operations and%;:uFgh- 

2 1  the country, I want to thank ou. It is not a task foi'which 
r: "ou're often complimented, iut  the fact IS that you've been 
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I strate y of forward de loyment. 
2 %ilitary Ocean 'ferminal Bayome is a perfect 
3 co,mplement with Lakehurst, with America's efforts to projecl 
4 rml~tary power from the Continental Umted States to oversem 
5 in time of crisis. No other port on the East or the Gulf 
6 Coast, commercial or military, can duplicate Bayonne's unique 
7 combination of capabilities. 
8 Unlike commercial ports, moving mixed cargo to 
9 Bayonne is fast, economical, and unimped.4. Bayome 

1 0  straddles the huge, hi hl developed multt-modal 
I I transportahon nehvorf of the Amencan Northeast Corridor. 
12 Now, unlike most commerc~al .arts, once cargo 
I3 amves at Bayonne, it can be placed $rectly mto vast 
1 4  covered and uncovered stagmg areas m a secure mode and, 
I S  unlike any commercial ports, these staging areas are full 
16 protected and any military eargo can be accommodated tiere. 
17 Unlike any commercial port, all types of cargo -- 
18 from heavy, outslzed, non-containerized weapons, like the M- 
19 182 Abrams tanks to munitions to prov~sions -- can be loaded 
20 by. Bayonne's very, very ulllque,  we!^-tramed labor force, 
21 uslng state-of-the-art ded~cated ra!l I-. 
22 Bayome has the best steammg time to Europe -- a 
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I assigned this duty and you're doing it, in my view, fully 
2 wmprehens.ively and w~thout quest~on. 
3 America's current military strategy depends so much 
4 on forward deployment, power pro'ect~on, and rapid 

1 5 reinforcement. Each of Nsw Jersey's bases on the Pentagon's 
6 list -- Lakehurst Naval Engineering Station, Military Ocean 
7 Terminal Bayonne, and Fort Dix -- plays an essential role in 
8 makin our strategy a success. 
9 1 s  Amenca s permanent military presence overseas 

10 is reduced, our forward deployment depends more and more on 
1 1  b e  Navy's aircraft carrier battle grou s. And, with that, 

1 2  1t.s ~ n t ~ c a l  to note that the ~akehurst%aval h r  
13 Englneerin Station is the key to our camer operations. 
14 ~akeiurst  is an.acknpwled ed pioneer In soqeth~ng 
1 5  called concurrent e n g ~ ~ ~ n n g .  Efy develop~ng, test~ng and. 
16 in the case of some cntlcal components, manufactunng 
1 -  catapult and arresting gear, Lakehurst btjngs the entire 
I S  research. development. testing, engineering cycle under one 
1 1 '  - ~ f  

The result has been an astounding, near perfect 
safety in American camer 

million -- 2 mjll~on -- successful 
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I full day's advantage, potentiall the difference between fife 
2 and death m combat -- of any d . ~ .  port, bar none. 
3 Beyond all of these advanta es, however, one thing 
4 about Bayome stands out above afl else, as our recent 
5 o rations in the Gulf, Somalia, and Haiti have proven beyond 
6 dffubt. Bayonne's heavy sealift capabilities a n  always 
7 available to us. 
8 Unlike commercial orts, which can be commandeered 
9 on1 in times of a declar8 national emergenc , Bayome has 

10 no f~r -~rof i t .  impediments. No contracts n d t o  be broken, 
1 1  no commerc~al cargo to dl lace. 
12 So, ~ o m r m s s i o n e r s , ~ o u l d  ask that you please 
13 consider that the Pentagon has recommended closing Bayonne in 
I4 favor of using commercial orts without first exammin 
15 whether these ports are bot! available and able to handfe 
16 Bayome's mission. 
17 I thank you once again for hearing us, for the. 
18 visits that many of you have made to these mstallat~ons in 
19 New Jersey. I m sure that, having done that, those who have 
20 had a chance to see it recognize the unique excellence of all 
21 of these facilities; and I thank you for your time and your 
22 efforts. 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We thank you very much, Senator 
2 Lautenberg. 
3 And, from your House delegation, we're delighted to 
4 welcome Representative Jim Saxton. Representative Saxton, 
S from the great State of New Jersey. 
6 REPRESENTATIVE SAXTON: Mr. Chairman, thank you 
7 very much, and Commissioners. It's -- gee, I'm so usfd to 
8 starting speeches by saying "It's a leasure to be here, but 
9 it doesn't seem urte appmpnate. t u t  it IS, really. 

1 0  Lau hter. 
11 kEPkSE\TATIVE SAXTON: I'd just like to do two 
12 things. 
13 First, I'd like to thank you very much for your 
14 cooperation w t h  regard to h e - t u r n  that was necessa 
IS the recommendation for Fort Dix. T%e chief of Staff 07t;: 
16 Army, General Reimer, the Commander of the Reserve force, the 
17 U.S. Army Reserve, General Bamu  and their staffs and your 
18 staff, have been wonderful partners m making sure that we 
19 end up with a recommendation with regard to the new mission 
20 at Fort Dix that is workable and staffed correctly; and we 
21 thank ou very much for that. 
22 %t me secondly talk about some success stories 

(Y 
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1 It has been successful, and the third success story 
2 that I speak of, because of the mere fact that we've been 
3 able to carry out -- in a successful wa in a productive 
4 way, m an efficlent way, in a costefkt ive way -- the 
5 activities that have gone on at Lakehurst and to destroy 
6 that, to separate it, and to diminish it, as Senator 
7 Lautenberg says, b as llttle as one-half of one percent 
8 costs lrves, costs ekciency, costs dollars. 
9 We appeal to you today -- and I know that 

1 0  Commissioner Cox will be -- hopefull , I'll be able to 
I I accom any her on Friday, if my sched;le allows, to take a 
12 seconcflook at Lakehurst and, of course. Commissioner 
13 Cornella was already there, to experience that success story 
14 that I s eak of. 
I S  % we thank you very much for g~vlng us the 
16 opportunity to make these points this mornln and wc look 
17 forward to keeping that success story alive. Rank  you very 
18  much. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Congressman Saxton, wc thank you 
20 for your important contribution. 
2 I We're dell hted to have your colleague, 
22 Representative &ns Smith. 
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I our Naval tactical defense system, in that it protects our 
2 fleets when tpey're out to sea 
3 The faclllties are consolidated at the now 
4 Lockheed-Martin facility in Morristown, New Jersey where the 
S components are brou ht together and eng~neered and put 
6 together in a wa thaf makes the AEGIS system a very, very 
7 good system and: as a matter of fact, I would sa without 
8 question. s ~ o n d  to none of anyplace in the worrd 
9 The thrd success story currently takes placi at 

l o  Lalcehurst where the facilities that are necessary to carry 
1 1  out.our Naval air carrier activities are engineer* and 
12 designed 1x1 one com act, efficient operation which 1s 
13 currently in place at L e h u r s t .  I don't think anybody 
14 questions how im rtant it is to have a facilitycoordmated, 
IS an activity c a m x u t ,  where en neer and deslgn and 
I6 testing and production all take pkce simultaneously in one 

17 advantages may be lost by separating ARA, ma'nufa~turin~, and 
I8 protot in and su port equipment from ARA testing. 
19 &e f i s  to'&, Mr. Chairman, if performance 
20 advantages may be lost, wy break it up? In almost every 
21 instance at sea, our planes now launch as advertised. Our 
22 aircraft are recovered without incident. If a glitch IS 
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1 which will lead up to I think, the crux of the issue with 
2 regard to Lakehurst fSaval War Center, success stones that 
3 we're able to, expenence throu h BRAC and through our 
4 mlltary services othenvlse. ?think there are three very 
5 good examples that I'm very, ve close to. 
6 Fin t  of all, ~ommissronerTox was here two years 
7 ago when a decision was made with regard to McGuire Air Force 
8 Base and the wer projection facilrt that was made possible 
9 because pf a g i s i o n  that was made Bere. That f~cility, in 

1 0  conjunction wlth Fort Dlx, 1s now the power projection 
1 1  platform for the northeastern part of the count through 
12  which peo le and material fly off to far parts $the world 
I3 on a daily {asis. 
14 It is, in fact, a success story that was brought 
15 about because of a consolidation -- a very key word, I 
16 believe -- a consolidation of activities that took place, 
17 that now take place on a very efficient bas~s. 
18 Secondly, I'm intimately familiar with one of the 
19 Navy's weapon systems that is a tremendous success sto and 
20 advances each year into new and better facilities.  at, of 
21 course, is known as the AEGIS System, whlch is a weapon 
22 system that is, for all practical purposes, the backbone of 
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I how carrier aviatipn 1s jmpr0v.d or at least remains the 
2 same, by proceeding wlth realignment. I t  1s a burden they 
3 cannot meet. 
4 Research conducted over the past several months by 
5 our Save Lakehurst C o m t t e e  has raised serious questions 
6 that flight o s may suffer and the fleet may become 
7 unnecessari& vulnerable if the Lakehurst qissio? is tom 
8 apart. It IS ~mposs~ble for the Navy to re h a t e  ~ t s  almost 
9 erfect success rate of camer takeoffs ana landings without 

10 Erst experiencin a cost1 and potentiall dangerous period 
I I of interruption. by..$. Chairman, s%uld we put the 
12 linchpin of Navy avlatlon at risk? 
13 Interestingly, our concerns are echoed, to some 
14 extent, by BCEG itself. In a May letter to the Commission by 
15 Charlie Nemfakos, the vice chairman of BCEG, he pointed out, 
I6 md I quote: Some industrial, economic. ~erformance 

.If 
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1 REPRESENTATIVE SMITH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and 
2 members of the Commission. 
3 Mr. Chairman, the Penta on's recommendation to 
4 radically realign the rmss~ons of ~ a k e h u n t  Naval A r  Warfar1 
5 Center puts carrier aviation at risk, especially in the short 
6 arm, and ma cost two or three times more than the Pentagon 
7 suggests. d v  Lakehurst is a unique, one of a kind, world 
8 class facility wiose rimary function is to ensure that 
9 aircraft safe1 launcR and recover from the deck of a carrier 

10 or other plat f o m ,  and that support equipment asslsts rn the 
1 1  service of planes, parts, and ordnance at ,sea. 
12 Navy Lakehurst has long been dlstln uished, and had 
I3 a long and distinguished record in te~hnolo~icakdevelo~msnt .  
14 engineering, developmental evaluation and verification, 
15 systems integration, prototype manufacturing of air launch 
16 and recovery equipmenl. known by the acronym ARA,  and supporl 
17 equipment. 
18 There is no doubt that the Navy benefits from the 
19 syner y of co locating the means of development, 
20 nlanufacturin; and testing of aircrafi carrier. cata u l t  and 
21 arrestin gear, and support ul men[ The hurgn. I I  seems 
22 to me. # r  Chairman. IS on%e$avy to clearly dernunstrate 

17 location. - 

18 The recommendation of the Navy, to my way of 
19 thinking at least, destroys that third success story, because 
20 it se arates the engineering and desi n testing and 
21 pr&ction, and sends part of it to d o h a ,  sends part of it 
22 to Virginia, and keeps part of it in New Jersey. 
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I m~les. they now will be going hundreds of miles. 

Dela s. whether measured in hours or days, during a i cns~s  couldiquickly ut the lives of our ilots, our crews. 
r and our sailors at risf. Any delays are #kely to mean a 
5 degradation of mission competence and safety, and I defy 
6 anyone to make the caqe that flight readiness and safety are 
7 improved or even remain the same when design and manufacture 
8 of flight-critical prototy items are separated from the 
9 test and evaluafion funcgn. 

10 Mr. Cha~rman, the question has to be raised, can 
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1 ring aDart a textbook case of concurrent engineering which 
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I founcl In design of a flight-critical item, they call 

1. skehurst . 
There at Lakehurst, the requisite problem solvers 

mmeqiately ava~lable, In close p r o x ~ e t y  to  one another, 
~ t ,  to manufacture ~ t ,  and to fix ~t wlthout delay. 
DOD scenano says, relocate the rotot pe 1 I' 7 manufacturing of ARA to the Nav depot in Jac sonvi le, and 

8 the sup ort equipment to Par dver .  Artificially separating 
9 the evafuation and testin capabili!ies from the prototype 8 l o  manufacturing functipn efics log~c. Our research shows 

I I that, ~n a cnsls s~tuat~on, thrs could mean delays, costly 
12 delays, that put a mission in 'eopardy. 
13 Hen  agam, Mr. ~emflakos a rees. In his letter he 
14 explains that the d~stance between &e functions that 
15 remained at Lakehurst and those that were moved to 
16 Jacksonville will mean -- and I quote -- "two additional days 
17 to transrrt  between a shop in Jacksonville to a Lakehurst 
18 test s~te. 
19 You know, it reminds me of the song b Willie 
20 Nelson, On The Road Again. We will have iight critical 
21 items going back and forth, back and forth, being retested 
22 over and over again. Where i t  could have,ust gone two 

pfivkn itself over and over a ain be justitTed to s&e wy? I think not. But. mcredbly, the DOD scenario 
sn t even save money. It actually costs taxpayers more 
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I a facility for C41 capabilities. As I think you know, your 
2 Comnussion essentially has an o portunity today to be 
3 process of consolidation and co-Lation of C41 capabi f?!? ity 
4 which is command, control, comrnunicat~on, computers, and 
5 intelligence -- and the o portunity for cross-servicing these 
6 functions. A oal whicg so often has been sought and so 
7 consistently ekded, I think, by the Pentagon wll not arise 
8 again soon. 
9 My real statement to ou today is to sa please, 

10 take tbs.op ortumty, w&c{ a uqque wlth t i e  BRAC to go 
I I ahead w~ th  Phe cross-servlclng not~on, wlth regard to 6ort 
12 Monmouth. 
13 I think you know that the concept of cross- 
14 servicing is not new. The '93 BRAC report to the President 
15 noted that the Department of Defense has been attempting, for 
16 about 20 years, without significant success, to inter-service 
17 and, as a result, the '93 Commission recommended exhaustive 
18 revlew of the issue of cross-servicing for this BRAC '95 
19 deliberations. 
20 During the '95 process, the Laboratory Joint Cross- 
21 Service Grou recommended Fort Monmouth as the site for C41 
22 relocation. bnfortunately, the only co-location that was 

I5 mone than kee ing t h e c u ~ e n t  systeem in lace. - 
16 h e  actuafcost of real1 ent IS to be 
17 between two and.three timesEhFr than what DOD said it 
18 would be. That IS not a mmor rmscalculation. That's a 
19 gross error. The DOD recommendation estimates a one-time 
20 cost of realignment at just $97 million. The certified data 
21 from Admral Bowes ut it at 162, the Save Lakehurst 
22 Committee at 218, anx a more recent figure puts it at $260 
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I recommended as part of the Pentagon's recommendation to you 
2 was with regard to the Air Force and the Rome Labs. 
3 There were other opportunities there, but they were 
4 missed, and the Accountmg Office, the General Accountin 
5 Office actually noted that /t.would have.been a ood idea i f  
6 there y e n  more opportumtles, but t h s  1s the 0 3 ~  one, 
7 essentlally , that you have before you today. 
8 You've heard from the pome Labs supporters, who I'n 
9 sure are going to be also tallung a am toda and they've 

I 0 ar ed that it s t.00 expensive to c b e  the &me Labs but, 
1 I a& close exarmnation, I believe rt IS apparent that 
12 dividin the Rome Labs between Fort Monmouth and Hanscom Air 
13 Force Base does produce annual savings and a return on 
14 investment within four to six years, and significant return 
15 on investment. 
16 The first COBRA, which some of the Rome people have 
17 cited, dated October 13th of '94, indicated an estimated one- 
18 time cost of $133 million and estimated it would take more 
19 than 100 years to recoup the costs, but that was before the 
20 Joint Cross-Service Group on Labs suggested relocation and, 
21 in a sense, dividing the Rome Labs between Fort Monmouth and 
22 Hanscom. 
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I million. 
2 We're seeing a doubling, perhaps as much as a 
3 tripling of the cost and again, ~t puts our mission 
4 competence at grave nsk. 
5 I know that Commissioner Cox will be making a trip 
6 to Lakehurst on Frida Commissioner Cornella has been kind 

enough to cqme an(Ytake a good, h?rd 1,ook. I strongly lnvite 
8 other Comrmssioners to come. Seelng IS bel~ev!ng, and I 
9 th~nk when you see what goes on there and the Importance of 

10 concurrent en ineering, you too, will be convinced we should 
i I not break upLkehurst. h works. It works well. It would 
12 he a gross error to break i t  up. 
13 Thank ou ve much, Mr. Chairman. 
14 CHAlRh A N  &ON: Thank you very much, Congressman 
15 Smith. ;; LA~yJawei 

RM N DIXON: We are delighted to have 
I8 Congressman Frank Pallone here. 
19 REPRESENTATIVE PALLONE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman 
2r - 4  Commissioners. I do ap reciate the opportunity to be 

to testify before ou w' I'm golog to t a i  about primarily Fort Monmouth, as 
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Once that dternative was calcula@ and  COB& 

I 2 was done agarn, 1n February 23rd of this ear, ~t illustrated 
3 the one-time cost at $52.8 million with a four-year return on 
4 investment and, as you know, another COBRA was conducted just 
5 a few weeks a o on May 23rd. And, although the onetime cost 
6 under that c ~ B R A  increased to $79.2 nullion the return on 
7 investment would still be only six years, which is a short 
8 time. 
9 In addition, the latest COBRA analysis found the 

10 most cost savings, $13 million per year. Over a 20-year 
11 period, in excess of $180 million would be saved by this 
12 closure. 
13 I know that you've looked at this and you're going 
14 to look at it again over the next few weeks or so, but there 
15 are significant savings resulting from Rome being split 
16 essent~ally between Fort Monmouth and Hanscom, and I think 
1 7  that the Air Force has shown that. 
18  Fort Monmouth, I think as you .how -- Commissioner 
19 Cornella has been there and Comrmss~oner Cox was there a 
20 couple of years a o provides an excellent environment for 
21 the co-location o k ~ i i  capabilities for a number of reasons. 
22 We have an ideal mtegrated command structure. We 
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1 already have existing C41 joint activities in many areas. We 
2 have the physical space to accommodate the Rome Labs, and we 
3 have the &~ologica l  academic base to make cross-servicing 
4 of C41 activit~es a success. 
5 We've been the center of gravit for C41 activities 
6 and innovations for many years, +d {think that we're 
7 umquely postured to ach~eve the vlslon, if you will, of 
8 cross-servicing that has been taked about by the previous 
9 BRAC, as well as by the Joint Cross Service Working Group on 

lo Labs. 
11 I wanted to also mention two other suggestions for 
12 additional functions to come to Foq Monmouth. 
13 One IS w t h  regard to the Aviation Troo Command at 
14 St. Louis. There, we ?re.asking basicall or t i e  Pentagon Y 15 has asked that the realignmg research an development 
16 portion of the life cycle of six ATCOM business areas be 
17 relocated to Fort Monmouth. 
18 B reali g the rest of the life c cle to CECOM, 
19 BRA= 'g5 wou~hinnte.dupllcation of e 7 fom and achieves 
20 the efficiencies aqd e s s ~ o n  enhancement of one command 
21 mana mg the entlre l ~ f e  cycle. We already have a number of 
22 theseknctions at Fort Monmouth, pursuant to the previous 

Page 86 1 1 BRAC, and it only makes sense lor this one from ATCOM to come 

1 you v e t  inuch. ' 
C AIRMAN DIXON: Thank YOU very much. Coneressman 

V 

. .- 
20 Pallone. 
21 We're delighted to see our distinguished 
22 colleague, Representatwe ~ o k r t  Menendez here. 

2 here. 
3 Lastly, I wanted to talk about Bayonne. 1 wanted 
4 to add to the others from the New Jerse dele atlon who do 

rt the closure of Bayonne. 1 &n7t ttink it should 2 FCgPf%ink that would be a mistake. 
7 But, as you may know, and I'm sure you've looked at 
8 it, the Pentagon.recommenc!ation says that if Bayonne does 
9 close, then si ficant functions are sug ested to come to 

10 Fort Monmout 8" , and I would suggestthat, i f you do mistakenly 
11 close Bayonne, that it would certainly make sense for those 
12 functions to come to Fort Monmouth because of our proximity 
13 to the port facilities apd the fact that it would lessen the 
14 personal Impact of thls BRAC recommendat~on if those 
IS employees, who are primarily in New Jersey, were allowed to 
16 come to Fort Monmouth. 
17 I a ~ ~ r e c i a t e  vour involvement in this. and thank 
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1 REPRESENTATNE MENENDEZ: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 
2 members of the Commission. I want to thank all the 
3 commissioners for continuing to be engaged, Commissioners 
4 Kling and Cornella for their visit to the s~ te ,  Commissioner 
5 Cox, who had an opporfunity to speak, and others. We 
6 appreciate your contlnulny ~nvolvement. I hope you wlll not 
7 disappoint Con ressman Pal one and make sure that he doesn't 
8 have to get alfthat excess out of Bayonne to his site. 
9 The MOPF closure recommendation IS still, still 

10 based on the unstudied and untested assumption that dedicated 
11 military port facilities can be eliminated and that 
12 commercial capacity will be available to handle all current 
13 and future mission requirements, and it's a very tenuous 
14 assumption, because in closing MOPF, you're not reducing 
15 excess capacity you are losing an essential military 
16 capability whch cannot be reestablished. 
17 We belleve the Army ro osal to close MOPF 
18 substantiall deviates from t\e Four selection criteria, 
19 startkg with number one, the impact on the operational 
20 readmess of the DOD's total force. 
21 There still is no study or test, which examines, 
22 evaluates, or supports the assumpt~on that suffic~ent 

- 
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I c oqe rc l a l  port fac~lltres on the East and Gulf Coasts are 
2 available to support power projection r u~rements w~th a 
3 min~mum loss to o erat~onal.capacrty. ~ T M C  fjrst started 
4 looking at t h ~ s  in Lpril of thls year, after the dec~sions 
5 were niade. 
6 Availability of facilities at both the existing and 
7 otential receiving locations is the second criteria. 
8 Existence of commercial port capacit is not the same as 
9 availability. Lillian Liburdie, one orthe nation's leading 

10 experts on the New York-New Jersey Port Authonty testified 
11 to this before the full Commission. m essence stating that w 

12 exactlGhat + the case. , 
13 e third cntena 1s the ability to accommodate 
14 contingency mob~ltzatlon and future total force r uirements 
1s at both existing and potential receiving laationse4Ibe 
16 operational impacts and risks to rapid mobilization and 
17 future force ro'ection needs, I think, are incalculable now 
I8 that both M J P ~  and,MOFFA could be closed. 
19 Critenon four IS cost and manpower implications. 
20 As I said, there are no costs related to the mission, the 
21 cost stud~es, the movement of cargo and, without the cost 
22 studies, we may never be able to control costs for the 

-. .. -. - - - - 
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1 movement of cargo. 
2 The Army tab study has been forced to change, as we 
3 sug ested to you at the hearing that i t  would have to change: 
4 its EOBRA costs and savlngs estimates and. whrlc they're 
5 termed :refinements, " I would consider the initial figures to 
6 be drastically wrong. 

As 1 suggested In our full resentation, and now b I : their own admssion. the M0~~~es t ima te . s  were off -- 2 6  
9 percent off for return on investment, 75 percent off on 

10 chan es to costs and savings over the implementation penod, 
1 I and 87 percent off net present value change; and those are 
12 only the figures for the Army. 
13 You ve heard, at the presentations aqd the site 
14 visits, that the enclave supposedly left behind, they 
15 basically take the position that they cannot do it on their 
16 own; there wlll be slgn~ficant cost to them ~f they become 
17 the landlords at the base. That has not been calculated 
I8 here. So the percentages that are off are just dealing what 
19 Army costs. 
20 They've acknowled e the ross error in the assembly 
21 of i t  COBRA model Our burrs  Eom our financial anal sts, 
22 Coopers and Lybrand, indicate that it will take over $0 years 

-. - -- - - - - - - . - 
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1 for the Army to recoup ~ h r .  costs necessary i t ,  close MOPF and 
2 create a stand-alon enclave for select~ve tenants. and these 
3 areas seriously calfinto question the assumptions on wh~ch 
4 this closure recommendation is based. 
s Finally, the most overarchlng cost roblem 1s 
6 totally unstudied. I t  is the cost to the miltaly for the 

, 7 rnission of moving military cargo and the d~sru tion of  
8 commercial ports. Military po* usage 1s alreaB among the 
9 most commerc~alized actlv~tles in the entire DO&. 

10 Defense agencies must pay for services on the bas~s 
I I of,commercial tariffs and are responsible for all costs 
12 ar~sln from the loss ot busmess, and no labor costs were 
13 inclucfed in the estimates of the cost of purchasing 
14 commercial port services. 
15 There's no legal authority to disrupt commercial 
16 port operation in the absence of a declared emergency. By 
17 that time, it would be long after the need to mobllize and 
18 use the ports. The Kuwalt invasion, as an exam le, was in 
19 August of 1990. Congress authorired the use offorce five 
20 months later. That's not golng to be able to work at 
21 commercial port activities. 
22 Now, there's no absolute assurance and timely 
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Operation Desert Storm demonstrated dramatically I : the transformation of modem warfare. It showed that a fully 
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3 integrated battlefield is increasingly im ortant to our I r  country*^ m~ltary success. Because oRhe importance of 
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1 access to ports for fast power rejection without MOPF. MTMC 
2 cl?ims that MOPF wlll resuyt m the loss of few capabilities. - 

x reject that. These capabilities are critical, time- 
it~ve. I've talked a lot about costs, but that's not 9, # the decisions you have to make. 

Military value is about things we can't buy., We 
- can't huy hack time when there IS delay ~n.the arrlval of 
x uipment. We cannot buy back an Amencan soldier's life 
0 %en re~nforcements come too late. The select~on cnteria 

1 1  are rlght. The MOPF,decision to close is wrong. And 1'11 be 
I I suhmltting additional information to the Commissioners for 
I 2 the~r cons~deration. Thank you so much. 
13 CHAIRMAN FIXON: And your additional information 
I r WI 11 he reproduced in the record. Thank you, Congressman 
1 5  Menendez. 
16 We're delighted to have your distinguished 
I 7 collea ue Re resentatwe Dlck Zimmer. 
18 $ $ ~ E N T A T I Y E  ZIMMER: Thank you, Mr. ?hairman. 
19 members of the Commission. I would like to address thejssue 
20 that my colleague, Frank Pallone, d~scussed, which is the 
21 consolidation and co-location of functions from the Rome Lab 
22 to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. 

s intero . rability df information systems in battle space, 
6 un i t r s ta tes  technology supervision must be maximized to 
7 full inte rate all elements of the sea, land, alr 
8 battfefielf. T h ~ s  . can best be done throu h cross-servicin 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on%abs a reed witf. 
1: this assessment. mommending Fon Monmouth as tfe site for 
I - ' 1  co-location, one of few inter-servicing steps taken by 

ifrtment of Defense in BRAC '95, and right in line with 
93 guidance for more cross-servicing. 

Co-location of the leadin Air Force and Army C41 
I centers will ensure that a coor t inated C41 development 
1 6  procurement test and im lementation plan is pursued. I t  will 
I - promote joint interopera!ility and create a world class C41 
I R  center, a national center of information warfare. 
I 0 I believe Fort Monmouth has the ex ert, experienced 
1~ staff to  lead the POD effort in C41 Fort %onmouth is the 
2 1  leader In four mssion areas chosen for consolldat~on at Fort 
23 Monmouth -- photonics, electromagnetics, radio communication, 
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1 BRAC and non-BRAC-related movements from the post 
2 havq created significant expansion potential for cross- 
3 servlcmg. This potential is com lemented by available 
4 housing for military families an 'f the full range of medical, 
5 dental, shopping, and recreational activities on post to 
6 support them. 
7 Fort Monmouth has the ideal i.ntegrated commodity 
8 command structure, already predommates the C41 jolnt arena, 
I) and has the physical space and technolo ical and academic 

1 0  environment to make cmss-servicing O?OI activities there a 
I I success. 
12 I strongly sup ort the Joint Cross-Service Group 
13 recommendations. h a n k  ou very much. 
1 4  CHAIRMAN ~ 1 x 0 4 :  Thank you very much, 
15 Re resentative Zimmer. We thank the distinguished New Jersey 
16 deregation for their very fine presentation and we ask our 
17 friends from Lakehurst to file out silently, and we thank 
18 them for bein here. 
19 We wilfgo next to the New York delegation. Let 
20 the Chair first make this announcement, please, as the folks 
21 from New Jersey are leaving the room. Yesterday, we had 81 
22 Members of the House and Senate and, from 8:30 until 6: 10 

I 
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m., in direct compliance with the schedule, we heard 81 : bembers of the House and Senate. 
3 There's somethin in the water today, and the Chair 
4 is obligated to sa that %e and the Co-sslon are obli ated 
r to hear today 1 2 ~ ~ e m b e r s  of the House md  Senate. 8 f  the 
6 first 18 this morning, on1 three of the 18 testified within 
7 the five-mute frameworl 
8 I am obligated to say'to my friends in the Congress 
9 -- and I guess only a Member can say this -- five minutes is 

I O  five minutes and, whenever ou talk longer, we o later; and 
I I we are goin to do the very &t we can to slog t%rough 121 
1 2  Members. 8ut I would hope, In all falmess to evexybody 
13 involved, everyone would try to honor the five-minute agn. 
14 There is the green light, the red light, and the 
IS yellow li ht. The colors are red, yellow, green. There's a 
16 green lig&, a yellow light, and a red light. No one 
1 7  realizes more than a man who spent 42 years in elected public 
18 service how wonderful it is to hear one s own voice. 
19 
20 & ! ~ Z ; ~ ~ I O N E R  DAVIS: spare us. spare us. 
21 
22 &?dfi?~f!IONER COX: We are delighted -- and I say 
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I and communications networks. 
2 The fort has 68 research and development agreements 
3 with leadin edge academic institutions, including nearby 
4 Princeton, Autgen, New Jersey Institute of Technology, and 
5 Stevens Institute. It has ublic-private partnershi s with 
6 New J e m  leaders in C& technolo y, such as A ~ & T ,  Bell 
7 Labs, and !T&T, and is located in t i e  state that enjo s the 
8 highest concentration of scientists and engineers in t K e 
9 nation per capita. 

1 0  In terms of physical space, Fort Monmouth possesses 
1 I extensive, low-cost expansion capacity. The fort includes 
I2 more than 1,000 acres on the main post and Charles Wood area, 
13 and, because of previous BRAC decisions, has available more 
I* than 500,000 square feet of fully modernized, profess~onal 
I 5 work s ace. 
16 She fort has state-of-the-art facilities to support 
1 -  C41 mission, includin%,a.vanety of uni ue high-technology 
I x far~litirs, such as the lgital integrated Yab, the Myers 
l o  Center and, in particular, includes world-class laboratory 
2r - w e  and state-of-the-art infrastructure to house the 
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1 this on.the verge of hearing two of the most eloquent men in 
2 the Umted States Senate, so t h s  IS probably a temble tlme 
3 to make this speech, because I am so leased to see the great 
4 semor Senator from the great State o ? ~ e w  York, my fnend, 
5 Senator Pat Moynihan. 
6 SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Mr. Chairman, members of this 
7 h~qorable Commission, I will speak as the voice of 
8 d~slnterested science, pmclpally on behalf of the Rome 
9 Laboratories, and to say to you, in reat seriousness that I 

1 0  am formerly a member of the ~resicfent's Science ~ d v i s o r ~  
1 1  Committee, which President Eisenhower established to provide 
12 an Independent source of advice on weapons development. 
13 I m formerly vice chairman and member of the board 
14 of directors of the American Association for +e.Advance of 
15 Sc~ence and I am now chairman of the Comrmsslon on the 
16 Protection and Reduction of Government Secrecy, which was 
17 established by statute in the last Congress. 
18 I'll say two things. The work at Rome Labs, 
19 primarily in photonics, is now in its third generation. It 
20 IS science at its most fundamental. It concerns vhotonics. 

wands of. en ineers.and scientists who work there today, 
-he cutt~ng e%ge of informat~on technology. 

2 1  which I think can fairly be judged, at this point; as much.= 
22 you would know. What electronics has been to the 20th 
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: cenru%n 
photonics will be to the next century. 
Sunday, I gave the commencement address at Union 

3 College in Schenectady, its 200th anniversary. One of the 
4 hono-, who ot a medal, was the inventor, Class of '41, of 
5 1-r ;-  LASE^^, light amplification by st~mulated emssion 01 
6 radiation, 
7 l h s  work has been oing alon from roughly 
8 Schenectady, across the &hawk vafiey, to Rochester, the 
9 Kodak Labs, down to Comell, and back by way of Coming and 

10 +fred and Syracuse, It is not a warehouse. . T&s 1s not an 
1 1  h r  Force Base. This is an mtellectual act~vity in its 
12 third eneration and its moment of eak productivity. 
13 %o rip it out b the roots wou7d be a form of 
14 vandalism, and the K r  Force apparently is prepared to do 
15 that. I don't know what's happened to their sense of 
16 science. 
17 One of the problems is that what's oing on there 
I8 is classified, q d  i! ought not be. In 197f, the Pentagon 
19 set up a Comrmssion under Fredenck Sites, who was then 
20 chairman of the Rockefeller University, and Jack Rouena from 
21 MIT. Edward from California were on it. The recommended 
22 that all weapons development secrecy woufd be stopped at the 
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1 in its entirety, and I am sure that you will read every 
2 single word of the statement, even though ~t is 92 pages. 
3 (Laughter.) 
4 SENATOR D'AMATO: Let me say that, number one. I 
5 honestly believe that, Mr. Chairman, that what was done, for 
6 whatever reason, was that a decision was first made and 
7 formulated to close the Rome Lab, not on economics, not in 
8 terms of what work the were doing or weren't and that, once 
9 that decision w?s mad;. we had to find numbers to justify i t ,  

1 0  I don't th~nk there's any other case where the 
1 1  books were cooked more than m t h ~ s  particular case - -  
12 cooked. The numbers don't add up. 
13 I'm sim ly saying to this Commission, let's do the 
14 right thing. h a t  is the ri ht thng to do? You're going to 
I5 lose, as Senator ~ o ~ n i h a n % n a s  testified to, a real team. 
I6 Then we heal abou! npy, we have this new !fing that we're 
17 goin to get Into thls joint cross-service busmess, and i t  
18 just 80esn-t apply here. 
19 Let me say the Joint Cross-Service Re 
20 the Special Department of Defense BRAC %c@,"c?i:y 
21 supposedly of one the reasons for thls move --just cooked it 
22 up. Let's look at the record. There will be no cross- 

I1 
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I I science level, just stop it. It gets in your way, it slows 

2 you down. At best, no more than five years. 
3 ple at Rome have been athetic with 
4 r e s p e c ~ ? d " ~ I ~  people what they do. h e  don't dare even 
5 hint, for fear o?some.awful trans ression of rules which 
6 ought not to be there m the first pkace, but that is the 
7 case. 
8 The state of  hotonics is evidence of the work 
9 done. I tell you, %would be seriously, grievously set back 

10  if it's not continued in the research mode that has been 
I I stablishe& Thirty years ago, you began to hear about light 
12 m those clrcles, and now you begln to see the consequences. 
13 My distinguished colleague, Senator D'Amato, will 
14 continue in this matter. I have fnends on the other body 
15 who will speak about specific places. 
16 I would add a special word, though, for the Niagara 
17 base. It IS the only Air Force Reserve umt in the State of 
I8 New York. You dpped out two great.Air Force bases -- not 
19 you, but the last time around -- lnclud~ng the oldest 
20 military base in the United States, bu~lt to fight off the 
21 Bdish on the shores of Lake Champlain, and a stone barracks 
22 in 1818, standing there abandoned and forlorn. I'm hoplng. 

.- -0 - - - 
1 in some measure of equity, you might at least save N~agara 
2 and Rome. Thank ou very much. 
3 CHAIRMAN?DIXON: I thank mv erudite friend. the 
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I servicing because there is no Nav at Hanscom, there's no 
2 Army at Hanscom, there's none at onmouth, either. In fact, d 
3 the Army's Electronic Technological Device Lab, currently at 
4 Fort Monqouth is bein4 moved to Maryland. 
5 This is a dasco. It 5 a farce. And let me qot 
6 say here for the Comrmssion's benefit what I belleve has 
7 empowered it, because I think the Commission and its members 
8 have their own expertise and understands the body 
9 There's a time for polit~cs and there's a time E!ltic' 

10 doing what's ri ht. We were romised -- we bein the peo le 
1 I at Rome, the &ate of New cork -- that this la% woul& kepl 
12 open and, based u n that, we made very specific commitments. 
13 Millions ofiollars, both by the state and the 
14 private sector, have been poured in as it relates to a re-use 
I5 program; and I daresa there are very few others throughout 
16 this country that can Lmonstrate that. We took up Mr. 
17 Boatrighton his romise. We pointed that out to the 
18 C o m s s ~ o n  in t ie  past. 
19 I just ask this Commission to do the right thlng, 
20 because ~ t ' s  the nght thing to do. No savings here. Pure 
21 olitics. It's wronf. You don't s end the time that you do 
22 Rere because of po 1t1~a1 concernstut, rather, you do 11 

4 distinguished senior Senator from the great State of New ~ o r k  
5 for continuing to educate me and others, and we appreciate 
6 his contribut~on. 
7 We're delighted to see his distin uished friend and 
8 colleague, the reat Senator from the &ate of New York, the 
9 chairman of the tanking Committee, my old friend. Senator A1 

10 D'Amato. 
1 1  SENATOR D'AMATO: Mr. Chairman, it's good to be 
12 here. Let me first thank you and the Commission and really 
13 thank the Commission for the work that you do. I mean, 
14 havin 80 lus and then 100-plus Members come in is more 
I r  than, f &, anyone could possibly be asked to endure. It 
16 goes beyond public service. You could call ~t something 
17 else. 
18 Lau hter. 
19 Q E N i T o d  D'AMATO: So I'mgqing to attempt to do 
20 something that most people would say is impossible, and that 
21 is to kee within the time constra-ts. I'm goin to ask 
22 that my RII statement be entered into the recorfas if read 
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1 because ou're tryin to make a difference for this country 
2 and youKave touch Secisions to make. 
3 I feel confident, if you take a look at all the 
4 facts and really look at this carefully, based upon what the 
5 state has committed, what we have done, and what the facts 
6 are, this lab will be reserved. I thank the Comss ion .  
7 CHAIRMAN BIXON: We thank our fnend, the 
8 distinguished Senator from New York State and his 
9 distin uished collea ue. 

10 %e9re pleasefto have your Member from the House of 
I I Reuresentatives, Garv Ackerman. Congressman Ackerman. 

REPRESENTAT~~E ACKERMAN: Thkk ou very much, Mr. I f: Chairman, members of the Commission. fim testifyin, on 
14 behalf of ~ o r t  Totten, which is in Queens County on the-~ozh 
15 Shore. 
16 As I noted in my testimony last month, the current 
17 roposal regarding Fort Totten 1s to close the fort, except 
18 lor w enclave reserved for the head uarters of the 77th Army 
19 Reserve Command. Thar command wil '7 actually incrcasc :II  ~ h c  
20 end of this, fiscal year by 2,000 Reservists. 
2 1 The ~ncrease will also br~ng additional full-t~mc 
22 military personnel, which leaves us with the question 01 

I 
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COLA for a maximum additional payment of $270 a month. Even 
wlth this additional $270 in their pocket. that payment is 
unlikely to prov~de them the ability to find adequate housing 

I 1 at all and certainly not near the hl h ualit schools and 
shopplng and easy transportation &a&ort b t t e n  provides. 

c It  is unwise for the Arm to pay the Navy to 
- up rade Navy houslng !hen tie Army could spend .that $3 
I mifiion to upgrade houslng at Fort Totten and e m t  the 

t  ti nu at ion of residences which are close to tie expanding 
zrve facilit in a superior location. 

, Closinf Fort Totten would be also unwise from the 
ndpolnt o morale. Secreta Perry and the President have 

13 both committed to u holding g e  morale and the welfare of 
14 service members anttheir families. The combination of 
1s amenities and superior quality of life in the Ba side market 
16 make Fort Totten an attractive housin option for service 
I -  members and their families. In fact. t ie Citizens Committee 
18 of New York yted the B a  side area one of the to communities 
19 m whlch to ralse a chllwithin the Clt of York. 
20 The Fort Totten community, in tie Bay Terrace 
21 section of Bayside, IS nght on the Long Island Sound. It's 
22 on the water's edge. It's a little peninsula jutting out. 
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I concluded the same thn  , and did not put to close Fort 
2 Hamilton's mission on t%e final list. 
3 So now ou have 442 families who are going to look 
4 for a place, to ive. Remember one thing. The Department oi 
s the Army IS counting on legislation .assipg in order to do 
6 what needs to be done. Tbat ~ e ~ i s ~ a c o n  1s movmg thpigh 
7 the House thls week. It has yet to see the Senate. Will ~t 
8 be attached to a piece of legislation signed into law by the 
9 President? None of us b o w .  

10 So now we are omg to create a gap where 442 
I I members of our a r m 8  services are o b g  to be ut out on tho 
12 Brqoklyn econom , gettin a variab f e.housing Qlowance plus 
13 baslc pay for an 2 3 ,  whic% is app,roximately what is the 
14 predormnant makeup of Fort Hamlton, whch is about $600. 
15 I'm sending you attachments that ou should have 
16 before you show you that the avera e aJvertisement for 
I 7 housing ip and around the base is a k u t  $1,500. Where are 
18 these mlltary p e n o ~ e l  gomg to go on a housing allowance 
19 of $hM? 
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I here to house service members and their families. The 

ly's answer foolishly continues to be that Fort Totten be 
d and the Army pay $3.1 ,ri$llion tq the N a ~ y  to house 

( I l lEce  members and thelr famlles at Mltchell Fleld. 
5 Desplte the fact that the Army wlll pay the Navy 
6 53.1 million to upgrade their housing, the Army is guaranteed 
7 as  much as one cot for housmg, as the Navy w~l l  continue to 
s give the right of first refusal to Navy and Marine ersonnel. 
9 l k s  may force Army personnel to look for gousin 

1 0  on the open market, m arguably one of the most, if not tfe 
1 1  most, expensive markets m the country. I belleve the 
1 2  proposal is both unfair and unwise. 
13 The roposal IS unfalr.to service members, who 
14  would p r e L  to live m Bayslde, where easy access to malor 
15 transportation arteries places the entire tri-state area and 
16 its mlitary facilities well withln reach of the base. 
17 Closing Fort Totten would also deprive service members of the 
18 ability to enroll their children in two of New York's to 
19 rated school dlstncts, Numbers 25 and 26. It's also unfiir 
20 to force sewlce members and thew farmlies to search for 
21 housin in such an ex nsive market. 
12 k m y  personneG New York will receive a 6 percent 

. . - . - - - - . 
20 You have stated that their mission is valuable and, 
21 therefore, the fort must remain o en. You have stated, the 
22 Department of Defense has statetfthat they want private 
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I Before 1 get .into the meat and potatoes of my 
2 presentation, I d like to ust ask you to please, m your 
3 deliberations, note that &ere have been revised figures 
4 since last we met. The Arm 's original projections for 

savings were ap mximatel i7 .2 in annual savmgs and they 
6 have since concRded that tiey made a mistake and it's a 
7 little over $3 mllion. 
8 That being said, we don't disagree with the 
9 fundamental concept that the Department of Defense is trying 

10 to put forth, particularly in light of the fact that, cornin 
I I from New York city, we have developen that we've &ed to 
12 who have indicated that they would be interested and willing 
13 to work yith the community to come into Brooklyn, revitalize 
14 the housmg, and lea.se.it out back to the military. 
15 However, there is gomg to be a gap if t h s  
16 commission accepts the Army's recommendations between when 
17 that is legitimately possible and the military families can, 
I8 in fact, move into suitable housing. 
19 The Army, as ou know, has recommended to divest 
20 itself of 442 umts at s o r t  Hamlton. At the same time, the 
21 Army has concluded that those military missions at Fort 
22 Hamlton are necessary and, gratefully, this committee 

I I I 
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! It overlooks the Long Island Sound. it overlooks New York 
2 Harbor. I t  looks straight throu h the Whitestone and four 
? different brid es it is one of tle most prime pieces of 
1 real estate in &ekntire northeast region. and it would be 
i foolhardy for the Army to give this up. 
L. In short, Fort Totten should remain open because of 
- the continuing military housing needs in New York, the high 
r cost of houslng in the New York area, and because it will 
c Improve the morale and welfare of service members and their 

I ( &  famillas, and I urge the Commission to remove Fort Totten 
I i from the llst of facilities to be closed. The savings, if 
1: any, certainly are not worth it. 
13 CHAIRh4AN DEON: We thank Congressman Gary Aclerman 
1 4  for those very enlightening and fine remarks. 
I c We're, delighted to SF &s distinguished colleague. 
16 Representative Susan Molman. 
1 - REPRESENTATIVE MOLINARI: Thank you and good 

the comments that have 
Con rsssman Ackenn,  and talk 
whi& is basically going through 
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1 developers to come over and they want you to make that 
2 decision now, not knowing when legislative1 that is omg tc 
3 be capable. So we're going to create a gap &r a memkr of 
4 our armed services to try and live on $600 in an economy that 
5 demands $1,500 for affordable housing, and that's not luxuq 
6 housing. 
7 Let me su gest to ou, Chairman -- and I will 
8 conclude with t&s -- andlmembers of the Commigsipn, 442 
9 housing units,does not need Base Closure Comrmssion 

1 0  recommendations. 
I I You can recommend that these housing units stay in 
12 the De artment of the Army and, at any point in time that is 
13 below tAe threshold the De artment of the Army can ne otiate 
14 with developers in the d w  York Cit area when t%e 
15 legislation is passed, when it's signdinto law and when 
16 there can be an orderly transition for our members of the 
17 armed servlces to roceed out and back in. 
18 We can do h t .  We cannot do that in the amount of 
19 time that w111 be allowed jf you vote to close us down on 442 
20 housln umts that leg~slation allows to be rented back out 
21 to dev80pers. 
22 We are going to supply you, as I said, with the 
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I fine contribution. May I observe, I hope that you and my 
2 friend, Senator D'Amato, and others that are referencing 
3 printed matenal and other mformat~on, be sure to glve ~t to 
4 our staff. Thank y v e x  much. 
5 We're delig ted to ave your colleague and friend, 
6 Representative Sherwood Boehlert here. Congressman Boehlert. 
7 REPRESENTATIVE BOEHLERT: Mr. Chairman and members 
P of the Commission, thank you for the opportunity to testify 
9 once a ain on behalf of Rome Laboratory.. 

I O  'foday, I want to focus on just two rssues that have 
1 1  arisen since our New York City hearing last month -- the 
12 revised Air Jorce cost estimates and state funding of the re- 
13 use plan for Griffiss Air Force Base. 
14 I'm.afraid my discussion ofthe latest Air Force 
15 figures wlll sound painfully faml~ar.  That's because the 
16 Alr Force continues to overestimate the annual savings from 
17 relocatin Rome Lab while underestimating the cost. Indeed, 
I8 the Alr eorce has done exactly what we redlcted m our New 
19 York testimony -- come back with slightb more.realistic cost 
20 estimates whlle further distorting the savmgs estimates. 
2 I The May estimate is just a new ruse to obscure one 
22 central fact: relocating Rome Lab will cost money, lots of 
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I BRAC criteria. The events of the ast sir weeks have %one 
2 nothlng but strengthen our case. &sing Rome Lab will cosl 
3 money and damage a vital military asset. I t  will be 
4 excessively costly and totall disruptive of critically 
5 ~mportant research and deveyopment. I urge you to remove 
6 Rome Lab from the list; and I think you for your  our-tesy. 
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank ou Con ress~~lan B~)chlcn 
8 We're delighted to see our Licnd. t lk  ' 

9 distinguished member of the hew York House de1eganon. 
1 0  Representative Jack Qu~nn, here. 
I I REPRESENTATIVE Q U I N N .  Thank you. Mr Cha~r~nsn .  and 
12 good mornlng, Comrmss~oners. 
13 As you may know, this is my second appearance 
14 before the Commission, as well, as 1 join other ~olleagues 
15 here and, sin? we last testified in New York Clt , for the 
I6 U.S.S. Intrepid, new news has surface that the Idigara ~ a l l s  
17 Air Force Base,has been added to the list so, this mornmg, I 
18 would bnefly llke to talk to the Commission about the 
19 N~agara Falls A~r,Force Base, as well as REDCAP In the 
20 Calspan Corporat~on in Buffalo. 
2 I For the record, just once, REDCAP, as you know, we 
22 all do, is the Realtime Dlgltally Controlled Analyzer 
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I estimate of total square footage at Rome 1s oft' by almost an 
2 order of magnitude. The Air Force 177,000 square feet at a 
3 facility tha site surveys has over 1.3 million square feet 
4 of space. 
5 These kin?s of glaring, obvious, demonstrable 
6 errors hardly bulld confidence 9 the A1r Force's 
7 calculation, and these are not mnor mstakes. If we correct 
8 just these errors m maintenance case and square footage, 
9 and accept absolutely eve other h r  Force assumption, the 

10 ryback period lor shutting %wn Rome Lab jumps to 16 yearn. 
I 1 $hat's rlght -- 16 years. 
12 Let me remind you, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, 
13 that the Air Force itself has said that base closures a r e ~ o t  
14 economical if the payback period oes into double diglts. 
I5 Indeed, My. Boatright and C e n e ~ l  Beme reiterated that point 
16 in a meetlng with representatives of the Rome cornmunit on 
17 June In ,  and no BRAC Commission has closed an Air &rce 
18 faclllty with a payback of more than el ht years. 
19 Of course, maintenance costs anfY1uare footage are 
20 not the only problems with the Air Force s latest estimates. 
21 The Air Force now says Rome's support manpower levels will be 
22 cut by 93 positions, almost double the figure in the February 

2 1 
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I estimate. What has happened slnce February to ,just~ty th~s  
2 conclusion'? The Air Force has provided no credible answcr h~ 
3 that question. 
4 I wlll subrmt, for the record, our enumeratlc)n ot 
5 t h a ~  other f a u l a  a:sumplonr m the Air Forcc's I.tcst COBRA 
6 estimates, an it s voluminous. When all of them are taken 
7 into,account, i t  turns out that the payback enod for 
8 closing Rome Labratory is In excgss of l&l years, lust as 
9 the Alr Force ~tself had concluded m October of last year. 

10 The Air Force's pro osal to dismember Rome 
I I Laboratory contrasts starkPy with the community's effort to 
12 strengthen it, so let me now turn to the Griffiss reuse plan 
13 in which the Commission has shown so much interest,. 
14 Commissioners have repeatedly asked us for evldence 
1.5 that the commitment for the reuse plan is real. New York 
16 State just concluded its budget process and the new bud et 
17 co?t+ues to make good New York State's commitment of $ l f  
18 mllllon to the New York State Technology Enterpnse 
19 Corporation 
20 In shok, the decision to take Rome Lab off the 
21 closure list should be an easy one. In New York, we've 
22 demonstrated that the relocation of Rome meets none of the 

(r 
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I name  of the building construction industy we've been 
2 w o r b g  with m New York to show ou, m good falth, we're 
3 willh to proceed on.this. In fact, t i e  community thlnks it 
4 woulcfbenefit by havln rivate developers take over the 
5 housin , revamp it, an$ {ase it back.to the Amy. 
6 gut what we pre creatipg is.a dlsaster in the 
7 making for our mllta famlles ~f the Base Closure 
8 Comrmssion votes to ab it before we are ready to proceed on 
9 that course, from both a legislative standpoint where we're 

l o  allowed to do it and negptrations with the developers. 
1 1  Last line, 1'11 say ~t a am: thls does not need 9 12 base closure actlon. It's be ow the threshold. So nothing 
13 stands to be gamed except for another lrne under the 
14 Department of the & m y  to py  "closure" and, in $e best 
15 mterests of our mlltary famlles, we can accompl~sh the 
16 same urpose with an orderly transition if you vote to remove 
17 Fort Ifamillon from the r e a l l p e n t  list. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, 
19 Representative Molinari. 
20 REPRESENTATIVE MOLINARI: Thank you, Chairman 
21 Dixon. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're indebted to you for that 
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1 it, not save any. As you well know, the Army has costed oul 
2 the relocation of Rome Laboratory on several occasions, wlth 
3 wildly different results. In the latest figures, as in 

the rojected annual +vlng IS the fatal flaw. 4 F e b w a .  . g 
5 e h r  orce now malntams lt would save almost 
6 $13 million a year by moving Rome Lab. The actual fi ure IS 

7 closer to $1 million a year, resulting in an irnpossi%ly long 
8 pa back period. Remember, these are not net savin s but, 
9 raier ,  savings that must be used to offset the cost of 

10 moving, costs in excess of $100 million. S ending $100 
1 1  million up front, to save an est.imate ~ 1 n j l E o n  per year -- 
12 not a very prudent or wlse busmess dec~slon. 
13 How could this discrepancy occur? First, the Air 
14 Force chose to rossly overestimate the cost of real property 
15 mamtenance at Rome. For the Air Fqrce's figures to be 
16 accurate, Rome would have to be payln $45 er square foot 
17 for maintenance while comparable Air force gcilitles pay 
I8 only 60 cents per square foot. 
19 Here's another problem. Even though the test sites 
20 at Rome must remain in operation, the Air Force assumes that 

last s uare foot of space at Rome will be shut down and :: gzzba l le8  That's not going to happen. And the Air Force 
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1 the only .C-130 unit activated for Operation Deseft Storm.. No 
2 other h r  Force Reserve C-130 unit has recelved a h~gher 
3 rankin during the last nine ears. 
4 % addibon, closure o&he base will not achieve 
5 any significant savings over any other C-130 Reserve base 
6 current1 under study. 
7 d. Chairman I would now like to turn m comments 
8 toward the REDCAP facdrty. It's apparent that {believe. 
9 and others, that ~ t ' s  m the best Interest of the country to 

10 keepthe REDCAP in Buffalo. I think, when we last discussed 
I I thls Issue in New York, many of us agreed that we weren't 
12 even certain how and why REDCAP got on the list in the first 
13 place. 
14 This facility is bein currently being full 
I. utilized. Any move slmpfy would change the &cation of the 
16  work. without rovidin any consolidation or savings. In 
1 - fact. costs wourd proba%ly increase. 

The Calspan Corporation, which has o erated the 
I 1 0  -KAP facility . is a rivate company that Ras operated i t  

lver 30 years. It's guilt up a uni ue body of knowledge 
:*nables the facility to rovide hi% value to their test 
21 . torners at a very, very Pow cost. having the facility. 
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I Processing Facility. Thank goodness for abbreviations like 
' '3CAP. 

I Although I do not envy the task that ou have here 
I 96,.  listening to all of these Members, all the 
! 5 estimon that you've already heard over these past months 

n and mill Kear in these next few weeks, 1 have to tell you 
- tha t .  as a proponent of both deficit and wasteful government 
x xpentl~ng reduction as well as a strong natlonal defense. I 
' 1  ccmmend all of you for your efforts. 

( ( I  I'd also like to take a minuteJust to thank 
i I I General Davis for his visit to Western New York some weeks 
112 ago at the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station last month. The 
1 3  entire commun~ty remalns grateful for your vlsrt to see. 
1 4  firsthand, the activities there. 
I ( I'm here also as a representative, of course, of 
1 6  constituents in my district, the 30th District of New York, 
1 7  Buffalo and Western New York. Even though the Niagara Falls 
18 Air Force Base isn't located in my district, I think we all 
19 understand and we're aware that congress~onal boundaries 
20 isn't where these kinds of th~ngs begln and end. 
2 I Indeed, I've talked wlth several representatives, 
22 also constituents in Buffalo and Western New York, about the 

, 
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1 considerin that. If the Air Force wants to do this, the A r  
2 Force can %o it on their own, although the would get 
3 ~onsjderabIe,objecti?n. The couldn't perform the type of 
4 lo-fll ht testmg that it woudbe  necessary to accomphsh 
s for a$raction of the cost that these simulated tests can do. 
6 Take this off the ~ossible closing list. It 
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I therefore, would destro a valuable asset that the taxpayers 
2 of t h ~ s  country have buit over many years. 
3 In addition, something that we're talking about in 
4 the Congress now, and we have for some time, as many of you 
5 are aware, this move at this facility for REDCAP would simply 
6 take jobs that are out of the private sector and move them 
7 into the overnment sector. At this time, with shmk@g 
R budgets,,? think most, of us are tryrng to do the opposite. 
Q Flnally, we belleve as I sald, ,m New York, and 

1 0  others have agreed, that  EDC CAP simp1 doesn't meet the E 1 1  criteria for consideration under the BRA process. It has 
1 2  far less than the required 300 employees and it's not even a 
13 base, in the first lace. It's providing a significant 
14 service, as is eviienced by its bgh utilization.  he facts 
IS show that New York has been hit hard. We know that fmm the 
16 other testimony. 
17 I appreciate your time this momin and the time in 
18 the past, and wish ou all well in your &liberations. 
19 CHAIRMAN 6lXON: thank ou very much, Congressma 
20 Quinn. We a reciate those very gelpful remarks. 
2 1 We're &yighted to have a distinguished Member of 
22 your House delegation, my old friend, Representative John 

7 doesn't belong there. 
1 8  Now. wlth res~ect to Niaeara Falls. Chairman Dixon I 
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I importance of this, and I also want to take a minute ri %t 
2 now, if I can, to congratulate my colleague, John ~ a g ~ c e ,  a 
3 member of the other party. I th!nk we're pointing up now, 
4 we're different partles, but thls lssue 1s one that's 
5 bipartisan in nature and importance. I congratulate John for 
6 the great effort he's put together on behalf of the Niagara 
7 Falls Air Force Base. 
8 It's also my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that the 
0 haye has the sup ort of the Defense Department, the Alr 

9 and each and every ~&nmissioner;when yo" think. of Niagara 
1 0  Falls, don't even think of the A r  Reserve Station. Just 
1 1  thlnk of the honeymoon ca ltal of the world and where you 
12 should eo for vour second &onevmoon. 
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1 LaFalce, here. 
2 REPRESENTATIVE LaFALCE: Chairman Dixon and members 
3 of the Commission, it's a pleasure to a pear before you 
4 a a h .  Tlus is my third appearance b e k  either General . 
5 &vis or the Comrmssron. 
6 I a pear before you toda with respect to both the 
7 Niagara &US Air Force Base a n d k ~ C A P ,  joining fo- with 
8 Con ressman Jack Quinn in whose district REDCAP resides. A 
9 brief word about that, first. 

I 1 '  .c. sf cnune 81. entire congressional delegation from NEW 
General Maclntosh. the Chief of the Air Force Reservc. i 1-1. has indicated the Air Force's strong support. also. 

1 I I r the retention of the base. 
11.1 The Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station and the 9 14th 

I I I Win are va!uable, cgmbat-proven assets to the Air 
16 Force. The 514th Alr Llft Wlng has operated both 
I -  Independently and in conjunction with active forces in 
1 8  Somalia, Bosnia, and Halti. Any action to close this station 
1 9  will sacrifice the cohesion of a unit that has been battle- 
20 tested and recognized for the performance by the Department 
21 of Defense. 
22 We also know, as Mr. LaFalce will point out, it's 

( L u  htdr.) 13 
14 CHAfRMAN DIXON: Don't let my wife hear that, John. 
IS REPRESENTATIVE LaFALCE: Because, when you go on a 
16 honeymoon in Niagara Falls, you have a virtual perfect 
I 7 mamage, the type of perfect mamage that has exls t4 
18 between the Air Force and the Niagara Falls commuxllt s h  
19 the Niagara Falls community has e n  host to the 9 1 4 6 ~ i r  
20 Lift Wlng. Don't mess around wlth thlsperfect mamage. 
2 I Now, why 1s it such a perfect marriage? Because 
22 you have this union of Aii Force wants and desues and needs, 

1 0  REDCAP has been operated by either Calspan or its 
1 I redecessor, Cornell Aeronautical Labs, for over 30 years. 1 
12 h o w  a bit about this because, in m pnor incarnation as an 
1 3  attorney, my law firm represented tge employees at Calspan. 
I 4 They're.some of the most brilliant Ph.D. s in the world. I 
15 don t th~nk you'l1,find a finer roup. 
16 It's inconce~vable to me &at this.r~ommen&tion 
17 would be before this Comrmssion. T h ~ s  is not a base 
1 8  realignment or closing. This is not a government employee 
19 group. These are some of the best civilian Ph.D.s in tpe 
20 world, doing work under pnvate contract with the U~llted 
21 States Government that cannot be done by an other group. 
22 It shouldn't be before you. YOU shoulb't be 
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1 and community wants, desires, and needs. 
2 Let me talk about the Air Force desires and needs. 
3 What does the Air Force desire? They desire to have the ver y 
4 best C-130 outfit in the world continue. And you know what. 
5 According to last year's OR1 -- overall readiness inspection 
6 -- we received an excellent rating, and there !s no unit in 
7 the Umted States that's received a higher ratlng in the past 
8 m e  years. 
9 For the past five years, we've done it. We've done 

10 it with outstanding excellence. We did it in Operation 
11 Desert Shield and Desert Storm. We did it in Bosn~a. We did 
12 it in Somalia.. We did it in Turkey and Iraq, et cetera. We 
13 want to contmue doing it. 
14 Now, the Air Force also needs us. I don't just 
15 assert that. I can cite data which prove it, letters that 
16 prove it. 
17 First of all, when they made a recommendation 
18 earlier this year, they recommended that Pittsbur h be 
19 closed, and they did this on the assumption that ehicago 
20 O'Hare was golng to be closed -- not closed, but relocated, 
21 not closed, because the '93 BRAC commission said, "Well, 
22 Chicago O'Hare should be relocated to Rockport at the City of 
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1 drive of the other whereas, at Niagara Falls, if you were to 
2 close the 914th you'd lost the Reservists, because it's at 
3 least a four-to-five-hour drive to the next closest base. 
4 That's why the Air Force wants and needs our 914th 
5 so much and we want and n d  it, I think more than any other 
6 unit. dow, how do you know that? How do you quantify 
7 communit support? 
8 wellBou can quantify community need b lookin at 
9 the data, an the revised data show that our job loss woufd 

l o  be 1.1 percent, Youngstown's .5.percent, three of the others 
1 1  .1 percent, and Chicago O'Hare 1s .O percent. 
12 Now, what does that mean? That means that our need 
13 and, therefore, our community support, is more than twice as 
14 e t  as Youngstoyn, 11 times greater than P~ttsburgh or 
15 &meapolis or Milwaukee and, Chairman D~xon, ~nfin~tely 
16 greater than Chicago's, which has a .O job loss. 
17 Again, when you have such a unlon, a mamage, 
18 between Air Force wants and needs and community wants and 
19 needs, you do not put that mamage asunder. Aga~n, come to 
20 Nia ara Falls for your second honeymoon. Thank you very 
21 muc . 
22 

% 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very m u c h ,  Congressman 
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1 LaFalce. We thank the great New York State delegation. Tfc 
2 Chair observes that, out of seven there, five were able to do 
3 it in five minutes. The quality of presentations is 
4 substantially improving in length and the Chair ur es other 
5 dele attons to emulate the great State of New  or& Let the 
6 word go forth to the Con ress and the world that five of 
7 their seven did it in the f k e  minutes. 
8 There is out there some delegation desperately 
9 wanting to please the Cham by having 100 ercent of their 

1 0  delegalion make their presentation w~thln tie magic time of 
1 I five rmnutes. 
12 The State of New York is concluded. 
13 COMMISSIONER COX residing : We are now mos 
14 leased and honored to have wit us the istinguished '1: d 
15 Rinority Whip, on behalf of the State of Mich~gan. 
16 REPRESENTATIVE BONIOR: Thank you. Madam Chu11.1nan 
17 and Commissioners. I want to thank you for the opportun~ty 
18 to speak with you this morning about the Army amson at 
19 Selfridge Air National Guard Bane, and for your harcfwork and 
20 your atience durin this process. 
21 Pn particular, 7 want to think Commissioner Steele 
22 for taking the time last April to come to Selfridge and hear 

(V 
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I The reason they work so well to ether is because 
2 they've made a specla1 effort at selfridge to make military 
3 life compatible with family life. We do so because, as 
4 Secretar of Defense Perry inted out in a qtate.ment on the 
I 8th of Iday, we recognize tl!?t!he key to malntalning 
6 readiness and the ke to retainmg good quality soldiers is 
7 to provide good quajity housiq, because we recognize that 
8 most soldiers today have famil~es and they have to come to 
9 expect more than just a bunk. They have to expect a home. 

1 0  694 milita families, 78 unaccompanied service 
I I members who c z  Selfridge home share family housipg, 
1 2  educat~on, counseling services, and recreational fac~l~t~es.  
13 By closing the Arm garrison we will, in effect, be evicting 
I4 nearly all of those f&~dies and dismantlin the very 
15 structure that promotes the quality of life ha t  Secretary 
16 Perry sad was so important. 
17 Here is the worst part: closing this facility 
18 won'l save the tax ayers a dime, because we believe the Army 
19 hsed its C O B R ~  model. on erroneous calculations and 
20 Incorrect ~nformation. When the Army pre ared its COBRA 
2 1  model, i t  only took ~nto account the cost o prov~d~ng the 
22 substitute housing f o r  Army personnel. 

P 
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1 Chicago's expense. But the City of Chicago couldn't afford 
2 that. 
3 When they recommended Pittsburgh, they said 
4 "because Pittsburgt is so close to Youn stown that we won't 
5 lost tha Reservists. Now, on Friday, tiey sent the 
6 C o ~ s s i o n  a new letter saymg: 
7 It's imperative that we only close one C-130. We 
8 cannot close two and, if it's going to be one, we now want to 
9 revise our opinion and recommend Chicago O'Hare, because the 

10 City of Chcago, as testified in the Chlcago hearin , doesn't 
1 1  want it there. They need that space for commercig 
12 expansion. And so we now recommend that BRAC close it at 
13 BRAC expense for the Air Reserve and let the City of Chica o 
14 hqdle  the expense of relocating the Air National ~ u a r i .  
I5 whlch they can afford. 
16 But, underlying.either their Pittsburgh or their 
17 O'Hare recommendat~on is that, if they closed e~ther of 
18 those, they would not be losing the most important ingredient 
19 that any --litary h e  -- its people, its personnel -- because 
20 the Reserv~sts at P~ttsburgh could go to Youngstoyn, or vice 
21 versa, and the Reserv~sts at O'Hare could go to Milwaukee or 
22 vice versa, because each is within approximately a one-hour 

- - 
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I our concenls firsthand, as well as the Chairman for all the 
2 courtesies that he has extended me. 
3 I want to echo, t h ~ s  mompg, some of the comments 
4 made last night by my d~stingu~shed collea ues, Senators 
5 Levin and Abraham. We in Michigan, as you &no\-,.,, are very 
6 very proud of our Selfridge Air National Guard base and prouh 
7 of the role it continues to play in the defense of our 
8 count 
9 XB much as we all recognize the need to downsize 

10 the military, we believe that closing the Army arrison at 
I I Selfridge /s a bad idea, for two reasons: fi..,, %ecause it 
12 would seriously undermine the morale and quality of life of 
13 the military families who serve at Selfrid e and, second, 
I4 that it would do so needlessly, because cksin the Army 
15 gnmson wouldn't save the taxpayers or the D%D a dlme - 

16 Now, to understand why, you have to understitnd one 
17 thlng. Selfridge is the premier joint ,military base In thr 
18 country and a pertect model of the kind of base t h ~ s  
19 Commission is working so hard to promote A1 Selfndgc. w r  
20 have the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, the Marines, the 
2 1  Coast Guard, the Nat~onal Guard, both act~ve duty and 
22 Reserve, and they're all worklng together as a team. 
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I w~th the additional houslng money. and that will all but wipe 
2 ortt the cost savings projected by the Army. 
3 Keep in mind, this isn't a run-down facility that 

we're talklng about. If we close the Army garrison at 
5 Selfridge, we will be shutting down a state-of-the-art 

Mr.  Chairman, Madam Chairman,  and members of the ! 1 know you have a difficult decision to make, and it 
8 seems to me that if we truly want to im rove the qualrty of 
a life for miligry families, as Secretary Berry has said time 

-1 time a am, we should be providrng more of what is 
, ~ g r e d  at Eelfridge, not less. 

I would urge that, before you make a decision that 
13 will significant1 affect the lives of over 1 800 men, women, 
I4 and children at &lfndge, you recons~der the Army's 
15 recommendations because, if you do, I am convinced that yo1 
16 will reach the same conclusions we have -- that the Arm 
I7 gamson at Selfridge should be removed from the base c&sun 
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I thank you for your time and your courtesies this 
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, The problem is, less.than half of the families a n k  

cP rds. as Commissioner Cornella pointe out at a hearing 
litary personnel at Selfndge are Army ersomel. In other 

en weeks a o, it appears as though the Army's projected 
F v i n  s at selt%dge come on1 as a result of maklng housing 

6 some%ody else's roblem, anti that's just lain wrong. 
7 The Army $ an agreement with otter branches at 

9 other branches were even consulted about this move. 
8 Selfridge. They can't just up and leave. Yet, none of the 

1 0  What's more, the Army also assumed that families at 
1 I Selfridge could find affordable housing elsewhere but this, 
12 too, isn't supported by the facts. Nearly 85 percent of the 
13 families affect@ by this closure are enlisted ersonnel -- 
I4 and llsten to thrs -- with a monthly housing ilowance 
I5 ranging from $427 a,month to $740 a month. 
16 A recent study in the area around the base showed 
17 an insufficient number of houses available for rent, at an 
I8 average cost of $736 a month. Not only is there not enough 
1 9  housing available, there's no way these families could afford 
20 to pay even if they could find housing. Unless you want the 
2 1  men and women who defend our country being forced to live in 
22 scedy mntels, the other branches are gning to have to come up 

Thank you very much  for that 
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I the long-term costs associated with maintaining and o erating 

3 clear cut as once believed. 
! 2 these squadrons at Oceana. The case for Oceana may not e as 

4 First, the integrity of the BRAC rocess. Madam 
5 Chairman, less than 18 months aRer the '9f BRAC Commission 
6 rendered its decision to designate Cherry Point as the prime 
7 o erating base for the Hornets, DOD had developed a lan to 

9 must sense that millions of dollars w e n  spent in 
a 8 c&n e the decision to Oceana However, Cherry Pornt ma e so 

1 0  preparation. 
I I At the recommendation by Secretary Perry that the 
1 2  F-18s be sent to Oceana, I immediately questioned the 
1 3  reversal, since the previous B W C  anel had conducted 
1 4  extenswe stud~es on both b ~ e s  m t fe  areas of mlitary 
I S  value, cost savlngs, and environment impact. 
16 In addition to the basic criteria, Cherry Point was 
17 also cited, by the '93 BRAC, as an excellent location to 
18 conduct joint use trainjng. It should be especially noted 
19 that oint use trarmn is not possible at Oceana. Our staff 
20 has dnefed your sta# on the detailed background on the 
21 departure from the '93 recommendation. 
22 Now, the issue of farrness. Eastern North Carolina 
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I and the Cherry Point area are well-known for their flig%t 
2 training and ground target areas. The Marine Corps, the U.S. 
3 Air Force, and Navy planes regularly make use of t hee  a r m  
4 which also means that we recerve the noise and ollution 
5 assocjated with these lanes. The poise and polbtion will 
6 only lncreayrf the p&es in question o rate from Oceana. 
7 Our citrrens are well aware of botpthe pros and 
a cons connected with the arrival of jet squadrons, but the 
9 environmental cost of these lanes in the air, without the 

1 0  economic benefit of having &em stationed on the ground, 
I I would become a burden our citizens will not want to bear, nor 
12 should our citizens bear such a burden, without the benefits. 
13 Finally, some comments on costs. I was very 
1 4  leased that your staff recently visrted Cherry Polnt Air 
Is gtation. The main point I yould like to make is $at a 
16 second look at the whole picture at Oceana will rarse serious 
17 questions regarding the wisdom of the move. 
18 Aerial photos of both Oc.eana and .Cherry Point 
1 9  clearly show the tremendous difference m the safety factor 
2 0  due to crowding around Oceana. The presentation we made to 
2 1  you at the ublic hearin in Baltimore on May 4th cited a 
22 difference getween the f993 and 1995 cost estimates of $385 

L I I 
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I Now, we'll move on to the great State of North 
2 Caro l~na ,  and we're pleased to see Congressman Walter Jones 
3 REPRESENTATWE JONES: Thank you. Madam Chairman. 
4 Commissioners. I am Walter Jones, J r . ,  Congressman from the 
5 Third District of Eastern North Carolina, home for Camp 
6 LeJeune, Cherry Point Marine Air Station, and the 2nd Marine 
? Air Wing. Thank you for taking time to hear my testimony. 
8 At lssue is the final dispos~tion of the 10 
9 squadrons F-18 Hornets from Cecil Field, Florida which were 

10 directed by the '93 BRAC Commission to Cherry Point Marine 
I I Air Station. I am here to express three simple ideas: 
12 First, I will ask ou to consider, in the context 
I3 of the integrity of the ~ R A c  process, why the '93 BRAC 
I4 Commission's recommendation to use Cherry Point was reversed 
I5 by the Department of Defense. 
16 Secondly, I would like to talk about the simple 
17 matter of fairness. Many or all of the airplanes in 
18 auest~on, if stationed at Oceana, will operate in the air 

ve Eastern North Carolina, which means we would receive 
air and noise pollution without receiving the benefit 
ected with the presence of those planes on the round. 
Finally, I would ask you to take a second loo[ at 
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I million. I, have et to hear.a satisfactory.answer for w y % 
2 there 1s this neaJy half-a-brlllon dollar drscrepancy. The 
3 bottom line is that there is more to the costs at Oceans than 
4 meets the eye. 
5 Madam Chairman, @ conclusion, I think we all know 
6 that any issue can be seen m drfferent ways by drfferent 
7 people,.but 1 believe that whatever trme you spend on this 
8 issue will bnn to you and to our country a more secure 
9 position for a ~ f  

10 The civilians and milita personnel who represent 
I I Cherry Point are ready and abx  to take on the future, 
12 whatever it may bring. We 'ust want to be treated farrly, 
13 based u on the facts which dave been made available to us. 
I4 Please 10 not forget us I. the shuffle and please do not 
15 forget the integrit of the BRAC process rtself. 
16 Thank you &r hearing me today. 
17 CHAIRMAN DJXON: Thank you very much, Congressman, 
I8 for those excellent remarks. 
19 We're now leased to move on to the great State of 
20 North Dakota, an$ hope to have Senator Kent Conrad slan. 
2 1  Thank you, sir. 
22 SENATOR CONRAD: Thank you very much. 1 especially 
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I single integrated operational Ian force deploy,ments to 
2 Europe Southwest Asia, anzthe Pacific, area. 
3 ' jqu know, in real estate -- Co-ssioner Kling, you 
4 know h s  well -- they always sa locahon, location, 
I location. That is Grand Forks. b e  have got the location. 
6 No other base has got it. That is why you ought to keep 
7 Grand Forks. 
8 First and foremost, Grand Forks supports our 
9 nuclear deterrent as a part of the sm le Integrated 

10 operational plan. Tankers at Grand For 'i; s have quick response 
1 1  time, maximum range - maximum range - and a secure position 
12 from which to operate. Other bases being considered simply 
13 don't meet those tests. 
14 Grand Forks is also perfectly suited to sup ort a 
15 variety of conventional contingencies. Tankers h m  Grand 
16 Forks can reach Euro e or Asla faster than tankers from any 
I7 other base. That is w i  General Rulherford ?id in a 1qtter 
18 to you, .Keep Grand d r k s .  ' Location, locat~on, location. 
19 Strategic location i s  one of the reasons Grand Forks was the 
20 busiest tanker base m the Alr Mobllity Command last ear. 
21 General Tonoso in Chica o, you may recall, saiBto 
22 you, *Importance of Grand FO%S as a war fighting base is 
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I formerly housin tankers. I t  established o erat~onal 
2 efficiiencies and &ng-term stabilit for tanfers charged w ~ t h  
1 maintaining global reach. a worl&ide presence b a d  
4 increasing1 on domestic military b+in 1 considerations. 
5 Grand ~ o r l s  was chosen because of Inkastructure. location. 
6 and capacit There 1s not another base that offers thosc y'  . . 7 three consi eratlons as an alternative. 
8 Your decis~on to add the Grand Forks flylng misslon 
9 to the base closure list for review has iven our commanders 

10 an opportunity to show you exactly wgy they made the 
I I decis~ons that they did, and they have been rather emphatic 
12 m thelr demonstration to you. 
13 Chief of Staff Fogleman spoke to both the readiness 
14 and the facilities issue when he, in his correspondence to 
I5 ou, noted why they established a core mission at Grand 
I6 borks. He cited national military strategy, including the 
17 two major regional conflict issue, strategic nuclear 
18 deterrence, as well as eacetime operations. He noted, the 
I P  base's capacity, its mRastruerure, and the lmpo++nce in 
20 terms of readlness for the mlltary personnel which have been 
21 relocated and shuffled about throu hout this closure penod. 
22 Admiral Chiles, taking a sli&tly different 
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1 want to thank the commissioners who came to North Dakota, 
2 Commissioner Cox, Commissioner Kling, Commissioner Steele 
3 We deep1 ap reciate that ou would take the !imc to come and 
4 see, firs&&, the base tiat we are defending here today. 
5 Here is what our top military leaders have told us. 
6 The Secretary of Defense, Josh Gotbaum, who is Assistant 

who is $ charge of the base closure process, he : :%:%I quote, Although complete closure may appear 
9 attractive from a cost savings perspective, it does not take 

l o  account of the preeminent milltary factors co?sidered by the 
I I department in ~ t s  reali ment considerations. 
12 Air Force ~hief%f Staff, General Fpgleman, said, 
13 "I can not overstate my support for retention of a core 
14 refueling wifrg at Grand Forks." Admiral Hank Chiles, head of 
15 the Strategic Command, sad,  and I quote, "U.S. Strategic 
16 Command views retention of a core tanker wing at Grand Forks 
17 as an im rtant e1em:nt in support of our nation's strategic 
18 determ!%pability. 
19 And most recently, General Rutherford, head of the 
20 Trans rtation Coqmand, has said, and I uots, ':Grand Forks 
21 Air G c e  Base wlth its str~tegic centA locatlon and 
22 extensive infrastructure 1s ideally suited to support the 
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I Dakota. 1 have enjoyed bwomng ersonally acquainted w ~ t h  
2 ou in the course of your visits ancfbelieve that ou are 
3 %ringing terrific talent and dedication to the difLult 
4 judgments before you. 
5 I used to practice law in a small town, and as 1 
6 would approach a case would try and fi ure out what are the 
7 key issues relevant to the determinationkfore you Here 
8 the key ~ssue s whether or not the Grand Forks tanker 
9 mission ought to be added to the b q  closure list. 

1 0  The key burden of proof attachmg to that 
I I determination is whether or not the Department of Defense 
12 substantially deviated from the base closure criteria in not 
13 having it on their recommended closure list. The criteria 
14 are eightfold. The first four involve milita value. Just 7 I5 to briefl summarize: impact on operations readiness; 
16 availabiity of land facilities and air space; availability 
17 to accommodate contin ency, mobilization and future force 
I8 requirements; and, finafly cost and manpower imphations. 
19 Now, the record before ou shows that these 
20 considerations were very m u d  at the heart of the decision to 
21 establish core tankers bases and place one in Grand Forks. 
22 The move IS a natural response to the closure of twelve bases 
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I key.' He stressed that we select our combat bases to prepare 
2 for war. To prepare for war. That is why Grand Forks became 
3 a core tanker base and that is why it ought to be retained. 
4 One final note on location, if you will ermit me. 
5 Grapd-Fo*, under the ABM treaty, is our,cRos?n site for a 
6 ballistic mssile defense system. Congress is tak~ng steps 
7 to speed up ssible deployment of such a system. One option 
8 would use k u t e m a n  boosters from Grand Forks to launch 
9 missile interce tors. Missile defense options reinforce the 

10 importance of keeping Grand Forks. 
1 1  If you close Grand Forks, you lose all of those 
1 2  advantages. Closing Grand Forks will damage our ability to 
13 effectively respond to crises and conflicts, to carry out 
14 national policy, and to fight and to win a war. 
15 For those reasons, we urge you to retaln Grand 
16 Forks. Thank you. 
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you very much. Senator, 
18 and we are pleased to move to the distinguished Congressman 
19 from North Dakota, Congressman Pomeroy. 
20 REPRESENTATIVE POMEROY: Thank you very much. 
21 Commissioner Cox. I want to echo my appreciation for each of 
22 you who took the time to visit the outstanding bases in North 
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1 perspective. commander of U . S  Strategic Command, stressing 
2 the importance of Grand Forks in terms of,supporting the 
3 SIOP. He called i t  "an important element In support c?t our 
4 nation's strategic deterrent capability due to its strategic 
5 location to sup ort the bomber le of the tnad." 
6 Yet anot l! er perspective on k e  importance of the 
7 Cnind Forks Air Force Bi~se. General Rutherford. c t )m~nai~dcr  ol 
I TRANSCOM, resp~ns~blc lor delivering our  military brris I,, 
9 any theater in the globe, because Grand Forks is now 

1 0  structured as a cohesive, integrated core tanker base capable 
1 1 0 1 '  suppofling ope~i~ionh in both Asian and Euro x a n  the:itcrx, 
1 2  General Rutherford hiis stated in correspunJencc tq you that 
13 the closure of Grand Forks would "impa~r our,?billty to 
14 effectively execute,nat~onal rn~lltary mss~ons. 
I S  Viewe? in thls framework, the ,Department of Defense 
16 concurred wlth the Atr Force detemnat~on that there ou ht 
17 to be a core tanker base and it ought to be based in  rand 
18 Forks. Assistant Secretary Gotbaum in correspondence to you 
19 sad  that, "The Pentagon's anal sis supported !his 
10 dstemunatlon as mllitanl and Kscally sound 
21 A ain, the issue berore ou is whether ;he DOD and 
22 the Air force have substantla& devlated from base closure 
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I much. Mercifully, I suppose, for the commission that you are 
2 nearing the end of a packed agenda yesterday and today and 
3 you are no doubt on the ed e of your chairs on every word 
4 with re ect to every base,%ecause all of us who come here 
I believexat our @lrtvy installation is the most important 
6 ~nstallat~on for t h ~ s  country. We understand that and we 
7 make the best cases we can. 
8 But we in North Dakota are not here to make the 
0 case on our behalf. We are here to make the case that has 

I - 

20 mlsslon. He spent 300 days TDY last year from Grand Forks in 
21 almost every theater -- SOUTHCOM and South America, Saudi 
21- Arabia, England, Turkey. He says, "I  am very proud to serve 
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I And 1 hope that even as I perspire about the run f 
2 have just made and perspire also about the decision you are 
3 oin to make in the coming da s that ou will be guided in 
4 bat  Secision by the wisdom of &d chief of Staff of the Air 
5 Force and so many others who viewed this mission at the Grand 
6 Forks Air Force Base as critically important to the military 
7 rmsslon of our country. 
8 Thank you ve much 
9 COMMISSIONZR C O ~  Thank you ve much, Senator, 

1 0  and we are indeed pleased that you were abx  to make it and 
I I present those fine remarks. And I mght also say on behalf 
1 2  of the chairman that we are also pleased that the North 
13 Dakota delegation and the North Carolina dele ation have both 
1 4  100 penent made their five-minute limit. b e  are deeply 
15 appreciative of that, and I know that the chairman, when he 
16 returns, will be very happy to hear ~ t .  
17 We are also happ now to move on to the great State 
I8 of Ohio and recognize ienator John Glenn. 
19 SENATOR GLENN: Thank you, Madame Chairman. Thank 
20 you very much. And I just came down from upstairs so I 
21 didn't have any problem getting here this morning. But I 
22 don't envy you your task. You do have a tough task and 
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1 criteria by includin the flying mission at Grand Forks Air % -7rce. Base in their ture o erational and strate ic 

nn1n The information Ras been emphatic. %ogleman 
tiles, sutherford and Gotbau,m all have made i( very clear 

. ere was no substantla,, devlatlon from the cntena and In 
?!ct. those criteria of mlitary value were at the heart of  

- why they established core bases and placed one in Grand 
s Forks 
u I am confident that after you evaluate carefully 

1 1 )  all of these considerations you will find no substantla1 
I I dev~atlon and, in fact, that the Air Force have done just 
I I what we wanted them. to: build a defense strategy for the 
I ;  2 1 st Century by creat~ng efficient core tanker bases and 
1 4  utl l iz~n~ theoutstandlng facilities and location of Grand 
I i Forks or this rmsslon 
I 6 North Dakota is proud to be a host for the Grand 
I -  Forks Air Force Base and hopes to conttnue thls role for a 
1s long time to come. Thank you. 
19 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you very much, and now we 
20 are pleased to have the Senator from North Dakota, Senator 
21 Byron Dorgan. 
22 SENATOR DORGAN: Madame Chairman, thank you very 
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I during the recent high priorit operations, inclnuding Vlgil 
2 Warnor in Iraq and S u y r t  Hope in Rwanda. 
3 We are very rou of this space, proud of its 
4 mission, and prouxof its contribution to this country. But 
5 we don't, again, come to you as a Congressional delegation or 
6 as a communit or a state to say save this base because it's 
7 in our state. d e  come to ou and say that the Chief of Staff 
8 of the Air Force, that the hefense Department itself, says 
9 this base is strategically critical for t h ~ s  country's 

1 0  milita mission. 
I I %d that 1s why we believe that this commission 
1 2  should make a decision to keep the flyrng wing at the G-rand 
13 Forks Air Force Base up, open, and operating and helpmg be 
14 part of the defense of thls country for the long-term future. 
15 Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I was 
16 offering an amendment on the floor of the Senate a few 
1 7  moments ago and then rushed as quicWy as I could to the 
18 Cannon Caucus Room to be there at 1 1 :08. And when I 
19 discovered you were not at the Cannon Caucus Room, which was 
20 my error, I have set a new record in running from the Cannon 
2 1  Building to the Hart.Bui1dU.g only so that I would not be 
22 late to present this vital test~mony. 
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I my country in all hotbed theater; where the.action is. f am 
2 proud to see the G~rand Forks tall flash on a~rplanes all 
3 around 3 e  world. 
4 HIS omt 1s that he is part of a unit, a core 
5 tanker unit one of three supertanker bases at the Grand 
6 Forks Air Porce Base, and they have moved all across the 
7 world at the request of the Pentagon to do this country's 
8 military business. Fortunately, we have never had to have a 
9 live test of our nuclear war fightin capability, but General 

10 Fogleman's recent white paper mates it crystal clear, 1 
I I think, to ou and to us that Grand Forks would b~ a premiere 
1 2  refueler B r  SIOP contingencies because he said, It can ease 
13 command and control issues and minimize turmoil when tanker 
1-1 assets are transferred to the United States Strategic 
I c Command. " 
1 6  Admiral Chiles, Commander in Chief of the U.S. 
1 - STRATCOM, stated in a letter to you that,  "The core refuelin 

wlng at the Grand Forks Air Force Base provides criticaf 
-oort to strategic and contingency operations. 

And General Rutherford, Commander in Chief of U.S. 
made the same thing clear to you. "The wisdom of 

a refueling wing at Grand Forks was validated 
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1 everybody wants to defend what is in their state, of course. 
2 The first issue I wanted tp bring up this mo+g 
3 relates to a 1993 recomrnendat~on b the comm~ss~on which I 
r have questioned. It is a recommen&tion to rivatize the 
5 Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center at N8RC Air Force 
6 Base m Heath, Ohio. The commission a proved the 
7 recommendation to close NORC in '93, put as that continued 
8 the cost data became available and 1 asked GAO to take a look 
9 at this whole thing. And it looks as though it may actually 

10 cost the government tax ayer money, perhaps as much as $456 
I I million over the next five years, +s!ead of saving money. 
1 2  Now, I think the GAO -- thls IS the only t ~ m e  that 
13 GAO has done a study and recommended that a former decision 
14 be reconsidered. And 1 would recommend that to you because 
15 everything we have seen so far at least looks l$e it is 
16 going to cost more than it will save if NORC 1s closed. 
17 AS it currently stands, the A I ~  Force will receive 
18 priv,atlzatlon proposals on June 17th. That IS the deadline 
19 so nght up on that. And the Air Force has already alerted 
20 the commission that it may need to reevaluate what happens at 
21 NORC, and all of our indications are that that should be 
22 done. SO I urge the c o m s s l o n  to cons~der revls~trng that 
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1 its actions with respect to the Youngstown Air Reserve 
2 Statlon. The commssion added thls facil~t to the closure 
3 list along with several other C-130 reserve%ases. Neither 
4 the Secretary of Defense nor the Secretary of the Air Force 
5 recommended closmg Youngstown; rather, the Alr Force 
6 recognizes Youn stown's mlitary value and pkins to expand 
7 the number of C-1% aircraR at Youngstown, making the 910th 
8 Airlift Win the lar est C-130 win in the Air Force Reserve. 

1 9 The510th aqso performs Be  aerial spray msslon. 
10 They are the only unit in the Air Force that has that as an 
1 1  assigned mission, either Reserve or regular, the on1 unit 
I2 thqt perforpw a tcchnic?lly demanding mission and for which 
13 umque mamtenance facllltles have been constructed and are 
14 there at Youngstown now. It is an extreme1 modem facility. 

Eighty-six percent of its buildings have 6een constructed or 
16 upgraded in the last ten years. 
17 So I would conclude my remarks by notin that the 
18 costs associated with the closure argue against cfosun, I 
19 believe. Youngstown has the lowest operatln cost of the 
20 bases under construction, would have among 51 t e highest 
21 closure costs because more aircraft would have to be 
22 relocated and the facilities and training associated with the 

w 

Page 146 
1 also, so they have made a good estimate of this. 
2 Disapproving a recommendat~on merely to avoid up-front costs 
3 of base closure seems to me to be at odds with the whole base 
4 closure process and the urpose of it. 
5 A third issue @vo& the roposed closure of the % 6 Sp&gfield h r  Natlonal Guard ase and the groups, the 
7 u~llts, based there. Let me say first that a s ~ m l a r  
8 recommendation was made in '93 but the Air Force reversed its 
9 position before the commission when the costs of the move 

10 were questloned. They have questloned those costs agaln this 
1 1 year, uestioned by the local community. 
12 ?md acwrdrng to the local copmunity's cost d a g  
13 it would take 23 years before the h r  Force would obtaln a 
14 return on its $30 million investment. That would be a $30 
15 million investment essential1 to wak  away from the fully 
16 modem taxpayer-purchased Lcilities at Sprin field. Given 
17 the past record on S ringfield and the issues &at have been 
18 ra~sed t b s  ear by t i e  local commun~ty, I ur e you to look 
19 very carefuzly at the Air Force's figures on tiis. 
20 Congressman Hobson, who is with us here this morning, will be 
21 giving more detail on that. 
22 And, finally, I urge the commission to recons~der 
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I First is NORC. It has been recommended that the 
2 NORC Alr,Force Base be nvatlzed m place. It IS our 
3 understanding based on G I 0  report that this pro osed 
4 privatization would really not be cost-effective. h e  GAO 
5 says,privatizing NORC in place would actually cost more than 
6 closln the base outri ht 
7 Bn June 17th. tge k r  Force ex ects to receive bids 
8 on that privatization pm'ect and if in&ed, as we are led to 
9 believe, this project wid be too expensive, I certainly 

10 recommend that status quo be maintained. The only conclusion 
1 1  we can draw from the anal sis that has been made and what the 
12 facts are is that NORC s~ou ld ,  in fact, be kept open 
13 Let me turn second to Youngstown. A propo&l has 
14 been made to close the Youn stown Air Reserve Station. Our 
15 summary of this would in&cate that, really. it:s a one-of-a- 
16 kind project. It has a runway that has been n d  for, a 
17 bigger facllity than its counte arts, and to sR'ut down thls 
1 8  base would reall incur costsxat could not ;- that would 
19 not ,be incurred closlng my of the other tlve b i~vs .  The 
20 additional costs ot closing the Youn stown station w~ll 
2 1  reall be in the millions of dollars. BRAc, we believe. 
22 shodd rccons~dcr t h~s  decision to shut down the Youngstown 

I station. 
- 

Third, let me turn to Sprin field The pro 
3 has been made to relocate the 17fth A& Natlona/%:rd I 

Page 145 
1 '93 closure decision, particularly if those proposals 
2 demonstrate that pnvatizatlon wlll actually cost more than 
3 current operations. 
4 A second closure issue is the roposed closure of 
5 Brooks Air Force Base and the reaEgnment of its Armstmng 
6 Laboratory Human Systems Center School of Aerospace Medicine 
7 and S stems Acquisition School to Wright-Patt @ Dayton. As 
8 I un&rstand it, the c o m ~ s s i o n  IF .cons~denng an alternative 
9 roposal under wbch these actlvltles would be.cantoned at 

l o  ~rooks .  In terms of mlltary value, consolldat~on of these 
11 activities at Wri ht Patt takes advantage of the outstanding 
1 2  aerospace ruurcf and develo ment work already located there 
13 while reducing overall Air force infrastructure. 
14 Further, the Air Force provided the commission with 
15 its ~ o s t  analysis on the cantonment proposal and found that 
16 whlle the up-front costs, the up-front cost of base closure, 
17 wuld be avoid+ through cantonment, movement of these 
18 activities to Wnght-Patt is more cost-effective than 
19 cantonment because after a six-year payback period then there 
20 are annual recurring savings in excess of $20 million per 
21 year on into the future. So it a peared to me that that was 
22 certainly the best way to go. dese  are Air Force figures, 
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4 Fighter Group from, the S ringfield Air National Guard Base in 
s S ringfield to Wn ht Batterson . ~ i r  Force Base. Mr. 
6 d?irrnan, the to!a? cost of ofov~n thej78th and closing the 
7 Springfield base is 29.8 mlllon. h a t  IS nearly $30 
8 million. It will take the taxpayers at least 13 years, and 
9 erhaps as long as 23 ears, to recoup that investment. We 

1 0  klieve that the 30 miLon could certain1 be spent more 
I I wisely. Congressman Hobson, as Senator Grenn, has indicated. 
12 will give you more details and statistics that, we believe 
13 demonstrate that. even that, even that $30 mlllon figure, is 
14 flawed and that ~t will cost even more than that. 
15 Fourth, let me turn to Wri ht Patterson. The Air 
16 Force has proposed moving most o f t h e  functions of the Brooks 
17 Air Force Base in Texas to Wright-Patterson. The case for 
18 kee ing Brooks open ~s.based on a plan that would d~vide up 
19 theiase so that pans of i t  can be kept running. I t  is 
20 argued that this would avold the cost of closing Brooks by 
2 1  keeping art of the base o en 
22 1 &n't think, thougl. that we should rnakc an) 
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I aerial spray mission would have to be.reduced elsewhere. 
2 So thank you for your opportunity to ap ear before 
3 the commission. I know I am running througf these rapidly. 
4 I am lad to see our chairman, my friend, Alan 
5 Dixon, baci in the chair there again thls morning. I am 
6 sorry ou missed my brilliant expose, Alan, this mornin 
7 here, gut we do -- 1 dqn't envy any of you your jobs on k s  
8 commission. I know it is a tough 'ob. We hope you can 
9 reconsider these here as 1.present &em this mornlng. I had 

l o  a handout down here earher to be glven to each one of the 
I I commissioners, if you wanted to review that. 
12 Thank ou ver much. 
I3 C H A I ~ M A N  6 1 x 0 ~ :  I thank my good friend, the 
14 distinguished senior senator from the reat State of Ohio, 
15 Senator Glenn, for his good remarks %is morning and his 
16 great service to his state and nation. We are deli hted to  
17 have Senator MiXe Dcw~nc herc as well. Thmk you Rr cornlag 
18 this morning, Senator Dzwine. 
19 SENATOR DEWINE: Good rnornin Mr Chairman. Thank 
20 j;ou v e a  much. I am very grateful k r  the opportunity to be 
21 ere to ay to discuss four specific issues faclng the 
22 comss ion .  

) 
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3 the lowest rated facility into the highest rated facility and 
J make back the investment on that consolidation in just six 
I) yells, I believe that that is a pretty good, outcome. That, 
I m fact, is the kind of outcome that certainly BRAC was 
2 established to achieve. 
3 I apprec~ate the opportunity to address members of 
4 the c o v s s i o n .  I don t env our very, very tou h task. 
j Fdlowmg me, of course, wi l ' g  I e some members o f the Ohio 
6 drkgation from the House. Thank you very much, Mr. 

Chal rman. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Senator Dew~ne, we thank you and 
0 oar distinguished colleague for a fine resentatlon on 
3 b l f  of the State of Obo. We are dehhted to have one of 
:I our d~stinguished members from the House, Representative 
:z );ony Hall. here 

- . . - -. - - - . . . . . .. -- 
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REPRESENTATIVE HALL:  Thank you. Mr .  Chairman anc 
1 rncnhcrs or  the commission I want to thank  you very much for 
: t h c  opprtunit to speak to you today. 1 am here to testify 
I m wppon of tie Defense Department's recommendation to 
5 clvse Brooks Air Force Base and move some of the functions to 
6 Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, which is partially in my 
7 di-act. 
8 I want to leave you with three points: One, m 
9 community of Dayton, Ohio, was hit very hard b t i e  Base 

'szsure Commission in 1991 and '93; two, locating a1 r the Air 
rce human s stems functions at Wri ht Patterson will 

s f i t  the ~ e z n s e  Department and w j l  -roduce the greatest 
13 miLitary value; and,.three, if the oal of t&s,process is to 
:a reduce excess capacity and consof date act~vities, then 
:5 B m k s  should be,closed. 
:6 My first polnt IS that my community has already 
!7 lost a large number of defense jobs. In the last four years 
:8 we lost about 10,000 overnment defense related jobs with the 
:9 closure of Gentille k r  Force Station, the closure of The 
:O Mound Defense Nuclear Production Facility, the loss of the 
11 4950 Test Wing, and downsizing in the Air Force Materiel 
12 Ccmmand. The number ofjobs from Brooks is a fraction of the 

-- -- -- - - 
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I v e n  dee losses my community has already suffered from 
: dciensc fownsiiing. 

My second oint is that combining the functions at 1 Br.vrks with  rigi it-patterson is a move that offers the 
i gvatest military value. By co-locating the human systems 
6 act~vl ty now at Brooks with the aeronautical activities at 

Wright-Patterson, we will create a complete system for the 
a research. development, and acquisition of manned alr 
9 vehicles. This approach offers enormous advantages for the 

' 0  Defense Department. It is the most effective way of 
: I integrating pilot and aircraft to create a total weapons 
:2 syh-m. 
L 3 I want to stress that Wright-Patterson and the 
14 Dayton area are already home to a great deal of medical 
15 research and teachin It was, in fact, at Wright-Patterson 
I6 w+ Captain Hany 6: h s t m n g  founded the first aerospace 
17 mad~clne research unit, and since that time Wright-Patterson 
~8 cmtinuousl has been a e j o r  center.of aerospace med~cal 

xseanh and conducts olnt efforts with the Army, Navy, 
M A ,  and other federaiagencies. Some of the human s stems 

w v i t i e s  now at Brooks were originally tr?nsferred from 
'right-Patterson in a time of expand~ng military, and now in 

" 
I a time of shrinking miktary those activjties.can be 
2 transferred back to Wnght-Patterson with little disruption 
3 in mission. 
4 There is also the otential for a powerful working 
I relationshi between ldright-~atterson and Wright State 
6 Medical ~&oo l ,  which is immediate1 adjacent to the base. 
7 Wright State is the nation's only civizan de ree-granting 
8 university for aerospace medicine. The &r$.orCe continues 
9 to emphasize the importance of the miljta value of this 

1 0  move. As recently as last week, the &r fYrce pro"ided the 
11 commission a detailed polnt paper agaln underscomg the 
12 milita value, which is this omt nght here. That was 
13 issuedyast week. And I wouyd ur e the members of the 
14 commission to study this paper before malung a decision. 
15 My third point is that the purpose of thls 
I 6 comrpission is to. reduce excess capacity, consolidate 
17 functions, and elinmate overhead costs. Let us not confuse 
I8 the milita value of Brooks with. the military value of its 
19 msslon. W e  human s stems actlvlties that take place at 
20 Brooks are very impor&nt, but they can be done Wright- 
21 Patterson. The rplipry value of the hyslcal facilities at. 
21 Brooks does not justify maintainmg tLs expensive plant la 
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e Defense Department financial calculations 

I 3 demonstrate conclusively that there are lon term cost 
4 savings with closing Brooks. The ~efense%e~artment 
5 recommendation satisfies all the criteria for thls 
6 commission: It will have a long-term increase in the 1 7 military value for the Department of Defense. it will produce 

I 8 the greatest return on investment; and it satisfies the 
9 impact criteria. In sum, this is a move that works for the 

l o  Defense Department and our nation's taxpayers and I would 
1 1  urge you to accept the Defense Department's recommendation. 
12  Thank you for the chance to be here, Mr. Chairman 
13 and members. I ap reclate it. 
14 CHAIRMAN &XON: Thank you very much, Con ressman 
15 Hall, for that excellent presentation that is most helpkl to 
16 us. We are-deli hted to have you, and we welcome 
17 Representative Bavid Hobson. 
18 REPRESENTATIVE HOBSON: Mr. Chairman, members of 
19 the commission, I would like to say I am deli hted to be here 
20 today but, as Commissioner Cox will recall, &s is a little 
21 deja vu for me and I am sorry that I have to come back. 
22 But I have five mnutes to convince you not to 
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I waste $30 million. My arguments are based solely on k e  
2 numbers. Although the community will survive, the number 
3 are flaw+ and, frankly, this just isn't fair. 
4 Thls declslon results from a desire on the art of 
s the Air Force to fill a hole at Wright-Patterson R r  FOM 
6 Base with pointed-nose airplanes. The numbers were backed 
7 into in an attempt to prove this as a cost-effective move. 
8 Just as in 1993, the numbers are flawed. They are based on 
9 improper assumptions. Had the right assumptions been used in 

10 the COBRA model, the base wouldn't even be on the list in the 
1 1  first place. Even using the current flawed COBRA run, which 
12  ou see in red there wFch just anived Friday-afternoon, 
I3 h n e  9th, 1995, there rs an 11- ear return on lovestment, 
14  24.6 million one-time cost, a 28 million annual savings. 
15 The base shouldn't even be on the list. 
16 Let me show you a few problems from the numbers anc 
1 7  why this should be investigated further. One, a major 
18 dispute is manpower saving. AFMC and the Guard say 31 people 
19 are needed and authorized at Wright-Patterson to accommodate 
20 the move. Air Force headquarters says only 13 will be 
21 allowed because they assume that the current regulation may 
22 be changed sometime in the future, although no one knows 
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Page 159 I 1 leasing s ace are based and use tlus space for that purpose. 
1 2 sprinsfi$d should not be abandoned. It is a well- 

3 funct~oning facilit and needs nothing and has already a new 
4 engme shop completed. S nngfield should be allowed to 
5 continue to do the cost-ef&tive job it has been doin . Do 
6 thjs by the numbers and I am confident, just as in '9$. it 
7 w ~ l l  be reversed. 
8 I im lore you to look at the numbers. I t  is 
9 irresponsi!le to put a base on the list with false numbers 

10 and contmue to use false assumptions. Thlnk about the 
1 1  taxpa er and what is cost-effectwe, not what some general 
12 wou~Blike to see on the flight line. 
13 I am also submitting some material in support of 
14 the matenal wh~ch has been testified to on the move from 
15 other places into Wright-Patterson, but we have had great 
16 difficulty etting the nght numbers because peo le want to 
17 see pointe$-nose airplanes. And I don't blame tiem, but it 
18 is just not cost-effective to do at Wnght-Patterson in 
19 comparison to the way they are operating in Springfield. 
20 I thank ou, Mr. Chairman, for your time. 
21 CHAI&AN DIXON: Well, I thank you ver much, 
22 Congressman Hobson, for your valuable contribution on %half 
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1 onemillion in mil con costs. 
2 Number five, 4 uestioning these and other o en or 
3 disputed areas, the AlrYorce says don't worry, we'[ take 
4 care of it after the move. If you want to see how these 
5 things are taken care of, go back and look at the General 
6 Accountp~ Office study and, specifically, the move of the 
7 445th h r  force Reserve Umt. Compare the lower assumed 
8 costs versus the hgher actual costs to the result from these 
9 moves. 

10 Springfield has always received more than a fair 
1 1  hearing from the BRAC staff. I believe your analysts 
12 understand the problem and how the numbers are being cooked 
13 to put pointed-nose airplanes at 
14 W n  ht-Pattenon. Why waste $30 million lus and take, even 
15 by k r  Force flawed assumptions -- an jwe  thmlr it would be 
16 much higher than 11 years, more as to what Senator Glenn and 
17 Senator Dewine have testified to -- to change what is already 
18 at Sprin field? 
19 & should not build a hole at Wright-Patterson in 
20 this costly manner and waste tar ayers' dollars ust because 
21 they are available throu h the B&C process. h e  Air Force 
22 should bring back on $right-pat the tenants for whom thelr 
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1 overlying factors therc. 
2 Let me say one other thing: You could take thc 
3 troops and you can move them; you can take the pla11cs a n d  y o u  
4 can move them, bur we have the aerial spray miss~on. the only 

one of its kind for the entire Pentagon. We not only go 
6 around the country and spray military bases, hul  FEMA ill  some 
7 of their hurricane activities have called upon our unit, thc 
8 910th Aerial Spray Mission, to, in fact, go around the nation 
9 for s ecific miti ation of some of these pesticide problems 

1 0  and tiat comes t o m  us. 
1 1  And let me say this: The only building of its kind 
12 in the world, state-of-the-art, is located at that base. The 
13 only short filled runway in the Air Force Reserve located at 
14 that base. There is not a wetland problem on that base and 
15 thcre is not one environmental problem that down the road can 
16 cause financial factor process engagement for the Penta on. 
17 Now, there are people in our community who are saying, loo f , 
18 when the bombs were flying we made those bombs, we built the 
19 helmets, we built the guns and the steel mills. The steel 
20 industry is now gone. We have fallen on hard times. The 
21 only double digit unemployment In the ent~re state. 
22 But that ~sn ' t  a reason to keep our base open. The 
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I of the State of Ohlo, and we are leased to see your clean-up 
2 man is here, Representative Jim Braficant from the great 
3 Spate of Ohio. 
4 REPRESENTATIVE TRAFICANT: Thank you, Chairman, 
5 General Davis, members of the commission. I am glad to be 
6 here with you a ain. I believe that you have heard the 
7 salient pornts o!my restimony. I would ask that my official 
8 document here subrmtted be mco orated into the record. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: h ? i t  will be m the record, 

1 0  Congressman. 
I I REPRESENTATIVE TRAFICANT: Fine. Thank you. And I 
12 yould ust like to say several things. I know you have this 
13 llttle liirary somewhere and there is some rumors that have 
14 been persisting about our base. The airport used to be under 
15 the control of the City of Youngstown. They have fallen on 
16 hard times economically and there are those that say that the 
17 City of Youngstown can't afford to keep tha! a' 
I8 the, Air Force would have to pick up a b~~,"K"u&%;t%~ 
19 maintaining that reat infrastructure. 
20 That IS thekrthest from the truth. We are able 
21 to politically bring together all the components of those two 
22 county areas and create a reglonal port authority. That port 

w 
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I authonty is now on solid ground. That alrplrt in ~tsclkls 
2 growing. The State of Ohio, through workin s with myscll'and 
3 pthers. have designated thatairport as a Rture alr cargo 
4 international 'et port. That 1s a tremendous facility. 
s There is no dnancial roblems that bear on that alrport 
6 whatsoever as far as tEe Air Force is concerned. In fact, 
7 for very small fees they have an unlimited use of one of the 
8 finest ~nfrastructures in the entlre country, I am sure, as 
9 General Davis can attest to. 

1 0  Let ine also say this: Because of the near 
1 1  proximity of Cleveland and Pittsburgh, all those big planes 
12 are landlng m Cleveland and Plttsbur h talung away the 
13 passen er service from our airport, w%ich means that we haw 
I4 an un$-utilized commercial airport that is extremely open 
15 and available for the complete unlimited use of the Air 
16 Force. 
17 With nearby Ravenna Arsenal and Lake Erie and with 
18 the joint cooperation now of the Air Force Reserve and the 
19 Coast Guard, there is oil spill, abatement rograms,underway 
20 and we are act~vely involved 1x1 that. So Pwould like to 
2 1  state here that the R?ancial as ects of that ai ort have 
22 been completely rmtrgated an! removed andxere are no 
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1 when. Annual recurrent savin s at Wright-Patterson are 
2 reduced b $1 million if you the assumption that was 
3 there in 1693. This blows the A r  Force's whole position on 
4 the move. In '93 t h ~ s  wasn't an issue; however, in order to 
5 make the.numbers look bad for Sp*gfield, the Air Force 
6 makes thls assumption -- m my opmlon, cooks the books. 
7 Number two, there are asbestos and lead paint in 
8 the buildings to be provided at Wright-Patterson. No 
9 contractor is gohg to go In and renovate around asbestos. 

10 The l i ab~ l~ t  .is just too great. But that is the ositipn 
11 taken by dght-patterson. We believe that !Rere is goin to 
12 estimated increase in military construction costs by% 
13 m l l ~ o n  due to the asbestos. 
14 And let me ive you reall one that blows m mind. 
15  The telephone bilfcunently at t!pringfield is $l3,&, but 
16 it is assumed to be, and t h s  is the number that the Air 
17 Force gave us, $82,020 at Wright-Patterson. This is 
18 ridiculous1 stu id and pa* of why 1 question the, numbers. 
19 ~ u m L ?  Pur,  the h r  Force refuses to adq!  that an 
20 expanded d w g  hall 1s needed. Just wait. A mlitary 
21 construction request for more capacity will come down the 
22 pike in a year or two after the move. This is just another 
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I an important mission. I donYt.want to slight that mission. 
z I wish you the very best in dotng what you can to keep our 
3 military forces at a level that can protect our great natlon 
4 and, in fact, do it in a way that is cost-effective for our 

taxpayers for that mutual marriage that is so necessary to 
6 keep America free. 
7 So we are very proud to have General Davis there. 
8  1 want to say that. And wple are very im ressed with the - fact of his knowledge o d i s  mission and wRat we do there. 

So I am very proud to have had the opportunity to 
( ( r t l f y  ya in  before you and all those people who come down 

,ere an want to punch everybody. In the nose, I think, if you 
I would talk about closlng ~ t .  That 1s how important that base 
1.1 I S .  the fourth largest employer tn our community hut, in 
I (  fact. a very effective tralnin facility, one of the best -- 
1 6  tn fact, the model of its kinfin all of America. 
I - So. with that, I appreciate your goodwill in 
I S  accepting my testimony. 
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank or1 ver much .  Congressman 

Traficmt, and we thank the great !!&ate o toh io  and its 
2 1  distin uished delegation for an outstanding contribution. 
21 %ow, ladies and gentlemen. the chalr labored 
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I mightily earlier this morning and fell behind and fell 
2 behind. And as we always see, we gave the job to a woman and 
3 she did an outstandin job and Cornmissloner Rebecca Cox 
i straightened everybocfy out and now we have caught up. 
5 And because of the good work of the women, we are 
6 presently in a position where the next delegation testifies 
7 at 12:04, the Oklahoma delegation. Now, we have called them 
8 and told them if the can get here early we would like to 
9 hear them. But in Lirness to that delegation, Commissioner 

10 Rebecca Cox and her excellent service have served to bring us 
1 1  up to date and we are oing to have a recess for a few 
12 minutes tilI.someone Bom Oklahoma arrives. 
13 A bnef recess was taken 
1 4  &HAIRMAN DIXON: d e  chair will declare the 
15 commission back in session. We are pleased to see our 
I h fnends from the Oklahoma delegation here. We have been with 
I - them In the last several days at a visitation in their great 
l u  state. and we are honored and deli hted to have the 

stinguished senior senator from 8 e  great State of 
tlahoma, m old friend, Senator Don Nickles. here to lead twf for the 0kTahoma delegation 

SENATOR NICKLES: ~ h a k a n  Dixon. thank you very 
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- awn  to keep our base open, quite frankly, is the value 

~t exists there for the Pentagon., So I would just llke to 
to ou that ho efully when thls process is all over you 

fwll{corne out t 71 ere and ay us a visit. 
But I would like the JRAC Commission to endorse the 

expansion that is lamed there by the Pentagon, -- the 
hu~ld~ng and deve?opment of a regional alr servlce facility 

s : r ,  service planes from around the nat~on -- because of that 
~1 gc>trd availahilitv without traffic congest~on that exists 

i l l 1  %ere 
/ I I So there has been some talk about Congressional 
1 I r add-ons. I don't apologize for them. I don't apolo iw for B t I 3 anv memher that takes care of the Penta on. first o all, 
I a n .  e n d  of a for i n  a look at t e  issues that the 
I5 Pentagon experiences in thelr own d~strict. 1 am roud of B 16 that record. I will continue to support that recor and 
I -  fight hard to make sure thq pr9curement b the Pentagon. in h 18 fact. does most of its actlvlty in the states ere. 
19 So that 1s where I am. I would like my record 
20 incorporated into the minutes. I, want, when it is all over, 
21 your endorsement of our expansion. That is unusual 
22 testimony, I am sure, that you have had, but I know you have 
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1 I centers and the undergraduate pilot training bases. On the 

2 ALCs, Air Force has made it very clear we have ot excess 

4 alffive or you can close one or two. 
f 3 ca acity, and you have a couple of options. You can ownsize 

5 A couple years ago the Air Force said we ought to 
6 close at least one. When I found out the capacity rates were 
7 only workin on an average about 50 percent capacit of all 
8 five, that telk you we have a lot of excess capacity. Ly 
9 background is in the business field, and in the busqess 

1 0  field that would say that's really not the wa to do it and 
I I the real solution isn't just to downsize all ofthem. That's 
12 not a very effective management. 
13 And so my guess is that, ultimately, one or two are 
1 4  going to have to be closed. Air Force recommended closing 
15 one a couple of years ago. The Joint Cross Service Group for 
16 depot maintenance recommended closin one or two. That was 
n thls year. And the Air Force Base dosure Group Executive 
1 8  Grou recommended closing one or two. I think they are 
19 proba 1 nght. 
20 ree, somewhat comfortable in Tinker Air Force 
21 Base because I think if you look and com are the five, we 
22 come out on top in almost any scenario. %e have the 
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I much. And to Commissioner Cornella and Commissioner Stele, 
2 we appreciate our patience and endurance. We were deli hted 
3 to have all O ? ~ O U  in Oklahoma last W e d n s d . ~ .  I h a  the 
4 pleasure of speakin to ou also in Fort Worth, as well as my 
s colleague, Senator b o r e ,  and several of the Oklahoma 
6 delegation. SO we know that ou have been more than 
7 attentlve. We know that thts ;as been a 100 percent job for 
8  you for the last several months and we compliment you for the 
9 work that you have done and the work of your staff. 

1 0  This ma be repetitive for a couple of us because 
I I we have talked( to you now for, let's see, this will be the 
1 2  third time wlthin a week, but it nevertheless shows the 
I 3 im ortance of the lssue because you have a very, very 
1 4  digcult o b  and I think ou are on the ri ht path. 
15 I don't envy you Z r  your task but f compliment you 
16 for your dili ence and I know that you look forward to the 
n conclusion of it. But I look forward to you doing a good .ob 
18 and havin the resylts of your.york be somethjng that wid be 
19 successfuf both with the admst ra t ion  and w t h  Congress, 
20 and so I compliment ou. 
2 I You have a difzcult 'ob iq concerning t+e O&l+oma 
22 bases because you are deaf!ng w t h  both the alr logistics 
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I location, we have the two large runwa s, we have the krge 
2 maintenance facility, we do joint work witg the Navy. And it 
3 has worked very well. 
4 We do work on time. I asked my staff to do an on- 
5 time delivery comparison of Tinker versus Kell on aircraft 
6 and we were 91 ercent on time. Kell was ox& 10 percent. 
7 There is a big dieference there. And aLo on parts, the 
8 arts were pretty close. We were 97 percent on time and 
9 Relly was 96 ercent on time. On engines we were 99 

1 0  on tlme and kelly was 93 percent on time. And a g z t  
1 1  comparisons on aircraft where we were 91 percent and McLellan 
12 was-80 percent. 
13 So I submit those. Those, I think, have already 
14 been given to ou. But we do work on time. We do quali 
15 work and Air 6orce ~ e o ~ l e  - I know General Davis w11 te ?i 
16 you -- want to have thgir dork done at ~ i n k e r  because they do 
17 such quality work. 
18 At Vance Air Force Base,.likewi.se, I know that you 
19 are going to have to close one pllot t r a w g  base. Vance 
20 should not be that one base. It is the least costly of any 
2 1  of the bases. It saves money, and one of the purposes of 
22 this commission is to try to save money. 
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1 We have more airspace than an other ilot training 
2 bases, and that airspace is closer to Jance. i' is closer to 
3 the air base. The don't have to fl . We don't have an 
4 encroachment proLem. We don't Kave a bi city. We don't 

6 have the cornmunit support. 
a 5 have a crty surroundmg the base. We have t e economy, we 

7 If you close Jance the economic im act would be 
8 devastatmg. Enid, which some of you hazthe o portunity to 
9 visit, is po ulation of 45,000. Compare that to fubbock. 

10 It's a popu&tion of almost 200,000. There is a lot of 
11 difference, so the economic impact would be much, much 
12 greater in Enid than it would be in Vance. 
13 We have the community support. We have a 
14 scholarship program at Vance. And this didn't just start as 
15 an effort to show our love and support of Vance Air Force 
16 Base, but we pay -- the overnment pays 75 ercent of the 
17 cost of a pilot s extra &cation or Nitron. $e pay the 
18 other 25 percent and we pay 50 percent for a spouse if they 
19 wish to have continued education and 50 percent for their 
20 dependents. That is already done so the community su port is 
21 verytrong for both bases and I t h e  it is certain& in the 
22 best mterest of Oklahoma, but also m the best Interest of 
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1 Now, at Vance you have heard from Senator ~ i c h e s  
2 and others the impact on the community, and certainly no one 
3 could question that it has such tremendous impact on the 
4 community, being in Oklahoma a relatively small community. 
s But also the contribution of the community too to Vance in 
6 terms of land. You have seen the charts and the maps and all 
7 of the contributions that have been made -- the educational 
8 contributions. Down in Fort Worth I saw a banner of St. 
9 Mary's Hospital. They were holding it u Well, St. Mary's 

10 Hos ital has directly saved the, Department o?~efensc $58.000 
I I in tRe first six months of thrs year. 
12 Don mention,& the alrspace. I am a pilot. That is 
13 what I was professronally. And I look down every tlme 1 o 
14 across there and I see we have closer airspace, 24 low-lcvf 
I S  routes that are much closer, within 50 nautical miles of 
16 Vance. You can't say that about Columbus, you can't say that 
17 about Reese, ou can't say that about Laughland. 
18 And so f think that we -- the conclus~on IS that we 
19 can train cheaper and better, and that is what we are 
20 supposed to be doing. But I would like to ask you to take it 
2 1  out of the sense that you are listening toda to 
2 know how many members of the House and orthe 4;ia?-n'kho 
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I ourcount to keep both Vance and Tdcer  Air. Force Base. 

~ n d ? l  complrment the comrmsslon for dolng an 1 : outstandin ob .  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
4 CHAfdMAN DIXON: Well, we thank the distinguished 
5 senior senator from the great State of Oklahoma for doing a I 6 ood job .and we are pleased to see his colleague and friend, 
7 !enator Jim lnhofe here. Senator Inhofe, we are del~ghted to 
8 have you, sir. 
9 SENATOR INHOFE: Thank you very much. I suspect 

10 you folks are just about as happy that t h s  is coming to a 
11 close as we are. I think we have all heard so many 
12 presentations, seen so many charts, and it has to be 
13 confusing. But I have to tell you and corn liment all of you. 
14 You have been out hands-on to the srte anihave been wllhng 
15 to really take it seriously enough that you get beyond the 
16 rhetoric and into the actual details of what we have, what 
17 resources are out there. 
18 And I t w  ou have done a wonderful job but ~ t ' s  
19 comin very rapidly to a close. And you know a lot of this 
20 would%e redundant from some of our prevlous presentatlons. 
21 but I can remember during the confirmation hearin s that took 
22 place right in this room -- it seems like severafmonths ago, 
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1 it was a few months ago -- and we talked about the criteria 
2 that was going to be used by the commission. And I think we 
3 came to the conclusion that the military recommendation 
4 probably should be the first criteria that should be 
5 consrdered. And so 1 thmk that IS what 1 ho e that we can 
6 leave you with is to look and see how the m?itary is -- what 
7 they are recommending. 
8 As far as T~nker  1s concerned, ou know, I think 
9 Senator NicWes stated it very yell. Tinker stands alone in 

10 yo respe+s, anyway. One IS m rts facilities,and the other 
I1 is m readmess, because we approach the readrness from two 
12 fronts. We have the Air Force with its AWACS and the Navy 
13 with the TACAMO. And I commented, I guess somewhat jokingly 
14 down in Fort Worth that our Navy and Air Force actual1 talk 
15 to each other and like each other. And I don't t h i d  anyone 
16 will question that we have been the model for inter-servicing 
17 throughout the nation. 
18 So I hope when you look at Tinker that you will 
19 agree that the three areas where we are number one would be 
20 + the facilities and the quality of the facilities, the 
21 mter-servicing and then, of course, the greatest 
22 contribution to readiness. 
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1 are all prejudiced. You know. we all want to protect our own 
2 bases. 
3 So I would ask you to look at the professional 
4 people who really don't have a horse in the race and the ones 
s that are looking at this through the objective criteria that 
6 the are using to make analyses. One was the Air Force 
7 anazysis. The Air Force anal sis came out with the 
8 conclusion that In the case o?~ance we can tram better and 
9 cheaper than the rest of them can. 

1 0  In the case of the Joint Cross Services Group, they 
I I came to the same conclusion: Vance trains better and trains 
12 cheaper. The A?r Education Training Command, thc AETC. Lhal 
13 is General Faclllo. I mean, you stop and reallzt: he doesn't 
14 do anything else for a living. His jpb is to make a 
15 determlnatlon as to how we can tram better and cheaper. and 
16 he came to this conclusion. 
17 So, lastly, I would su gest tp you that 1 
I8 the House Armed Services Eommttee and t h e f ? > z  ot 
19 Representatives when I represented only Tulsa County. There 
20 weren't any facilities there. Then I came over to the Senate 
21 Armed Services Committee. 1 didn't have any axe to grind. I 
22 was concerned about one thing, and that 1s what IS happening 
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I 1 to our military today. We are operating on a budget that 

2 deep1 concerns me and it is that much more important that we 
3 get t ie  very most out of the resources we have today. 
4 So I would like to sug est to you that when you 
S look at Vance and you look at 'finker, that you can qnly come 
6 to the conclusion as you listen not to the politic!ans but to 
7 the experts who are tralned in makin these decisions, that 
8 both Vmce and Tinker should be not onfj saved but should be 
9 expanded in the best national security interests of our 

10 nation. 
1 1  Thanks so much for all of your hard work. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, thank you very much, Senator 
13 Inhofe. We are indebted to ou and your distinguished 
1 4  colleague, Senator Nickles, for a fine presentation on behalf 
15 of the folks in Oklahoma. And we are delighted to see 
16 distingu~shed mcmbers of' your  House delegation herc. ant1 thc 
17 chair recognizes Representative Bill Brewster. 
18 REPRESENTATIVE BREWSTER. Thank you. Mr C'ha~l-man. 
19 commissioners. Thank you for the opportunity to appear 
20 before you today. 1 appreciate the tlme and ett'ort each ot 
21 you has spent.to bring this round of the BRAC process to a 
22 close. I certainly do not envy your task. 

I 1 I 
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I remarnrng work force. 

Currently, r t ,  costs $60 per manlhour to operate 
T~nker; however, I f the base were operatrng at capaclty the 

4 cost would be reduced to $50 er manlhour. The increased 
5 operating capacit could be acgieved by reassigning work 
6 currently belo dYone at other facilities. Tinker has excess 
1 capacity availsle, to absorb a signrficant (ncrease in 
8 dutres. Its potential for sizable growth wlll allow Tinker - '9 absorb new missions with minimal construction. 

For example, Tinker once maintained a proximately 
B-52 bombers. The number has now drop to around 100. 
result of the lower number of B-52s, der has 

13 sufficient excess ramp ace to absorb up to five mllion 
14 man-hours of additionayduties without additional 
15 construction. The C-5 mission is representative of a mission 
16 which Tinker could absorb with minimal additional 

Yage I 13 
I am here,with the Oklahoma colleagues to testify 

upport of Tlnker Alr Force Base In the defense of our 
ntry, as well as the im ortant role Tinker la s in the 

w n o m  of  Oklahoma. Tinfer's past record spea!s $r itself. 
5 ~ i n k e r  Xas consistently been ranked as one of the Air Force 
6 superior de ots This record has been achieved while working 
7 on some o r  the Air Force's most complex planes, such as the 
8 B-52, B-I, KC-135, and the maintenance of the 8-2 bomber will 
9 soon be underway at Tinker. 

10 We in Oklahoma do not understand why a base like 
1 1  Tinker, with its excellent record of performance, could even 
12 be considered a tar et for downsrzing. In fact, every entity 
11 which has revieweif the situation except the Pentagon has 
1 4  recommended the closure of one or more bases less efficient 
I S  than Tinker. Moreover, I am confident Tinker's capabilities 
1 6  will kee ~t off any l ~ s t  the comrmss~on may propose. 
17 d have now reached ? oint where the optimal 
I8 operating levels may be sacnged if we cont~nue personnel 
19 reductions; however, increased savin s could be achieved by 
20 efficiently utilizmg the facility, thereEy reducing the 
2 1  overhead expenses per person. By downsuing personnel levels 
22 below efficrent levels, more overhead costs are borne by the 

17 construction. 
18 With the exception of the state government, Tinker 
19 Air Force Base is the single lar est employer in the State of 
20 Oklahoma. Employees live m 97 of our state's 77 counties. 
21 The positive economlc im act on the State of Oklahoma by the 
22 base is tremendous. ~igewise. the loss of this employment 
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I Further evidence was the huge crowd of over 1,& 
2 at the regional hearin in Fort Worth just this past 
3 Saturda . Enid is at feast a five-hour drive from Fort 
4 worth, jonger, I am sure, for the 17 bus loads of foks who 
r came down for the hearing. 
6 Vance is clearly the pride of Enid and the ride of 
7 Ame.ca. If  you were to drive around Enid ou wouPd see huge 
8 billboard signs on the wa into town andat the entrances of 
9 the base that sum up the Bance~n id  relationship as such. 

I0 The pride of Enid, the pride of America. And also you would 
I I see slgns rn eve retail store, on man vehicles, on many, 
12 man tee shirts xroughout the town tiat state Vanee and 
I3 k i d :  artners in the sk . 
I4 %e in northwest 6klahoma obviously realize how 
15 im ortant the base is to our survival. Vance has been a 
16 stagle pillar of the communi es ecially during some of the 
I7 area's darkest days, such as gb o$ bust, farm cnsis, and 
18 the resulting loss of many small businesses in the area. 
19 Enid works to make the Air Force feel welcome and 
20 it is evldent that they succeed. Many former pilo? who 
21 tralned at Vance retire to the Emd area and make rt then 
22 permanent home. The morale of the student pilots at Vance is 
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I high. While touring the base last Wednesday, the 
2 commissioners got an op ortunity to talk to some of those 
3 students and many told tfat Vance was theil first choice. 
4 They chose Vance because them buddies who had 
5 trained there told them it was the best. The commented on 
a the educatlon pro ram available to them a d t h e i r  spouses by 
7 the community o f ~ n i d .  Most of the pilots we met that day 
8 were furthering their education because of this rogram. 
9 The were also plspsed with the accwsibility ofhousing in 

l o  ~ n i d ~ d  belleved a to be a great place to raise their 
1 1  faplies,. And, finally even a couple.stated, that the bigger 
12 cltles mght perhaps offer too many distractions. On paper, 
13 Vance is equally impressive. If the reason for the base 
14 closure process is to save money, then clearly Vance should 
15 remaln open. Being a contractor-operated base it makes for 
16 the most costeffectrve UPT base, saving over $81,000 per 
17 graduate over the command average. That totals more than $10 
18 million this year alone. 
19 The b 9 e  has one of the best, if not the best, 
20 trainin environments m the count As a result, Vance has 
2 1  !raindsorne of the finest pilots inXe.Air Force. No one 
22 In the Alr Force trains as well, primanly because of the 
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I source would be devastatin Tinker's positive im act 1s not 
7 restricted to the Oklahoma $ity metro area or the Qtate of 
3 Oklahoma, but to the nation as a whole. Thank you. Mr. 
4 Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, 1 thank you very much, : Conpnssrnan Brewster. We are delighted to have that tine 
restlrnlmv We recognize your colleague. Representative Frank 

R Lucas. 

14 

you 
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I close and unencumbered Oklahoma airspace, which is &e 
2 largest of all the UPT bases, at 8,400 square miles. As a 
3 result, Vance students et up to 15 percent more training 
4 time than any other u I ~  base. 
5 Perhaps most importantly, the hardworking 
6 Vance make it stand out above the crowd. 
7 past year, my first year to represent this area, I have had 
8 the privrlege, I should say, of vlsitmg Vance often and have 
9 been impressed with eve visit. The peo le. t e e  their jobs 

1 0  seriously and they servexeir country wi$d~gmty. You 
1 1  wrll not find a stronger work eth~c anywhere else in the 
12 nation. Oklahomans today are direct descendants of the 
13 pioneers who settled this vast, rough region of the heartland 
14 only 100 years.ago. 
15 After visrtrng the base and after all of your 
16 deliberations and analysis, I hope you will come to $e.same 
17 conclusion I have: The A r  Force made the nght decis~on m 
18 leaving Vance open, No substantial deviation from the Air 
19 Force recommendation has been found. I thank the 
20 commissioners a ain for our dedicated efforts. 
21 C H A I R M ~  D I X ~ N :  well, I wmt to thnnk you, 
22 Congressman Lucas, for that fine presentation. We appreciate 
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1 our contribution on behalf of the great State of Oklahoma. 
2 k e  are delighted to see Representat~ve J.C. Watts here. 
3 Congressman Watts. 
4 REPRESENTATIVE WATTS: Good morning, and hank you, 
5 Mr. Chairman and distinguished commissioners. Let me again, 
6 by statin my sincere appreciat~on for the op ortunity to 
7 tell the 'fhker story. as we have done severaftimes In the 
8 last cou le months. 
9 d e  Oklahoma Air Logistics Center will be the 

10 centerpiece of m comments today obviously, and in the pas 
I i two days lawmders have come before oy to state, their case. 
12 YOU have heard these messa es before %ring on-s~te vlslts 
13 and regional hearings. ~ o u % a v e  listened to success stories 
14 and had a chance to witness firsthand the excellence that i s  
15 at work at these depots, bases, posts, and ports across thls 
16 great count 
17 We d& and ou listen, and now the rocess is 
18 concluding. It is d e  time for summary a n l a  final 
19 opportunity to recommend a course of action. You have heard 
20 the men and women of the Oklahoma Air Logistics Center tell 
21 their story. It is a story of pnde, comrmtment to customer 
22 satisfaction, and a will~ngness to cooperate wlth the 
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rofile of the American military industnal complex. 

e ave demonstrat+ an unmatched work ethjc that : ch"gv \ 
3 serves as @e lmchpm for T.yker9s daj-to-day act~v~tles, 
4 whch are mtegral to the rml~tary rea iness of t h ~ s  great 
5 country. Those contributions include fabricatin arts to 
6 keep our most sophisticated aircrafi, like the B-3 Bomber in 
7 the rmsslon read status. 
8 We have sl);own how the men and women of Tinker 

1 9 rform a unique maintenance task on missiles such as the air 
l o  runch cruise missile, the short-range attack missile, the 
11 Navy's Ha on, or advanced cruise missile. Tinker has shown 
12  their c a p a g  stewardshi in mana ing a current year-end 
I3 industqal fund budget oralmost $7 billion q d  supervising 
14 the mamtenance of more than 17,000 jet en mes. 
15 In this regard, the Department of ~ e & s e ' s  own 
16 depot maintenance o rations indicators reports states that 
17 during the period enEng in the second uarter of fiscal year 
18 1994 Tinker's average engine process !ays yere greater than 
19 one-thrd better th? the com tltlop. In addtt~on, Tlnker's 
20 schedule indicator index for t E  penod between Apnl '93 and 

:: F*"?? 
'94 was second best in Air Force Material Command. 

e have shown that Tinker led the fleet In the area 
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I yoy will honor the data that IS put before you a d  not $low 
2 pollt~cs to lay an overwhelrmn role 
3 The Xmerican military injustrial complex IS 
4 changing. This change is forcing people to disru t their 
s professional lives, the lives of the families, and t& lives 
6 of the communities in which they live. The duty owed to the 
7 citizens of this country is to make that change as rational a 
8 decision as possible and avoid political correctness. 
9 The eople have told them story. The politicians 

10 have told tieir st0 Now let demonstrated performance anc 
1 I proven statistics tey'their story. I am confident the data 
12 representing Tinker Air Force Base and, more specifically 
13 the Oklahoma Air Logistics Center, tell the story of a work 
14 force committed to pnde, customer satisfaction, and a 
15 willin ness to pursue excellence at every turn. 
I6 h r .  Chalrman and honorable commissioners, I thank 
17 you for our listenin ear. 
I8 CAAIRM AN BIXON: well, Congressman Watts, we 
19 certainly thank you and we thank the entlre Oklahoma 
20 delegat~on, which gets the accolades of the commission for 
21 iving their presentations in every individual case within 
22 &e five minutes allotted to their eternal credit. We are 
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I grateful. Ever slnce Commissioner Rebecca Cox took over. 
2 t h~ngs  have immeasurably im roved and we are lndehrcd to hc r  
3 We thank the great State of~klahoma.  

The only thing I could object to 1s Commiss~on<r 
5 Cox has done such a tine job that the chalnnan 1s obl~gated 
6 to declare another recess until wq can find some more people 
7 to come over here. We are rumlng now a little ahead of 
8 schedule, briefly. May 1 say to my friends in the Congress 
9 in both houses, please do not interpret this to mean we 

1 0  encourage you to exceed your five rmnutes. We thank the 
I I Oklahoma delegation once again for their 100 percent 
12 nerformance. 

A brief recess was taken I f: ' &HAIRMAN DIXON: d e  chair is delighted to see 
15 Con ressman Ernest lstook here and we are pleased to have him 
16 be t ie  clean-u man for the Oklahoma dele ation, which has 
17 done extreme8 well and will now do even %etter. 
18 Congresirnan Istook. 
19 REPRESENTATNE ISTOOK: '!lank you, Chairman Dixon. 
20 I appreciate the.0 portunlty. I dldn't realize with the tlme 
21 change that I mg!t be clean-up, but I w ~ l l  accept whatever 
22 posit~on in the batting order is available. 
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1 of technology innovation and artnering. Tinker's technology 
2 advancement coalitions adzess a wwlde spectrum of 
3 environmental issues. One such venture joins all Department 
4 of Defense installations in Oklahoma as a coal~t~on to cross- 
5 feed information on compliance actions and improve the 
6 partnership between the Environmental Protection Agency and 
7 other federal a encies. 
8 ~urther,%inker blazes a trail in alternative fuel 
9 use by ada ting some 55 1 vehcles to run on propane, 

10 com ressd  ?turd gas, and electnc batter power. Nearly 
1 1  300fleet v e h ~ l e s  have been convert+ to dlal he1 clean 
12 natural gas, glvlng T~nker the dlstlnctlon of havlng one of 
13 the lar est dual fuel armada in the nation. 
14 I% summary, YOU saw pride, commitment to customer 
15 satisfaction, and a willingness to coo erate with the 
16 chan ing profile of the American miitary industrial complex. 
17 That %eing the case. let me close with the recommended course 
18 of action. 
19 I have contidence In the commission's objectivity. 
20 I know you w ~ l l  be malung some of the most d~fficult 
21 decisions since the BRAC process be an. While those 
22 decisions will not be easy, they must$ made. 1 know that 
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I As the commission well knows, I am here to test~fy 
2 on hehalf of Tinker Air Force Base in Oklahoma City. Tinker 
3 is one of five air logistics centers. From my perspective, 
4 not only as a person who has been very, or tned to be very 
5 t i  ht fisted w~th the taxpayers' dollar, but also as a member 
6 o f ? t l b c  Appropriations Ct~in~nittee and a mcmher 01. the  Miiililrv 

7 Construction Subcommittee, 1 am very sens~t~ve to the 
I interest in chang~n the current structure of t h ~  alr 
9 lo istics centers. Wnd 1 realize that t h~s  comm~sslon seeks 

10 to%onor its oath and its obligations to take an object~ve 
I I look at what is the right sire, what is the proper s i x .  to 
12 be able,to fulfill the military mission to meet the needs of 
13 our natlonal security, and yet have the most economical 
14  circumstances for !he taxpayer. 
15 Now, there 1s only two viable ways to squeeze the 
16 most bang for the buck out of our shrinkin defense budget to 
I7 make the most of what you've ot andlook for the s nergy 
18 that you can through things suc. as inter-servicing. i f  you 
19 maximize the use of existlng military facilities, and 1 know 
20 you have heard testimony regardin what are the needs when it 
21 comes to the logistics centen o/th? Air Force, the needs 
22 are to find ~f you can locate things in a smaller number of 
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1 the3 were already saturated for annual training, and number 
2 two, the mcreased t r a m g  load will adversely affect range 
3 and training facilit maintenance and increase existing 
4 environmental roilems in the traiping a!+. 
5 Two of tl!e proposed alternat~ve tra~nrn sites are 
6 unsuieble for the required kind of traininq. B h e . ~ r m ~  
7 erred, m that proposed sltes cannot meet a 1 exlstlng 
8 training requirements of the units which currently train at 
9 the Ga . 

10 &ven the totality of these errors and omissions, 
11 it is clear that the Army substantially deviated from the DOD 
12 selection criteria, and as a result of ~ t s  higher than 
13 estimated military value to all the Department of Defense, 
14 Fort Indiantown Gap should be removed from the closure list. 
15 Mr. Chairman, I would like to brief1 turn your 
16 attention to the Tobyhanna Army Depot. lYurge you and the 
17 Commission members to accept the recommendation of the 
18 Secretary of Defense and keep Tobyhanna open, because it is 
19 aq outstandmg fac~l~ty.  Tobyhanna offers the h~ghest 
20 ml~tary  value aqd. IS very cost-effective. Tobyhanna is a 
21 truly valuable ml~tary  asset to the Department of Defense 
22 whch should be retamed. 
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1 T0byhaqna.i~ a great bargain for the taxpayers, and 
2 its modem facll~t~es provlde reat potentla1 for 
3 interservisin agreements. l%e state-of-the-art fpcilities 
4 and higuy sfilled wo.rkforce at T o b y h a ~ a  prov~de an 
5 outstandmg op ortunlt for the communlcatlons and 
6 electronics worfr for otier services to be consolidated as 
7 part of interservicin agreements. 
8 In. today's motem, digitired battlefield, the high 
9 tech fac~l~tles at Tobyhanna are cnt~cal to our nat~onal 

lo  security. Pennsylvanians have always answered the call to 
1 1  dut , but the proposed cuts in BRAC 1995 would have an unfair 
12 andl drastic effect on the Commonw.ealth. 
13 I deepl a preclate your consideration in this 
14 matter and a& tgat you remove Fort lndiantown Gap and 
15 Tobyh.anpa from the BRAC list. Thank you very much, 
16 comrmssloners. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Congressman 
18 Holden. 
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1 did not recognize the number and types of Reserve component 
2 schools, the Reserve component units, and maintenance 
3 activities which are assigned to the Gap. 
4 None of the seven schools, design Reserve component 
5 units and the aviation and ground maintenance activities are 
6 scheduled to leave the Gap u on clpsure. ,The active Arm is 
7 attempting to pass the cost o ! rumng  the lnfrastmcture o r  
8 the post to the state. Thereby, the state would be ~n the 
9 busmess of subs~d~zin the t r a m  of federal troops a 

10 responsibility which cfearly shoulf remain with the federal 
1 1 government. 
12 The.Apny's analysis determined Reserye component 
13 annual t r a m g  could be moved. T h ~ s  analys~s IS flawed In 
14 that its results are based on a 12-month ava~lability of 
I5 Reserve component units and that the mposed alternative 
16 training sites are not able to accommo$ate the additional 
17 trainin load. 
18 &us i m p ~ t  0f.m increased trainin load on the 
19 altemat~ve t r a m g  sites was not part of 1%8 Amy's 
20 analysis. The affected installations were not consulted. 
21 R resentatives from Fort Drumm have told Fort Indiantown Gap 
22 bsqbre the Fort Indiantown Gap Coalition, number one, that 

- . - - - - - . - 

19 And we will now call upon your distinguished 
20 collea ue Re resentatwe Geor e Gekas. 
21 ~ P R E ~ E N T A T I V E  G E ~ A S :  I thank you. To the 
22 chairman and to the members of the Commission, we bring you 
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I greetings from Lebanon Valley, Pemsy lvania, the heart of 
2 Central Pennsylvania. And lndiantown Gap is the heerr o l  the 
3 heart of Central Pennsylvania. 
4 The wntten statement that I wish to submit to the 
5 Commission, with your consent, contains the fact sheet that 
6 replicates what Representative Holden was able to convey to 
7 you. And the numbers are adequately presented in the record 
8 already in the prevlous functions that brought forth the 
9 story of Indiantown Gap. 
10 What I would l~ke  to concentrate on with the 
1 1  Commission, if it please the Commission, is as follows: When 
12 last the BRAC considered Indiantown Gap, it was the Pentagon 
13 which urged the Commission, along with the advocates of 
14 maintaining Indiantown Gap, the Penta on itself who pressed 
15 for retention of the Indiantoyn Gap fac$ity; that is, your 
I6 predecessor in the Commiss~on was llst~ng it as a posslble 
17 closure or realignment. 
18 But the Pentagon felt that the military value and 
19 the investment that they had thus far u to that juncture 
20 made justified its being removed from the. gRAC consideration. 
21 Now, we have a reversal of f o e ,  as it were. Apd I need to 
22 focus the attentloo of the Comrmu~on on the rat~onale for 
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I that change, that 360 turnaround in the Pentagon and in the 
2 BRAC cons~deratrons. 
3 If, indeed, the Penta on and BRAC, your 
4 prulsessors, already had found that Indiantown Gap should 
5 remain open, then they found that the economic im act of 
6 closure would be adverse to the community, which we a\ would 
7 know. That's a matter of fact. And secondly, more 
8 jmportantly, the military value required that ~t remain In 
9 I ~ S  present state. 
10 Now, what has happened since then6? Not on1 d ~ d  
I I the Pentagon endorse i$ remaining in lace, that In Y iantown 
12 Ga remaln in place with its funct~on, gut also poured 
13 adJtional dollars Into ~t to modernize certaln f a c ~ l ~ t ~ e s  
14 and to make the training that Indiantown Gap has historically 
I5 been performing even more feasible and more valuable, more 
16 worthwhile, to the Pentagon itself. 
17 And so we have now the anomaly of a Pentagon 
18 endorsement in the last BRAC round, a Pentagon increased and 
19 a Congressionally increased investment in Indiantown Gap, an 
20 upgradin of its functions, its trainin capacities. And 
21 then, we%ave Desert Storm data to s%ow that immediate 
22 mobilization was a factor that was commented on by every 

~ Page 198 
1 person of military strength in the whole nation as being a 
2 remarkable feat for Indiantown Ga or an mobilization point. 
3 And now, we have the B ~ C  dmmiu ion  considering 
4 closing the new investment made in lndiantown Gap. That has 
5 to be taken into consideration by the Commiss~on. I t  would 
6 be like throwing bad dollars after ood dollars. We have 
7 heard that tnte expression thousanis of times. h a  i t  
8 pertains here. 
9 Why increase the tank artiller range capacity ot  
10 lndiantown Gap and then close it down. Why Invest marc nloncy 
I I and then determine, "Well, we'll realign i t  or close 11 down 
12 altogether"? These are the kinds of consrderations that go 
13 beyond just the fact sheets which we resent to ou but go 
14 onto questions of common sense, app!icdtion odhe  value m 
15 lndiantown Gap. 
16 I want to close with pvo anecdotes. A high Cab~net 
17 official in a revious Admnistration, a res~dent of V~rg~nia 
I8 who himsel?selved in the Reserves pf that state, cornmen@ 
19 to me after he heard about it. He sa~d,  How are they golng 
20 to close lndlantown Gap? " 
2 1 This was a member of a previous Cabinet in a 
22 previous Administration. "That's where I trained," he told 

I I 
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I B't 're deljghted to have you here, and we're pleased to have 
1 rn) old fnend, Congressman Joe McDade. 
I Representatwe McDade. 
1 REPRESENTATWE McDADE: Mr.  Chairman. members of 

the Commission, thank you once again for the privile e of 
5 hawn the o portunity to speak to you again on beha fi of 

what fconsizer to be the best depot in the entire DOD 
8 system. Tobyhanna Army Depot. 
o Let me say that I know that you've had thousands of 

I O miles and thousands of hours of information presented to you, 
i . I  and I'm going to try to be brief and certainly not present to 
/:2 you any more slides today or charts. I know you ve probabll 
; : 3  seen the ultimate in every slide possible. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I did bring a 1:: piece of hardware. It's a little, tiny radio. It weighs 
,:6 about two pounds. It's designed to operate for about 15 
i:7 hours on a single battery. It is called a PRC-111 in the 
, .8 laqon of the milita , and it is maintained, enhanced, and 
:. wed at the ~ o b g a n n a  Army Depot. 

There's somethin else about ~t I want you to know, y f  I - This is the lund of  surviv?~ radio that, was used by 
112 cott O'Grady to be recovered in conjunction wlth all the 
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i me. as a Reserve, "and there was no other place for us I?, 

inia " he felt, OF perhaps some regions of Virginia, to 
for tiis type of training eice t lndlantown Fa  . Anything -,& would be ?st-defect~ve, " ifthat's a phrase. 8 9 1 1  

5 lncor~ra t?  it into my testimony, coin a new phrase, "cost- 
6 defective. 
7 And so I was pleased to hear that, because that's 
8 our contention. And this was from an out-of-state, other 
9 state resident who served in the Reserves and who trained in 

10 Indiantown Gap. 
I I Second anecdote. Right after Desert Storm had been 
12 completed successfully, on a chance sto at the Chalet % 13 Restaurant in Dillsburg, also in Central, emsylvania, I 
14 happened to see sltting m a booth a famhar face. And I 
15 went down to join him for a cup of coffee. It was General 
16 Gus Pagonas, who was the officer in charge of all the 
17 logistics r uired in Desert Storm. 
I R  Andysat down with him and asked him just on a 
19 casual hasis how would he evaluate the role of New Cumberland 
20 Army D t, which is in Central Pennsylvania, and Indiantown 
21 Gap andxechanicsbur Naval Depot in what hap e n d  so 
12 successfully in Desert ftorm. He was quick to teR me that 

- - 
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i the rnoh~llzatlon that took place in lndiantown Gap anfthe 
2 I ~ ~ Z I ~ I K S  capacily o f  New Cumherland were Xe" measures in the 
1 .;uccessful exerclse of Desert Storm. 
4 That was very important, to me, because then what he 
5 had told me justified the addltlonal fundin that the 
6 Pmtagon and the Congress poured into in%iantown Gap 
7 following Desert Storm, for an u date and modernization and 
8 fulfillment of the capaclty of inJantown Gap. That was very 
9 ~mportant to me. 

I s p  for, of course, on a parochial, selfish, 
tical asis, many would ascribe my testlmon as being. ~ l d  I accTt that, because I want Indiantown Cap to ge saved. 

ut what ve tried to outline h e n  is ob'ective data, the 
I4 Pmtagon's opinion in the last BRAC, t ie  BRAC's last BRAC 
1 5  o mion, the gentleman from Virginia who served in a Cabinet 
16 3 a previous Administration, and the general that w?s in 
i7 charge of all the Indiantown, Ga and other facilities in the /: countsyere  able to do dunng besert Stom. 

1s is the gist of my testimony to you, and I 
:O w r u l d  urge you to review the record of your predecessor BRAC 
:I a s  to the value of Indiantown Ga . 
-? -- CHAIRMAN DIXON: Than!! you. Congressman Gekas. 
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I I want to indicate, too, that in the Commission's 
2 decision last time to eliminate the Sacramento Arm Depot, 
3 Tobyhanna was pemtted to compete agalnst ~ c ~ h a n  h r  
4 Force Base on five occasions. Head to head, as you mandated 
5 in competition, four out of five of those competitions were 
6 won on bid rate packages by Tob hanna. They were lower, they 
7 were of equal qualit they didYthe work better. They 
a deserve to be rewarckl for that, Mr. Chairman. 
9 So I submit to ou that the only lo 'cal place that 

10 we can look at is ~ol!~hanna because ?f g a t  wage rate, 
11 because of ~ t s  efficiency, and because it has the capaci 
12 If we were to say today, "What is the depot in the Uni?& 
13 States of America that can expand in ground control 
14 communications electronics and make these survival 
15 radios with efficiency and cost efficient an p material 
16 efficien~y?" the resounding answer is, +obyhama Army 
17 Depot. 
18 It is the only depot that could accept additional 
19 work without one cent of military construction dollars 
20 r uired. There would be, of course, some minor facilitation 
21 dglars, but that's it. 1 submit to the Commission -- and 
22 you've heard it many times, and I know you know it's 

Page 202 
I rest of our forces in Bosnia. 
2 Tobyhanna does this for eve body in the military, 7 3 and it indicates the unique nature o them interservicing 
4 capabilities and, in m opinion, as well the requirement 
5 that we have absolutery well-maintamed equi ment if our 
6 youngsters are to survlve. That's the kind orradio that we 
7 see maintained at Tobyhanna, enhanced at Tobyhanna, kept 
8 ready there so that it can help our youngsters to get on 
9 back. 

10 I want to say that 1 know that you've had enormous 
11 data presented to you and mountains of briefing pa rs and 
12 point papers. I only want you to kee in -d, if fi ht 
13 ask you to, as you come to your conc~usion ust a couAe of 
14 points about the Tobyhanna Army Depot that I tiink mUy cut 
15 to the core, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, and 
16 something that we all have to do as we try to make decisions 
17 in a committee environment, where we get an awful lot of 
18 material presented to us. 
19 What are those salient points? ,First, we need to 
20 realize that Tobyhama A g y  Depot IS the s ~ g l e  largest 
21 commun~catlons electronics de ot in the entlre De artment 01 
22 Defense. It is a single commoSity. dedicated faciI?ty used 
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I by the De artment with thelar est single.concentration in 
2 that one g P o t  on this one slngfe commodity. 
3 It is also, Mr. Chalrman and members of the 
4 Commission, the lowest cost, most productive by DOD standards 
5 GCE facility in the entire s stem. Now, we can do a lot and 
6 you've heard a lot about rares hen  and there but I want to 
7 ive you two rates, both of w&ch are ublished DOD rates. 
8 6ne  n the Air Force commodity rate Er electromcs st  
9 Sacramento ALC. And the rate per hour in that particular 

10 depot is $88.35. 
11 For the same work at Tobyhanna Arm Depot, the rate 
12 ublished by the Army Depot S stems is $53.95, savings ol 
13 b0 an hour for work performdon similar work, rdentical 
14 work at Tob hanna. 
15 And aX of you are faced with this enormous problem 
16 of figuring out how to deal with the shortages that confront 
17 not ust our military; but everybody in the country has to 
18 look! at that, becsuse any dollar ou spend that has that lund 
19 of a wage rate differential at ~ o b h a n n a  lndlcates that you 
20 can get the job done much less cost1 and, @deed, enhance 
21 readlness by making these scarce do8ars available at other 
22 places. 

I 
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1 you concernipg.four s ecific issues before the Commission, 
2 the Navy facll~t~es lo & a m s t e r ,  Pennsylvan~a; the defense 
3 industrial suppl center in Philadelphia; realignment and 
4 coyolidati?n a&ectin Naval Surface Warfare Center in. 
5 Phladelpha; and thesort Indlantown Gap, Pennsylvania. 

, 6 These lssues are of reat importance to me and our 
7 colleagues here in ~enns~fvania  and the citizens of 
8 Mont ome County who I'm privile ed to represent. 
9 $im? would like to urge the tommisslon to 

10 closely examine the options for the naval air warfare center 
1 1  m Warpnster, Pennsylvma. I believe that we must do 
12 everythug poss~ble to ensure the success of reuse efforts 
13 and to rotect the regional.economy. 
14 &oreover, I would l ~ k e  to bnn to your attention 
I5 the value of the Naval Command Controfand Ocean Surveillance 
16 Center, the RDT&E divisions detachment in Warminster. As you 
17 know the Navy has erroneously proposed that the functions of 
18 thjs detachment be relocated to the Naval co.rnmand in, San 
19 Dlego and the Naval Oceanographic Office in St. LOUIS. 
20 It should be noted that the Philadelphia detachment 
21 is of great mlitary value to both the Nav and joint forces 
22 programs. The proposed transfer would gave an extremely 
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1 accurate -- Tobyhanna is the best GCE depot in the s stem. 
2 We need to kee the best for our country and &r 
3 the Scott O'Grad s w%o might have to use lts resources later d 4 on. Thank you, r. Chairman, members of the Commission. 
5 Thank you very much. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well. thank you for an excellent 
7 resentation. We appreciate it very much. Representative 
8 fk McDade. 
9 Our next presentation will-be b Congressman Jon 

10 Fox of the Penns l v m a  delegatloo. %ePresentative Fox, 
1 1  w e k  delighted to Lve  you. My wife's rna~den name was Fox, 
12 so you have a entle audience. 
13 VPRES NTAWE FOX: I hope you'll be thinking of 
14 your w ~ f e  as you dec~de for Pennsylvma affirmatively on all 
15 of our r uests. From one Fox to another, I thank you very 
16 much fo?her help. I ho e she'll talk to you after hours 
17 like I'm talking to you & r i o  hours. 
18 Chairman Dixon, mem%ers of the Commission, thank 
19 you for the o p ~ r t u n i t  to appear before you toda . I also 
20 jom the express~ons o?Colonel Burton, who led t i e  rescue 
21 fission for Scott O.'Grad . He's from my district, and he 
22 jolar me m the spmt of tiese remarks. 
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1 As a new member of Congress, I certainly a prec~ate 
2 the importance of your msslon of costsutt~ng a n f  
3 consol~dation and I salute you for your efforts to preserve 
4 our national defense by streamlining and reducing 
s inefficiencies. 
6 And while I do believe that we all must share in 
7 the burden of reducing the size and cost of the federal 
8 government, I must emphasize the tremendous impact of base 
9 closures and realignments on Philadel hia and on Pennsylvania 

10 as a whole. Penns lvania had 45,835 total defense persomel 
I 1 as of Se tember 3 z  1994; as a result of action by the '88, 
12 '91, anf '93 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
I3 Commissio~,  Penns lvania lost 13,305 of those positions. 
14 Includrng the 1595 Department of Defense 
15  r~xpmendations, Penns lvania will have lost 16,600 jobs. 
16 l l u s  IS a 36.6 percent curln defense personnel, hi her than 
17 any other state in the Union. Moreover, ~h i lade lh ia  
I8 closures account for more than 75 percent of Pennsylvania job 
19 losses. 
20 Mr. Chairman and fellow commissioners, Pems lvania 
21 has iven its fair shan  towards ?ccomplishing our gear. I 
22 woufd like to take thls opportul~ty to share my thoughts with 
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I readiness, promote efficlelcy and cost-effatlveness m i  savc 
2 the.jobs,.o course, of,ded~cated DISC employees. 
3 Th~rd,  I would Ilk? to s eak in support oftht: DOD 
4 rrsommendatlons to realign Java1 Surface Wartare Center 
5 Annapolis with Naval Service Warfare Center Philadclphra. as 
6 well as the City of Philadelphia's recommendation to 
7 consolidate NAVSEA 03 with the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
8 in Philadelphia. 
9 As the former Secretary of the Navy, John Lehman, 

10 is quoted as saying, "Realigning NSWC Annapolis with the NSWC 
I 1 Phlladel hia center of ,excellence is of critlcal importance 
12 t? the d v y .  Consolidation of the machinery en lneenng 
13 l ~ f e  cycle will improve the operational readiness o If the 
14 fleqt and save 14.5 mlllon a year, for a total 20-year 
15 savin s of 175.1 million. 
16 7 wpuld also like to finally strongly urge.the 
17 Commission to a prove the C~ ty  of Philadelphia's pro osal tc 
I8 consolidate NAYSEA 03650 employees with the Naval Surice 
19 Warfare Center Philadelphia, 1,600 em loyees and tremendous 
20 facility infrastructure. The consolifation will elimnate 
21 unnecessary duplication, save about $166 million over 20 
22 years. 
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I negative effect on the detachment's core capability to 
2 continue to support these programs. 
3 Moreover, the cost assumptions for the move do not 
4 include personnel and equi ment transfer costs and do not 
5 consider the detachment s gcally em loyed outsourced 
6 technical support. We are concemdthat the Department did 
7 not investigate the ossibility of relocating locally. 
8 Secondly, as 7 emphasized in m letter to you of 
9 April 14th, 1 stron ly su port the deznse industrial supply 

10 center m ~ h l a d e l h a .  you know, the Defense Lo istles 
1 1  Agenc has recommended !hat FISC be disestablished. Altfough 
12 the DL claimed that thls ?ctron will elminate 385 direct 
13 jobs I understand that the obs of more than 1,800 other 
14 empioyees at DISC would ke  at nsk because the current 
15 employees would have no right of lacement or transfer 
16 function entitlement at any job witgin the DLA's inventory 
17 control point. 
18 In 1993, the Base Closure Commission overruled the 
19 Department of Defense's recommendation to close DISC. This 
20 facllity is still crucial to military readiness, and I urge 
21 you to uphold the decision of the '93 Commission. 
22 The workforce at DISC has been recognized as a 

. -- - 
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I model of efficiency. DISC has the h~ghest ro ortlon of 
2 military requ~sitions and still rnalntalns the LgRest level 
3 of support of all hardware centers. In addition, DISC has 
4 the lowest number of below goal systems and consistently 
5 prov~des better availability to weapons systems items than 
6 any other ICPs. 
7 Because DISC is housed along with a Navy weapons 
8 management ICP and a w F p n s  engineerin facility, a talented 
9 pool of expeneenced logistics personnel %as develo ed. As a 

10 result, DISC and the Aviation Supply Office have devetped a 
I I strong workin relationship that romotes cooperation and 
12 pr.od,uctivit . h e n  is no r a t i ode  for choos.ing to 
13 ellmnate &SC among the four Defense Logist~cs A encies. 
14 o f  all four ICPS, DISC w a g e s  35 ercent oBa11 
15 weapons systems hardyare and messes 40 percent of all 
la military customer requsltions. %I spite of these facts, 
17 Defense Lo istics Agency recommended moving DISC'S weapons 
18 coded wor&load to the general supply center, which currently 
19 manages the least amount of weapons coded workload of the 
20 ICPs. 
21 It is essential that wepreserve DISC in order to 
22 maintain our defense logistics at the highest level of 

I 
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1 maintenance mission performed, and it rewards installations 
2 who work on small items. 
3 How can Letterkemy have more land, more 
4 facilities, more square feet, and be ranked last in capacity? 
5 A better assessment of miry worth would be to look at the 
6 requirements of the future.an consider the successes in 
7 i n t e ~ r v i c m  and m tearmng and the overall value to DOD. 
8 In t h ~ s  case, t t terkenny would rank at the top of all the 

depots. 
Additionally, we have recently become aware of an 

important new development that su rts the BRAC 1993 
decision. We have seen an i n t e r n a f L y  document dated 3 1 
May to the Undersecretary of the Army which states -- and I 
quote - "The Army's recommendation to realign Letterkenny's 
tactical missile workload was footed in a faulty stationing 
strategy. Due to an oversight m the document's reparat~on, 
provision of a tactical missile cspabilit was negl!cted, 
even thou@ this commodity is key to BOD'S war fighting 
capability. 

As the Commission knows, h t t e r k e ~ y  is not a 
single depot like most in the inventory. We perform several 
missions, including ammunition storage, joint service missile 
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I of Staffs. letter of just 8 June which reinforce the closure 
2 of Red Rlver and states that the justification IS 
3 "com elling." 
4 %ell, with the closure of Red River, keeping 
5 Letterkenny o en is even more important. Because Letterkenny 
6 is the only o%er de ot which can provide surge capacity to 
7 Anniston in time otwar. 
8 Currently, Letterkerny is erforming vehicle 
9 maintenance on.Palladin, as w d a s  o$ers. We have entered 

10 Into a partnershp agreement wlth Umted Defense on the 
I I rogram and in two short years have saved over $60 million. 
12 h i s  model procurement program has already eliminated 
13 substantial bureaucracy. 
14 ln summary, Mr. Chainnan and ladies and gentlemen, 
15 the Department has again substantially deviated from cntena 
16 1 and 4.  The 1993 BRAC decision was a sound decision. And 
17 we urge this Commission to reaffirm that BRAC 1993 decision 
18 to consolidate missiles and to continue the ublic-private 
19 teaming of track vehicles at Letterkenny hank you very 
20 much. 
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. Congressman 
22 Bud Shuster. 
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1 there are zero added costs to retain Letterkenny, not to 
2 realign Letterkern . After four years of tactical missile 
3 studies and s e v e r a T ~ 0 ~ 1 ~  investigations, it has been 
4 conclusively concluded that htterkenny is the best of the 19 

I 5 depots studled to perform the joint services tactical missile 
6 mamtenance program. 

As a result of this decision, Letterkemy .already : h+ complet+ the trans~tion of 13 .of the.21 mss~l? s stems. 
9 shpped and ~ostalled over $1 00 mlllon in spec ia l id  

1 0  equipment, and hired and trained an additional 262 technical 
1 1  mlsstle experts. What businessman would recommend changing 
12 course this far into a business decision without overwhelming 
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1 maintenance, and combat vehicle maintenance. We're the only 
2 depot with these capabilities. To realign Letterkemy simply 
3 does not make sound business sense. 
4 The wa to save money is to have a clean kill. It 
5 is to totally dose an installation. We all know Bat 
6 Letterkenny will not be totally closed because of the 
7 strate ic need to maintain the ammo storage mission. It's 
8 true $t base o ration costs will go down, but the qost to 
9 mamtsln 19,0$acres and a staff of 672 for the continued 

rt apd several million square feet of building space iy ~ K m a m .  
12 So to realign the joint tactical missiles will cost 
13 MILCON, training, transportation of equipment, and personnel 
14 costs. The best estimate is that the cost t o  realign the 
15 depot is defuutely not on1 the $53 m l l ~ o n  that IS the TABS 
16 estimate, because that. T.&S estimate does not include DLA, 
17 SYMAC, and the loglstlcs support act~v~ty.  
18 More probaby, the &st evidence indicates /t will 
19 cost in excess of $2 0 mllion to reallgn, along w~ th  the 
20 recurring annual costs to operate the remaining functions at 
21 Letterkenny . 
22 The point that seems to often be missed is that 

13 justification? 
1 4  No other depot in the United States can perform 
15 joint msslle mtegrat~on. None have adecluate storage 
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1 And on behalf of the Pennsylvania delegat~on, 
2 Representative Robert Borslu. 
3 REPRESENTATWE BORSKl: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and 
4 members of the Commission, for iving me the opportunity to 
5 testify toda Two years ago, f came before you to argue 
6 against the $entagon's proposal to close and relocate nearly 
7 every defense facllit in the City of Philadelphia. 
8 Recognizin t& the true m i l i t a ~  value of the? 
9 facilit~es is ~ t s  slufied workforces, the omrmssion wlsely 

10 rejected the Pentagonys proposal and instead appr0ve.a more 
I I cost-effectlve altematlve that consol!dated these facil~t~es 
12 at the AS0 com ound ~n Phlladelpha. 
13 ~ e ~ r e t t a b g ,  in BRAC '95, the Pentagon has chosen 
14 to ignore the wisdom of our decision. DLA has roposed b 
15 disestablish DlSC on the AlO combat. This proposal Leo not 
16 close a base. Eighty percent of its claimed savings come 
I 7 from eliminating personnel ositions. 
18 I will not go into the Jetails of the flaws behind 
19 DLA,'s stated savmn~. , ~ e , e m p l o y c y  at DISC have already 
20 provided you wlth etailed lnformat~on. Instead, as you 
21 examine whether this proposal will save any lnonc 
22 you keep in mind the following points about t 

1 6  capability. None 6ave adequate maintenanceaspace. ~ n ; f  none 
17 have the capacity for missile round support equipment. To 
la  claim otherwise without significant construction and other 
19 major associated costs is sim ly false. 
20 As the DODIG concluaed last month, this rogram, 
21 the BRAC '93 program of consolidation of missifes, is w~thin 
22 budget and on schedule. We're also aware of the Army Ch~el 
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I Impact on military readiness. 
2 DLA is disestablishing DISC, whlch by every measure 
3 is DLA's most efficient weapons suppl center. DISC manages 
4 the most weapons system items andYhas the hi hest customer 
r su ort rate, yet has the lowest rate of error. secause DlSC 
6 is BLLA'S best supply center, it has served as a prototype for 
7 DLA's future missions requirement. 
8 The em loyees at DISC have been reinventing government long 
9 before &ice President Gore's initiatives. 

10  Disestablishing DISC will also result in the 
I 1 ermanent loss of a uni ue joint service synergy that exists 
12 petween DlSC and AS0 I n  BRAC '93. the Comm~ssion pointed tr 
13 this syner y as a reason for keeping both on the same 
14 compounlB 
15 DLA's proposal will throw the items it manages into 
16 a whirlwind beyond its control. If this proposal is 
17 a proved, more than 66 percent of DLA's workload will move 
18 $om one facility to another in the next four years. No item 
19 transfer of this magnitude hasever been accom lished. 
20 Disestablishing DISC wlll not close any fases. It 
21 will only reshuffle workload. DLA is essentially asking the 
22 Commission established to close bases to endorse its agency 
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dc\cnfcs 10 he one orthese weapons centers The Comrnlssion 

1 5hould reject this misguided proposal, so the DLA can 
: reorganize In a more sensible manner and time frame outs~de 
1 of the BRAC process. To do otherw~se would place an 
< unacceptable risk to the reediness of our armed services. 
6 I would also like, Mr. Chairman, to briefly discuss - the Navy's proposed relocations of the Naval air technical 
8 services facllit and the Naval engineerin service unit to 
Q Cslifornia. ~ & e  the DISC roposal, the kavy proposals do 

close bases. The merery move these facilities from 
delphia to the o&er side of the country. MII' Such a move would completely dismantle hvo skilled 

13 workforces that are still essential to the readiness of our 
14 armed services. In response to the Navy's proposal, the 
15 employees of NAVSAV and NAVSU have developed counterproposals 
I6 that presenre their workforces and achieve even better 
17 savings by consolidatin their functions with ASO. These 
18 proposals provide the &txpission.with an opportunity to 
19 consolidate without sacrificing mlitary value. 
20 Finally,, I would like to ex rew su ort for DOD's 
21 proposed real1 ent of Naval &rface &dare Center from 
22 Annapolis to #adelphis and the City of Philadelphia's 
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I the United States Air Force. 
2 Mr. Chairman, what I am proposing and what's being 
3 pro osed, as you heard in testimony from Congressman Shuster 
4 anB~on~ressman McDade, is to have a little shared sacrifice 
s between the services, between the Air Force and the Arm . 
6 And Pennsylvania is a place where you can see some of d a t  
7 shared sacnfice be brought to bear. 
8 In the case of ground communications, you heard 
9 Congressman McDade falk about the excess ca acity at 

10 Tobyhanna and the abillty for them to eonsolr&te ground 
I I communications from Sacramento to Tobyhanna. The same thing 
12 is in the case with Letterkenny with re t to the missile 
I3 consolidtttion which was proposed in the B K C  round of 1993 
14 and should be sustained in this BRAC round. We should share. 
15 I know that there is concerns with at least m e m m  
16 of the Arm* Services Cornmttee about the Army eatmg its 
17 seed core wlth reducmg to the depot level that they have 
18 suggested. I would ho that this Commission would look very 
19 careful1 at sharing t E  sacrifice across the bases. 
20 d t h  respect to the Pittsbur h Air Force Reserve 
21 Station, as you all know, the num%en that were thrown in the 
22 COBRA models initially were wrong. The Air Force has 
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I I proposal to consolidate the NAVSEA headquarters engineenn 

? directorate with Philadel hia These proposals will resuft 
.; in a combined savings oLeai l  340 million over seven years 
3 and are strongly supported by Former Secretary of the Navy 

John Lehman. 
ri Mr. Chainpan and.members of the Commission, the 
- em loyees of Philadelphia's defense facilities are the true 
a mlltary value of these facilities. Since BRAC '93, they 

have risen to the challenge of doing more and better with 
I @  less. I hope the C o m s s i o n  recognizes t h s  valuable asset 
1 1  to our country and builds on the correct ruling it made in 
12 1993. Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 
13 C H A I ~ A N  DIXON: Thank you, Congressman Borski. 
1.4 And we're delighted to have the distinguished 
I S  Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, Senator Rick 
16 Santorum, here. Senator Santorum. 
17 S,ENATOR SANTOR?: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I 
18 anpreciate the o portumty to come now for the third time and 

llc before the eomrnission. I appreciate your indulgence in 
g me do so. And I want to thank you for the fine work 

continued participation that we have had. And I nr" 
22 appreciate that, also, very much. 
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I As we all know, the BRAC process is a necessary 
2 process for all services. And I want to em hasize agam that 
3 all services should share in this process. I%d that's why I 
4 have testified that I am troubled to see that with respect to 
5 de ots, not all services are partjci ating: It frank1 sprt 

7 what the Army is doin . 
f I' 6 o?angers me to see what the h r  orce is domg re ative to 

8 In the past BRA&, the Army has closed three major 
9 de ots Lexin ton in '88; Sacramento in '91; and Tooele.in 

10 1963. The ~ i r B o r c e  h+ only closed one very small b~ m 
I I 1993, the Aerospace Guidance and Meteorology Center m 
12 Newark, Ohlo. 
13 In this round, the Air Force comes to the table 
14 with no depot clos.ings, zero. They basicall shuffle the 
15 deck tiers in the Titanic but keep in place allof their 
16 ALCs. 
17 In addition, they go through a six-year realignment 
18 instead of the two- to four-year period that the other 
19 de artments are pro sin and what was recommended b the 
20 B ~ A C .  Ax$ they . g ' t  3iminate positions -ti1 the ? ixd  
21 year. This is puntmg. Thm was not what t h s  Comrmss~on is 
22 all about. This is not what the Congress wanted to see from 

I 
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The numbers as k e  have been recranked out ag?in 

3 have Pittsbur h la much getter shape and in. k t ,  provide 
4 not only goodnumben and good cost and rml~ta value 
5 numbers. bu! also the fact that there's 77 acres o?ready 
6 ramp space slttm there from the former P~ttsburgh hrport 
7 terminal sitting tfere ready to deal with surge o ration or 
s an other contin ency that may come alon &.this a very 
9 valuable piece ofpro e because of the {ct that it's a a 

10 major airport with lo o runway space, et cetera. 
11 

&"?' 
In addition, as you know, the Secretary of the Air 

12 Force sent a letter dated June 9 to the chairman -- and I 
13 guote -- "In view of these circumstances" -- the 
14 circumstances" are"referrin to the problems of relocating 
15 Chicago O'Hare -- it woul%appear that the inactivation of 
16 the Air Force Reserve C-130 umt at O'Hare IAP, Instead of 
17 the C-130 u p  at Pittsburgh IAP is a reasonable 
18 alternative. 
19 So now, you have the Secretary of the Air Force 
20 su esting that O'Hare because of the problems with the City 
21 o?8hicago and being able to finance it real1 is the better 
22 place to close, as opposed to the Pittsburgh gase. I would 
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i --qrganization plan. 

Mr. Chairman and commissioners, each of these 
begs a fundamental question: Is this reall worth the 

b ~ l ; " ' ~ h i s  mission is still essential to the rellabi6ty qf 
s our hl h technology weapons systems and mlitary mssions 
6 aroun% the world. 

For example, DISC rnana es 41 percent of the ; consumable items on the C H - 5 t h  erstallion helicopters that 
P rescued Captain Scott 0'G.rady in {osnia. We often take for 

lo ranted the role that supplies play m. these missions. If 
I I &ese helicopters are not equlpped with the proper parts, 
12 they risk.malfunction or worse. It woul'd have been tragic if 
13 this mission had not succeeded because of a malfunction 
14 caused by inexperienced supply mana ement. 
1 5  As you examne DLA s propos$ and look at the 
16 disruption it will cause, ask yourself whether it's worth the 
17 risk of 'eopardizing the future success of missions such as 
1 8  this, all1 for savings which are questionable at best and do 
19 not even involve a base closure. 
20 Mr. Chairman, I sup ort the goals of DLA's 
2 1  reorganization, which wourd ultimately consolidate DLA's 
22 weapons workload into two supply centers. But clearly, DlSC 

I I I 
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1 can. I'm going to call Representative Paul Kanjorski. 
2 Please note that we have staff here that w~l l  work w~th  you. 
3 We're trying to solve your roblem. I want you to know, it's 
4 difficult, with the kind of day we have, with 121 witnesses. 
5 We're delighted to recognize Representative Paul 
6 Kanjorski. 
7 REPRESENTATNE KANJORSKI: Thank you very much, Mr 
8 Chairman. And I'm eoine to ask unanimous consent that mv 
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1 agree with Congressmen McHale and Gekas who testified on Fort 
2 Indiantown Gap. 
3 1 speak for Governor Ridge. I know there was some 
4 question about the overnor's position on this. He is 
5 strongly behind InJantown qap  and i.t remaining open. And 
6 the fact of the matter IS, t h s  is not gom to save money. ek 7 This is a basis -- Congressman Mc ale testified, a 
8 vibrant and active base IS olng to stay actlve wlth ~ t s  
9 Guard and Reserve q d  alkthe other training components that 

10 it has. And we're golng to have to come back for 
1 1  supplemental appropriations to fund the Reserve operations 
12 there if we don t do it throu h aq active unit. So if you're 
13 lookin to save money, the 8 ap 1s not the place to do lt. 
14 ?would also su port oqe DOD recommendation with 
15 the consolidation of &mapolls and NSWC at the Philadel hia 
16 NSWC. We have the Philadelphia Naval Shi ard, which was Rit 
17 worse, biggest closure in the entire ~ ~ ~ p ~ r o c e s s .  We need 
18 at least some sort of economic development draw. And having 
19 NSWC there and the work that they're doing consolidated - in 
20 addition, the Ci of Philadelphia has suggested NAVSEA 
21 from - the NAVS % A center here in Crystal City to move up to 
22 Philadelphia to consolidate into a more manageable plan. 
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1 It would be another, I think, bi thin for the 
2 City of Philadelphia. I'm gong to su%mit t ie  rest of my 
3 test~mon for the record, as my light came on, and try to 
4 keep witK the chairman's recommendation. Thank you. 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Senator Rick 
6 Santorum. We a preciate it. 
7 Now, the (!hair is advised that a vote is oing on 
8 I. the House and that it would accommodate tfe Pennsylvania 

me to tell you the order in whish the Chair 
amving. Senator Santorum was the eighth person 

for Pennsylvania. 
12 that we have noted in attendance -- I hope 
13 you'll not blame the Chair if we didn't note him correctly -- 
14 1s Representative Paul Kapjorski, number nine. We show 
15 Representative Tom Foglietta as number 10. Re resentatwe 
16 James Greenwood is number 11. The distinguisRed senior 
17 Senator, Senator Arlin Spectre, number 12, was in the room 
18 and I presume is at hand. Representative Kurt Weldon, number 
19 13, and Representative Ron Klink, number 14. 
20 Now, there ma be others here that the Chair has 
21 not been told about, &t this is the order. I'm hopeful to 
22 accommodate the Pennsylvania delegation in any manner that I 

9 formal testimony be gdrniEed into the, record. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: That will be done. 
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1 effectiveness of our military alignment. 
2 When 1 argue for the Tobyhanna de ot, I make a very 
3 simple argument. We have the facts, we gave the 
4 recommendations, and we have the community support. Before 
5 the Commission, I know some of the commiss~oners had the 
6 opportunity to come up and see Tobyhanna. You know what that 
7 community is like. 
8 Before ou are over 15,000 personal letters and 
9 more than 106,000 signatures on petitions. This has a 

1 0  very traumatic experience for Northeastern Pennsylvan~a 
1 1  because up to four weeks ago, we didn't think we had a 
12 problem. Now, we do have a problem. 
13 Those of us that represent Pennsylvania and 
14 Northeastern Pennsylvania were rather shocked with this 
15 opening up and puttin Tobyhanna on the list. 1 hope it 
16 never happens again. ?t is a very traumatic experience for 
17 commulxties. 
18 I cannot see the justification or the reason why 
19 Tobyhanna would be closed. I can understand some alignment. 
20 I can understand some additions. All I would urge you is,. 
21 the facts are ver simple. The Defense Department has sa~d 
22 it's the most ef&tive and effic~ent depot system In the 
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I United States Army. Thc rwommendatron from tht: United 
2 States Army and the Defense Department is that i t  is numbel 
3 one in qepots and should be kept o en 
4 Flnally, for the communrty, fdon't think you'll 
5 have experienced a stronger support s stem from a community 
6 behind the depot and in support of% the activities they 
7 have taken. 
8 As a member of Con ress representing half of the 
9 depot area with Joe ~ c ~ a c f e ,  1 Iust think that an thing less 

1 0  than retain~ng Tobyhanna woula send probably t i e  most 
1 1  negative message to Congress to ever exercise the Commission 
12 form of activity again to solve serious national problems 
13 where the le islature of this country cannot face the 
14 polit~cal ro6lem !hat nad?  to be solved 
15 So 7 urge thrs Co-ssion to use our  charge and 
16 your conscience to resolve the question for Tobyhanna. And 
17 if you do, I'm sure you'll keep the best. Thank you. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON : Thank you very much, Congressman 
19 Kanjorski. That was a very movin presentation on behalf oj 
20 your~Congress~onal, detnct. The &air knows a llttle about 
21 olitlcs and reco nlzes there's a little division in the 
22 Bennsylvania dekegation. So I'm going to have to request 

11 REPRESENTATNE KANJORSKI: Mr. Chairman, I thought 
12 that the proposition before the Commission is very im ortant 
13 because you're oing to have a very tough decision. R d  
14 those of us thattave been in the Congress for the last 
15 several years probably -- I've been there 10 years -- have 
16 discovered the Commission form of answering very serious 
17 ~ l i t i c a l  and other national questions has been reliable. 
18 ertamly, the BRAC C o m s s ~ o n  has proved that over the 
19 years. 
20 But probabl the decisions made by this BRAC 
21 Commission will gring into question the decisions that are 
22 not based on fact, on recommendations, and efficiency and 

Page 234 
1 that you take the boxes out of the front of the room st) that 
2 others who represent another district will not be emharrassad 
3 by having the wrong si n in the television picture. 
4 Can the folks do & a  as uiekly as they can'! I'm 
5 golng to go on with the work,%ut I would a preclate it.  
6 Con ressman Tom Foglletta, we're derighted a, see 
7 you here, congressman. Thank you for coming. 
8 REPRESENTATIVE FOGLIETTA: First of all, 1 would 
9 like to thank you, Chairman Dixon and other members of the 

1 0  Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, for 
1 1  convening toda 's hearing. My ap earance today is much 
12 different than t ie  last time 1 spoke {efore the Commission in 
13 Newark, New Jersez. . . 
14 In 1991, the ommsslon was reviewing the Navy's 
15 recommendation to close the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 
16 This September, when the overhaul is complete on the USS John 
1 7  F. Kennedy on time and on budget, she will steam out of the 
18 Navy ard, and the Philadelphia Naval Ship ard will close. 
19 Aased on that decision and others, ~h i rade l~hia  has 
20 the unfortunate distinction of being the on1 city to be 
21 impacted on every base closure around. AB totalled, the 
22 Philadelphia region will lose 38,000 jobs as a result of 

I 
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I restoring credibil~ty to rmlitary procurement, putting to 
2 rest the Images of gold-plated toilet seats, hammers, and 
3 ashtra s 
r %&hermore, it is important that the Commission 
5 Ive certaint to past Commission orders rather.than exposin; 

e artment to a revolving door of Inconsistent k &e ~ e f e n s e  b 
, . 

7 dec~sions. The ommission can build on the success of DPSC's 
8 im sing track record by-mer in it with the Defense 
9 ~-Xstrial Supply Center m ~l%la%el hia. 

These Important activities couh  be consolidated 
r one base operating su port structure. Thts alternative 

enhance mlitary reaZinw, better utilize a valued 
13 workforce, and achieve significant cost savings. The NSWC 
14 Philadelphia is the Navy's on1 source for in;service 
I S  englneenng and for testmg an8 evaIuatmg shlp machinery 
I6 systems. 
17 A fill 20 percent of the Navy's annual budget is 
I8 devoted to life cycle cosF for these vital systems. By, 
19 continuing the consolidation of Philadelphia englneenng 
20 funct~ons m Philadelphia, a process which began as a result 
2 I of the 1991 BRAC declston, the Navy estimates that they can 
12 save $175 million over the next 20 years. 
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I Furthermore, thls r e a l i r t  can be completed in a 
2 cost-effectlve manner. The avy calculates that the 
3 real~gnment wtll cost $25 million. This recommendation w~ll 
d also greatly Improve operational efficlency and military 
5 readiness by consolidating life cycle support for machinery 
6 s stems in one central location. This would streamline the 
7 dav 's acquisition and development process and enable the 
8 purcKases of more capable systems at lower costs. 
9 The second proposal which 1 mention* earlier would 
lo build on the Navy s recommendation by movmg NAVSEA's 
1 1 engineering directorate to Philadelphia. This consolidation 
12 would provide a major return on investment by reducing 
13 duplicat~on of activities between the 650 em loyees at NAVSEA 
14 and the 1,600 workers at NSWC in ~ h i g d e l ~ h i a .  
15 The NavyTs own internal studies have confirmed that 
16 there is du licatlon and that NAVSEA's en lneers should be 
17 separated &m headquarters and moved to &e field 
18 Furthermore, it has been estimated that this pro osal would 
I the Navy $13.4 million ~ e r  year and a totar savings over 

Page 235 
I these three BRAC rounds. 

I'm here today to urge your support of the Navy's 
mendation to consolidate Navy en 1neenn.g funct~ons at 9 ~ l ~ v a l  Surface Warfare Center ln Phi adelphia. 

s  idi it ion all^, I stron ly support the proposal submitted to 
6 the Commission by tEe City of Philadelph/a to build on the 
7 Navy's recommendation by further consolidating Navy 
8 engineering functions by realignln the en ineenng 
9 directorareat Naval Sea Systems 6 m m a n 6  headquarters in 

10 Philadelpha. 
1 1  The recommendations will promote the readiness of 
I 2 our armed forces,, lower our Navy machinery life cycle costs, 
1 3  and improve efficlency w h l e  assisting the conversion of the 
14  Philadel hia Naval Shipyard. 
I c 1 ayso stron ly urge the members pf the Commission 8 16  to maintain the 1 93 C o m s s i o n ' s  decls~on to move the 
I -  Defense Personnel Supp0r.t Center from lts present location to 
l a  the s ~ t e  of the Navy Avlatlon Supply Office In Northeast 
1 0  Ph~ladelphia. The DPSC erforms the critical task of buying 

and rnovlng clothl. , mrrfcal, suppl~es, and other support 
2 I pnlducts for the rmha services. 
7 9 
. . In this capacity, ~ P S C  played an important role in 

i 

. < 

v e a r s  of $-I65 million. + 

As I mentioned earlier, Philadel hia has been 
22 attered by the base closure process. koweve ,  efforts to 
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I convert the Philadelphia Naval Yard and develop commercial 
2 ship-building in place of the Navy work are succeeding. Even 
3 before the Kennedy leaves, we have two established commercial 
4 maritime o eratrons which are interested ip buildipg ships at 
5 the yard --guilding shi s, reviving the sb buildlug 
6 industry in this country. !his would mean 3,8& new jobs for 
7 Navy yard workers. 
8 Additionally, the Westinghouse Corporation and the 
9 Carvcy Precision Machine Company have committed to moving to 

1 0  the yard and creating 150 jobs. All of these buskesses have 
1 1  cited NSWC's location at the Navy yard as a major factor m 
I 2 their decision. to come to Philadelpha. . These are excellent 
13 recomrnendat~ons which wlll boost mlitary ~ d m e s s ,  save 
14 money, and reatly assist our work to revitalize the 
15 c o ~ e r c i a l  &ip-building lndustry at the Philadelphia Naval 
16 Shipyard. 
17 The ex erts agree. Former Navy Secretaries John 
I8 Lehman and %ham O'Keefe have strongly endorsed these 
19 roposals In fact, Secreta Lehman testified before the 
20 go-uion at the regiona%earings in Baltimore in support 
21 of these recommendations. 
22 With these outstanding benefits in mind, saving 

- - 
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I money, enhancin readiness, and boosting defense conversjo~ 
2 in Philadelphia, fsincerel and strong1 urge the Comrmss~o~ 
3 to ado t these recommendtions. And f thank you. 
4  HAIRM MAN DIXON: And I thank ou very much 
5 Congressman Foglietta, for that fine contrigution on behaif 
6 of the State of Pennsylvama. 
7 Now, let me sa , the situation is this -- there's a 
8 vote in the House. dembers of the delegation have left us, 
9 as is their responsibility to their constituency, to vote. 
10 Thank you. You are excused, Congressman Fogl ie .  Thank 
1 1  you so much. 
12 Senator Spectre was in the room. He had on a prior 
13 occasion when it was his time to testify been obligated to 
1 4  work the floor in connection with an amendment. I see him 
15 walking in at this very moment. He left his lunch, let the 
16 pw le of Pennsylvania know. We see this poor, starving man 
17 wai in  into the room. 
18 znator ,  let me say before you be in, I'm not quite 
I9 sure what we'll do about the balance oByour dele atlon. We 
20 have heard from 10 of your Congress fss thecau 
21 may be, counting Senator Santorum. %!k*?a\ote m the 
22 House. Many have gone back to discharge their obligations to 
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I their constituent in that connection. 

2 I can't findlplaces to work them in in the next few 
3 minutes or so if they don't get in here by 150. But I say 
4 that so far as this Commission is concerned, if the Chair s 
5 the only one here, we'll hear them this evening at the end if 
6 they want to, but it's oing to be in the seven-lsh to eight- 
7 1sh hour, I'm afraid. f'm s o y  about that, Senator. 
8 I hope you understand, t ere's 121 members of the 
9 Con ress wanting to be heard, and the schedule is just a 
10 c o u j e  of pages. But anyway, we'll try to work wlth you, 
I I sir, as the senior Senator from the great State of 
12 Pennsylvania, and we're honored to have the distinguished 
13 senior Senator Senator Arlin S 
14 S E N A T ~ R  SPECTRE: Kt&airman,  I thank you ~ O I  
15 your corqments and for our diligent work. And I thank the 
16 Comrmssion for unde&ng t b s  arduous task. And I 
17 understand with the len thy list of those who are to appear 
I8 before ou that it is an herculean job on scheduling 
19 ?HAIRMAN DIXON: ~f I may intempt onee more, 
20 Senator, that would be six members of the House who were 
21  listed to testify and had to leave. And we can sup ly your 
22 office with the names of those members. Senator &ectre. 
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I distin ish+ chairman.has had extensive experience on the 
2 Arrnefkervrces Comrmttee. 
3 What I would submt to you is a little different 
4 kind o f . 9  ar ment, after havlng considered the military. 
r capab~l~ties oKl l  of these unlts, and wrth special emphasls 
6 on Letterkenny and Tobyhanna. That ses an unusual roblem 
7 for those of us who are statewide ogceholden, as f 
8 analo 'F it to a dispute between my. two sons. In trying to 
9 be as%r and as evenhanded as possrble, I submit that both 

1 0  have a very, ve high military purpose. 
1 1  And in alzabetical order., Letterkenny did not et 

I 12 a fair shake on some of the rmlltary evaluations whc f  were 
13 done early in the process. And I know this distinguished 
14 Commission has all those facts before it. 
15 Tobyhanna has been given extraordinarily hi h 
16 ratings for all who have taken a look at rt. And wkle the 
17 closure of an of the facilities would be ve problemsome, 
18 not only for &e md~v~duals lnvolved but ax0 for the 
19 communities, the closure of either o f  these lnstallatlons 
20 would be absolute1 devastating, Letterkenny in South Central 
21 Pennsylvania andi~ob~hanna  in the No.rtheastem art of the 
22 state wlth a very large number of lndlvrduals emproyed at 
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I And I would ask it as the Senator from Pennsylvania 
2 on behalf of all of the ones whlch I have enumerated, where 
3 those communities have been very hard hit. And the people 
4 who were dis laced as the ripple effect went up across 
5 ~enns~lvania%ave taken other jobs that if any of these 
6 facilities were to be closed, tt would limit the employment 
7 o portunities of those who would be put out of work on any o f  
8 tRese facilities. 
9 We are unique in that respect. That is the on1 

I O  case which went to the Supreme Court of the ~ n i t d ~ t a t e s  
I 1 where there had been the expectatron of judrcral revrew and 
12 that did not occur. So I ask for that special consideration 
13 for the Commission on Pennsylvania's military installations. 
14 In conclusion, I thank you, commisstoners, Mr. 
1s Chairman, for your dillgent service. I know what it's like. 
16 I have been in that chalr as chairman of the Intellrgence 
17 Committee or the Judiciary Subcommittee on Terrorism or the 
18 various other committees. You have an arduous task, and you 
19 have our thanks. And we do ask you for your special 
20 consideration for the working men and women of Pennsylvania. 
2 I Thank you. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. Senator Spectre, for 

V 

Page 243 
1 each of these installations. 
2 But let me give ou a broader picture, if I may, 
3 which I know you wllyimpart to your fellow comrmssioners. 
4 And that is an.overal1 assessment as to what has ha pened to 
5 Pennsylvania m all of the base closures, .going bac I! to 199 1 . 
6 We have had on1 2.6 percent of the natronal mtlttary 
7 installations but {ave suffered a proximately 11 percent of 
8 the job loss. And that is a valizconsideration by this 
9 Commission. 

10 And m making those re resentations to you under 
I I oath, that's to $e best of m fnowledge, mformatron, w d  
12 bellef as sup Ired to me. &en the Philadelphia Navy Yard 
13 was closed, !ems lvania took a ve hard hlt. And rt was 
14 broader than just tge City of ~ h i l a d z ~ h i a  and the Delaware 
15 Valley Reglon. It was statewide. It nppled throughout the 
16 state. 
17 And I ask the Commission to consider that 
18 especially, because it was the expectation of the Commission 
19 at that tlme and rt was the expect$.ion ofthe Con ress at 
20 that time that there would be judlclal reyew on t I! e 
21 contention wh~ch I made that rnatenal evldence was withhel? 
22 because we were not advised that two Navy admirals had sald 

P a g ~  246 I I your fine presentation, the distinguish& senior Senator t w m  1 2 the State of Pennsylvania. 
3 m e  Chair is advised that Representattve Mike Doyle 

, 4 has arnved. We're delighted to have you, Represen~atrvc 
s Doyle. 
6 REPRESENTATIVE DOYLE: Mr. Chairman. my speech was 
7 to be in conjunction with the Western Pennsylvania 
8 delegation, Congressmen Klink, Coyne, myself, and Mr. 
9 Mascara. And we ust got called for a vote. And I've 

10 already voted. An6 I think they're on their way. And the 
I I way our resentation 1s intended is to go in a certain order. 
12 So I wouyd ask to defer from sneaking until the rest of rnv 
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1 SENATOR SPECTRE: All right. 1 shall transmt that 
2 to those who wuld not be here, and they can then come back. 
3 I know how arduous the ob IS for thls Comrmssron. 
4 And in a sen?, it is a verydifhcult p t t e r  to sit here 

listening to wltness after witness makmg the argument, 
6 almost cruel and unusual unishment for the commissioners and 
7 really hard to ingest an? digest it all. 
8 This is the third tlme that I have appeared before 
9 this distinguished Commission in Baltimore and Boston and now 

10 here in Washin on. There have been very strenuous ar uments 
I I made on beha F f of the many installa!ions in ~ e n n s ~ k a p i a .  
12 And w~thout gomg through the detalls on the substantive 
13 arguments, they're all set forth in my brief, and they're all 
14 set forth by others who have argued. 
1s In alphabetical order, I would submit that the 
I6 Kelly Sup ort facili and the Defense Industrial Supply 
17 Center an$ the Fort diantown Ga and Letterkenny and the 
I8 Naval Ajr Technical Service and NavarSurface Warfare 9th Air 
19 Lift Urn! rn Plttsbur h and Tobyhanna all have very, very 
20 substantral n a t l o d  jefense urposes. 
2 1 And I say that to ou fased on my ex erience on the 
22 Defense Appropriation %ubcommittee. An11 know the 

" 
13 delegation is able to do so. 

' 

14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'm ~reatlv distressed that I 
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I the base should be kept o en but doynslud. 
2 And I know you, &airman Dlxon, will recall m your 
3 capacity as Senator, when you provlded on the subcomrmttee 
4 reviewtn the work when we took the matter to the Congress 
r after the commission had ruled and the Presrdent had slgned 
6 off, as ou said and the record will show -- and I know ou 
7 recall $om your nods now -- that there would be judiciaT 
8 revlew. 
9 You said, "Senator, take it to the court," which we 

10 did, with the full expectation that there would be judrclal 
I I review. And in a very complex case., the C O U ~  of ~p 
12 the Third Circuit said we were entitled to j u d i c i a ~ t i g .  
13 And then, on a very complex argument in the Supreme Court on 
14 separation of power and delegation of authorit the Supreme 
15 Court disa reed. So we never had that 'udiciarkview. 
16 And? think that that has impacted really unfairly 
17 on Pennsylvania without an opportunity to have had what was 
18 the expectation of the Commission and the Con rens at that 
19 time. So I would ask this Commission to weig%!hat factor in 
20 addition to the other factors before the Comrmssron. And I 
21 thlnk as a matter of farrness, Pennsylvania really ought to 
22 be spared these closures. 

15 cannot honor our request, ~e~resenGive  doyle. Let me tell 
16 you the I recognize the obli ation to vote. It is 
17 a duty to your constituency that the &air is very sensitive 
18 to, having served 12. years In this place. But I have an 
19 obligation to the entlre Congress to hear everybody in order. 
20 At 1:50, we go to Puerto Rico. So I'm going to 
21 have to hear whoever comes here and put the rest of ou at 
22 the end of the evening. Now, I hate to do that, but t ie 
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PPLAN 94-04 - 8ev 2 

SUMMARY PLAN VICTOR 
TO 

HQ AFMC PROGRAMMING PLAN (PPLAN) 94-04 

AFEWES DlSPOSlTlON 

V.1. This section suppor ts  moving AFWES capabilitjes from the LFWC facility in Ft 
t 

Worth, Texas to AF'rC. For the purposes of this plan, referral to AFEWES rnetns 
more than short  term management of the existing AFEWES program. It -I SO means 
re-establishment of essential AFEWES capabilities at AFFTC and AFDiC - ssIected 
pa& of AFEWES, not re-cwzting the wnole AFEWES program. 

ated for reconstitution include: V.2. Specific AFEWES c a p a b i i i ~ e s  sf- 

-IR Labs - Carco 8 Bendix (to be reconstjtuted at AFDTC) 
-MEG - Basic and Advanced 
-Reconfigurable Al & Deveiopment Facility 
-Bus Snapshot  Analyzer 
-SA-6M & 1 1 M 
-JETS & JEDI 
-TACAN/IFF 
-Clutter Generator 
-Vendor Documentation & Secured S t o r q e  
-Test Observation Center 
-Waveguide Networks 
-Test Director's System 
-Test Equipment, CartsJWork Stations 
-Power Distribution Units 

V.3. Timeframe for  physically moving AFEWES capabilities is FY97 - FYOI. Specific 
s tar t  and completion dates  within this window should be driven by customer 
requirements. 

V.4 Appendix I lists actions required to move the IR labs to  AFDTC (Note: The IR 
labs moving to  AFDTC is predicated on fielding the IR portion of EClT on time. 
Should this not occur, the  basing of the IR labs must be re-addressed. The IR SAMS 
are to  transition to  AFFTC upon fielding EClTs 1R capability in any case.) 

V.5. Appendix 11 lists required actions for moving essential - AFEWES cap- abilities to 
AFFTC. 
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APPENDIX I 
TO 

SUMMARY PLAN VICTOR 

Time Phased Actions 
Conce?t of Operations - IR Lab (Egiin) 

SCHEDULE COMFETION 
START DATE AGENCY 

VlOO1OOO Develop Plan 
* - 

005 Transfer Software 

1 0c: 95 I Apr 98 

I Oc2 95 30 Ssp  97 

1 Jan 97 30 Jun S8 

I Od 97 30 Sep 98 

01 0 Rehost Software in GWEF 

015 OJT fo r  VlTRO 

40' TWFSWG 
VlTRO 

020 Senchrnark Testing 

025 Label Equipment I Oc? 97 I Jan 98 

030 ID GWEF Mods 

035 Dissasembie Equipment 46 TWITSWG 
VlTRO 

i Oct 98 1 Jan 49 
- 

TBD 1 Aug 98 I Nov 98 

1. Jan 98 I Jul 98 

I Oct 9.8 I Jan 99 

040 Transport Equipment 

045 Modify GWEF 

050 Reassemble Equipment 

055 Conduct V&V I Jan 99 I Apr 99 

v - 2 
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APPENDIX I 
TO 

SUMMARY PLAN VICTOR 

Time Phased Actions 
Concept of Operztions - RF (Edwards) 

SCHEDULE COMPLETION 
START DATE 

Vll01000 Site Visit 

003 Deveiop Plan 

005 Transfer Software 

008 EClT 100% Ph 1 Desicn 

015 OJT 

020 Benchmark Testing 

025 IDlb6el  Equipment 

028 EClT Phase 1 Construction 

035 Dissasernble Equipment 

040 Transport Equipment 

050 Reassembie Equipment 

055 Conduct V&V 

30 Oc: 55 30 Sep 55 

1 Oc? 06 31 Mar S7 

1 Oct 95 1 FeS 55 

I Jan 97 30 Se? ST 

I Nov 96 1 Apr 97 

I Jun C7 31 Aug 57 

1 Mar S5 10 FeS ST 

I Oct 97  I Jan 98 

1 Nov 97 30 Mar 98 

1 Jan 08 30 Nov C8 

1 Dec 98 31 Aug SO - 
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FOR 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT (EC) TEST AM) EVALUATION q & E )  CAPABILITIES 

a ?his midon  need sbtment (MNS) rcsponds to the Mowing seaions of Lhc Dcfmsc PIanning ~ u i d a r n '  
@PG) doarment Sectian IV.C., S c i e n ~  and Ter;,'mology; Wan N.C, Systems Aquisitian; and Section 
W.C. Idr&mAm and Ov-acl This MNS a h  addresses RDTikE ekmen6 of programs in support of the 
fidlawing WSD(AJ mi- areas: 2QO - Taclicd Warfare Progms, 220 - Air Warfan, 313 - UasSiicd 

.. . . -s, 370 - gernDNc 
, . Combat, 4M) - W k ~ ~ ~ - w i d c  Miffion Support, 440 - T&nid hk@ion/Studics 

and Analysis. 4 s  - T&E sup par^ 451 = Major Range Test F d t y  Base, 453 - Joint.T&E. 454 - Other TE, 
455 - Operational TgtE, 450 - Xnmndonal t2mpmtive R D T E ,  480 - T E  Facilities % Man- 503 - 
Enghwrhg Tedmlogy (Am)), 523 - EngjncZrmg Techndogy @D)- 

b. 'Illis MlvS dcscribcs the bascline for ti= EC T&E quirwneng ckfmcd i! UE Uni&%l Srares Air Fa= 
Test Tnvestmcnt Smucgic PIan ('TXSP). The TfSP is strategic pian for lung-range T&E infrastrumrc 

.. , . invcslmcnts. It also provides tt# Air Foslz input m the Tri-Servip: Mance Tcst Capabili~y M a r  Plans 
(CMP), which in turn serves as the basis for Lhc DoD Tcst Rcsrxrm-Master  plan^^). 

. . . .  a. am A i r F m  lms b s t h t d  theECTestProcessto v i d e  aftamewarkfmefiicjcntand u q b c E C  
TBLE. ' I h e ~ i s a ~ ~ ~ ~ m c o n d u c t i n g T & t h r o l l ~ a l l p h a s c s o f ~  
devEfopmL Thc objeuives of the EC TEM Pmess include eiuiy aaessmcnt of system m q d s  and 
pzf0rm.m~ tnorollgh evaluation of tccfPlical pxbmm parametera and credit& tirndy tat res.i~Its rn 
mpport program dccisians. Exrensive use of cornpaler simuhdons is r q u h d  along with increasingly shcsdi~i 

. ...---- tests as the s y s t c m . p r o g ~ v s s : ~ ~ . b r t a c I b o a r d . ~ ~ t  m compIetE system instaIM in a w a p n  syskm 
p l m .  To do this, the m a c m z @ g  EC test ' frd~des W i r ~ t i e s :  - 

(1) Modding and SknulatiM (MAS) is used to estimate I& pfbmance of proposed conccpk, ccaduct 
' .  ....-pretest andyds tn&ruc&m. te6tr .and. preo2ict mulfz. .and dwdop a 6akiI s y m  model (DSM) af tfie EC 

q s f m ~  RE DSM is used co make pmliuions of s y m  pcrZormlnce in a wide variety of condim and 
, .  against ~hmrs fbr which there is no test mpbiI@', The operations ~ v u r s s  and NitabiIity of Ihe sysfm . 

' 5 e ~ ~ e d . u s i n g ~ t c s t d a t a ( h e D S M , a n d ~ r e s ~ a f ~ g y l d p I a t f o r m  Jcvelsimuhhi& 
,Pmposed qgradcsm. ttrc.sysca arc ~~ by curnpuper analysis. . 

(2) h4ammmt fkikifics arc used to mc;wre multi-spcaral dwackistic signmres of plathm w 
EC systua rn- (cg-, aircraft radar nr;lss section. flare infrared signanue. anterm reteivJvansmit 

. 

(3) Q~?%IS blqpkbn Labuzatmis @ls) arc usd m tfic in'Fegration of cbmponcnts of an EC 
-dm.-- , . 

to uiscing system softwarr. 



(4) Hudw&t-inihc-b%Jp (HITL) test iacililia are uscd &I test bmdtmrsl. brassboard, subsystem, and 
sy- Mulital performance and effctivmea, HITL facilities have qcn-Ioop ihmat simulations to at 
rectiver p f o m  in an opcdcmdly  rcslidc high dcnsily, widc variery tllmt e n v i r m c n t  Closed-loop 
Illreat s i m m  ~ J Z  also used for cuuntermcisx~m bxhniquc ophiwl ion and LransmiW dic;tivcxress 

. ~~ 

Q I d c d  Syshns Test Faditiw O m s )  am usd f~ sLimulatc a my in- EC s y m  installed 
,m a system plarform, The e f k &  of eierrPm@c inttden%~z on s y s m  performance as w d  3s 

(9 ~ ~ i r ~ a n g ~ ( ~ ~ ~ ) ~ u s e d t o f i @ b s i ~ ~ s ~ ~ s h ~ b c d i ~ c r i n ~ i n ( e n d e d '  
. weapDn systml platfomr~. These lesls are condudEd in an environment rhY p v i h  d i s t i c  phmmcnon 

(mrch as atmaspheric absorption, chtrc;, muhip&) and a repl idon ar' @rind lhrear %ys IM indude 
siroulmn 3nd zuxal systems. This is tfie onIy cnviranmenr in which sane typcs d cxpndabks 

can:bt?ksbi 

h Dcfidenries mist in Uac a ~ ~ t  EC T&E inlrasmculrc Not ;dl Red. chre;us ye nq~ml rd  in each trst A 

. abgory. Blue threat repesdahns uf Iimjtcd; Q n y  ttveac capabilitScs ye virtually nonexismt US EC 
. s)atcms im bcing Mded without being tested against p ~ ~ c n t i a J  adversvy h i s .  Opetational &g is mi 

d j s t i f  eilhcr in hfwf h t y  or density. The objeajves of the EC Tat P- cvlnar be Wly  sdtisficd u n l ~  
rhese shanhlls and othm are overcome and thc EC k s t  infrastructlln L mtinuousiy upgraded b pan: 
with technology advancements and the threat avirrmmenL 'These ncds must be mu as s ~ ~ n  as pssibIe. 

(I] EC Test ~c~ N d :  

. . (a) Standank4 data Poimm. test and analysis ~ a l o @ c s ,  and insvumentedon tD allow 
WrEUim of dzta amongdiarwent test.faciiities arc &. 73is.W allow inrreasd test prums ef3jtienty 
and cwnpanbility d m  perform- &t9 tfimghwt developmat 

@J A m t t b a d o f e ~ c a I k v k n l r ; m e  
- .  ail types of ks& facilities is needed to in-& the rest 

capobJiticr nvahbk &u&& site., Thls will nilow test capabilities 0 bs brought to the system PndEI lrst 
. . .  * than he rwcra 

- (2) MadJing and Simdafim Needs 

. .I ..., . ... . . , , , .  . -0 ~ - . M o d e l s d  sihmhfians of Ehrrats; enviments; and kdmalqics arc -needed t0.W Iwcl of 
McWy rapired fw ehe cbmpuer simulation tasks dcic&cd in the EC Tat  Pruxs.  These needs include: 

1. All air defense systems lisW in current wcapon system W s .  MgtS ssstk must posscs~ 
. tfscabilit)rto.muMnwr r b r e a t s v s  ~~ by;ipmpm in time to be rrsd as required in the Test 
*.process. 

2 AU camb3t cnvirmPncnts Sx Wch mtingcncy plans exist or are in devclapment in 
opf%Wnd tsumm&. SimuIatianr must Wude high-fideliry p ~ Q l O l o g y  modds (afmosphcdc abs- 

*.CmuT, f,rn'Ut.), - 
' . .  



3. New icchnoIogy nrus. This includes phased m a y  radars, dynamic Rdu cmss sedion 
multi-spcml systems, and urrimnma phammemlogy much as m Jtipath, cluder. and masphaic &mp~ian 

(b) A mdmd to &w vdous mod& and dmularions m communie  in(uopuab1y is rrcdrd 
This will requirp intcdbas at the c o m ~ r ,  pJatfam, and mission lev& 

(c) AnMBSum~pmccs~isncrdcdthatismn~blcwi~Ur~bandlimclirvs6ECsys~m 
tesfingaadindudes,~ardSf~~ 

3 UpdYesto threatandmissimsdo data 

(3) hsammmt FaciIify Nceds: 

. (@ .Imprwcd.abilitics m musurc.rndf5-spetd wet signatures and dhrr parametria for )ow 

d%cW;Iblc 0bw in strric and dynamic cn*imnmmb arc Rds na;d i n d m  mixzmt bi6lyis 
' 

rnaamnexu caphililies and a low hckgmund pylon n, support ajr#aft being Bred, 

' fi) A sapab'ily i s  needed to m a s u r c  th periomancc of large plYIs and-- phvcd m y  
anmas for a i r d  and very I q e ,  lightweight s p a c e - b d  p b a d  may ankmas. imam both 
near and far field ~~ range pz r fmmu teshg. 

. :  
, (3 M--thcLbop(m) Needs: 

. . 
(a) ~im~upnc~drdmapmdhclurrncffl~~~-Ioopuplbilily~inclDdc~Reb 

-..-..--a .. - me; and Gscy-aifftdc6cnTe~~y~em [direct U1Rarrad suppting symms in tbc ink- air ddcrrP syjtml 
called for in dl Air Sme wcgpon sy6Ecm OpEIBionaI Rcguimnmts Doatmenrs (Om). Simulations arc ' 

. ' , n e e d e d f b r t h o s e a f t d t f E n s e ~ s w h e r e r h e ~ a f U S E C ~ m ~ a m m f n g , ~ ~ a P ~ ~  
Bdics) arc !a bc mcastucd- l3csc simulations must indude Man-id-Loop capbiiities. 

. . 

. , (b) apb&ks a n  needed (o gemate opn loop signal envirarmuLo lhar d u p l i a  the 

cmitkr densities, system varbtic5 md signal fidditics p e n t  m m t  and p r o m  real w a d  -0s. 
Everydr.d&me system d k d  farin Air- weapon rrj~m aRDh must h iruludcd. These M qxhi l ib  

8 .  
I . .  ~ . ~ n ~ n o d r a p i ~ l y ~ a p n ~ ~ ~ ~ d w i ~ e s c c ~ r i ~ ~ w i ~ ~ ~ ~ c v ~ ~ f ~ - c t  
! .  
. .  @) A cyDbiliy is necdad m simulw mulli-cngine a i d  wilh muitipJc porr jccrion fines. This . 

wfty mub k able (o s i m b  qpcs of flw ( d y n a m i c  metal dcmy, standvd and 
8 .  kinamw). 
i' 



(a) Sinulaficm capabilities are ncc-dcd to g~neraac bpcn b p  signsl e n v i m &  War dupEcafc lk 
emW daWks, ~Szm YBfi&, and signal Melitks pmcnt in current and pro* red vwrld scenarios. 
Every air deiurre called far in Air F&tx we- system O m .  must be includtd lEmc rut v e s  
- r r m s r b f l ~ u K ( n p i d y ~ ~ e m n w r w p r ~ d ~ ~ s ~ i ~ ~ p d B l l i P l ~ O f ~ ~ t  

('7) Opoa Air 6Langc Neads: . - . - -  

(@ ThRilt: gimulatnrs ( rn i t te rdvrx -~m)  or actual slyStems sre needed to expand 
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I the final rankings of the C-130 bases wen  affected by &ese 
1 mstakes. 
j The coalition then proceeded to evaluate the 
4 standings through the grading and weighing process as used by 

the Air Force. Criteria 4 and 5 were evaluated through use 
6 of the COBRA program, and the results of that analysis will 
7 be described in detail by my distinguished colleague, 
Y Gmgressman Mascara, in a few m u t e s .  

I'm going to focus on criteria 1 2, 3, 7, and 8, 
~ c h  were evaluated using raw Air fierce scores from their 
ysis and recommendations Volume 5. The results of our 
y differed significantly from the Air Force's findings. 

. 3  Many of the identified errors negative] affected these raw 
4 scores. We have focus.4 on threepf tlese errors within this 
i study. which I would llke to submt for the record at thls 
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ci time: 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Those will be admitted in the 

3 -ord. Thank you. sir. Will someone from staff get those, 
please'? 

- ,  ' REPRESENTATIVE DOYLE: First, the Pittsburgh Air 
: Rr<er\.c. Station received a low rating for the condit~on of 
:: ~ t s  a~rtield pavement. This rating was based upon data that 
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'-hair will penalize himself by staying. I'm distressed f 
e to do that. (111,+1 REPRESENTATIVE DOYLE: I understand, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I hope you're sensltlve to the 
c j problem of the Chair. 
1 , REPRESENTATIVE DOYLE: And I see members of our 
' - delegation comin in, so erhaps I'll begln, then. 

? CHAIRMA# DIXOI? Fine. Representative Mike Doyle. 
J Thank you, sir. 
11 REPRESENTATIVE DOYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I 

want to be in by thanking the commissioners for holding this 
: hearin an% for offerin to myself and others the opportunity 
> to test% before you toiay. 

I want to use this opportunit to speak about the : Plnsburgh Air Reserve Station anBwh it  should not be d selected for closure and. ~n fact. shoul never have been 
- cons~clered for closure. 
4 The Western Pennsylvania Coalition, after 
0 idtmtlfylng multi le errors throu hout the data supplied by l 11) t h e  Air Force an the Air ~ o r c e  teserve. determined that a 
1 c l c w r  l o o k  at the gradin of the criteria was necessary. 
1: Aher analyzing these indvidua~ errors. i t  became clear that 

- - - . 
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I IS : 1 years old. A 1994 study, however, conducted by the Air 
2 Fqrce Civil Engineer Sup ort Agency rates the pavement's 
3 abllity as being capable orhandllng any aircraft and Alr 
4 Force inventory. 

The second error addressed was the future growth 
6 abilit and the attainment status of our air quality. Our 
7 ins-dation was graded red for its future growth ability and 
9 yenow for attainment status. The EPA has reviewed Allegheny 
9 Count 's air quality and reached the conclusion contained in 
10 the foKowing uote: area attained the ozone (tandard 
: I  at t h s  tlme. Aus, the Pittsburgh Air Reserve Station has 
:2  no restrictions on ~ t s  air quality." 
: 3 The thirderror I wlsh to hi hlight pee ins  to the 
:4 en~ironmental Impact of thls faclhy. Desplce the 91 lth Air 
: 5  Wmg's answer to the BRAC questlomaire, ~t was graded red 
:6  for wetlands. A 1994 study by GEONEX reports there are no 

7 wetlands apparent at our installation. 
'Y Underscoring tie credibility qf our, points is the 

t that each of these studles was elther In progress or 
-e under contract prior to the Air Force BRAC, uestionnaire 

ess which occurred during the spring of 94. Su porting 
can be found In the appendices of the study that 7 have 
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I submitted for the record. 
2 By ellmmatlng these errors and using the same 
3 analysis, Pittsbur h qualifies for the top rdcb for 
4 cntena 1 ,+ 2, and %, As you can SF, the net e f k t  of 
5 these clanficatlons IS qulte substantial. 
6 Furthermore, the coalition recognizes the 
7 importance of correct data and accurate assessment of that 
8 data for your deliberations. Thus, we have also taken the 
9 A r  Force's grading system one ste further .in order to 

10 evaluate the criteria's ranlungs fair& and objectively. 
I I Although there are many ways to accomplish this 
12 task, we chose the method that welghs each cnteria qually 
13 and produces a numeric value based upon each of the ranlungs 
14 within each criteria. We believed that this weighted method 
I S  would yield better results in general, and using the 
16 corrected data bodes, well for Pittsbur h because of its, 
I7 consistent h h rankmngs across the fufi range of cntena 
I 8 used b the ~ R A C .  
19 &mmissioners, as ou already h o w  and as this 
20 stud and the corrected &)BRA data clearly show, the 
21  ~ i t t s i u r ~ h  Air Reserve Station should not have been on the 
22 Department of Defense Closure list and certainly should not 
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1 be selected for closure. 
2 I want to conclude my testimony by reiterating my 
3 thanks for the opportunity to testify before you today and by 
4 respectfull requesting that you closely examine the 

6 
d s empirical ata we have supplied. 

Finally, I want to introduce my friend and 
7 colleague, Frank Mascara, who will detail the corrected COBRA 
8 data and its positive impact on the Pittsburgh Air Reserve 
9 Station. Thank vou verv much. Mr. Chairman. 

I IP C H A I R M ~  D I X ~ N :  ~ha;lk you, Congressman Do le 
And we're delighted to have Re~resentative F& ' 1 

12  Mascara. CongressGan Mascara. ' 
13 REPRESENTATIVE MASCARA: Thank ou. Thank you very 
14 much, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to the hornmission who ha! 
I S  presented me with an opportunity to address the Commission 
16 relative to two issues. 
17 First is regarding the Kelly sup rt facilit 
I8 Oakdalp, Pems Ivanla; and second, 91 1th L r l ~ f t  Wing. 
I 9 Regarding the k l I y  facility, the, Army and $e DOD were 
20 recommending a s ~ r f i c a n t  realignment. It is my 
21  understanding that ecause of the questions from the local 
22 community and from the Commission, the Army has reviewed its 
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I I position and ip seeking to modify its original 

2 recommendat~on. 
3 Now, the Army is recommendin a far less drastic 
4 realignment and is not recommending & closure of the 
S exchange and the commissa If the Army and the DOD have 
6 modified their recommen%tion in that fashion, then I would 
7 urge the Commission to a prove it. I believe the Army review 
8 has proven the worth ofthe Kell support facility .. It is a 
9 great facility w~ th  great people. T! does the ayeotla~ work 

1 0  of logtstlcs and mamtenance, and ~t ets the ob done. 
1 1  NOW, the 91 1th +flifi win . h e  &BRA cost data 
12 used to amve at the dec!stoq to c&e the Pittsbur h Air 
13 Reserve Statl?n was, ulte slmply, q c o m t .  ~ufstant id 
14 deviations exlsted on %ree counts -- m c o m t  cost data, 
I S  partial year cost data, and totally missing cost data. 
16 Subsequent corrected COBRA runs by the Air Force and your own 
17 BRAC analysts have consistently demonstrated that Pittsburgh 
18  is the most cost-effective base among C-130 installations on 
19 civilian airfields. 
20 The on  tnal COBRA analysis also failed to consider 
21 savin s benejts from MILCON cqst avoidance. Of the sir 
22 mstalktions at civillan airfields, P~ttsburgh has the 
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1 lowest projected MILCON over the COBRA analysis riod. B 
2 contrast, another cons~dered base has projected ~ L C O N  $75 
3 percent greater than Pittsburgh, money that would largely be 
4 speqt to needlessly duplicate capabilit~es already available 
5 at P~ttsbur h. 
6 We klieve that Air Force enerated COBRA data 
7 continues to seriously u n d e r s t a t e % 1 ~ ~ 0 ~  cost avoidance at 
8 some bases. I am presenting corrected Western Pemsy~vanla 
9 Coalition COBRA scenarios results which most accurately 

10 reflect time corn anson figures, data which, by the way, is 
I I agreed with b tge BRAC staff. 
12 As you &ard Congressman Klink -- if he h q  not 
13 testified, you wlll hear so -- he has correctly explained 
14 that the Air Force Reserve fesently en'oys milita benefits 

ial fac~lrt~es at the Rttsburgb /GI Reserve 3 tation f: Z: d ( o t  now exist and cannot be duplicated elsewhere 
I7 without enormous military construction costs. 
18 Pittsburgh already has the assets needed to expand 
19 its mieion at no cost to. the Unit* States. These expansion 
20 capab~litles lnclude addit~onal existmg concrete ram space, 
21 an acreage on mtalla!ion, h g h  capac~ty tarmac at t& 
22 adjacent, and a band-m passenger t e m a l .  In all A I ~  Force 
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I established as a trainin site for the 65th United States 
2 Infantry Regiment in 1523, its role has changed dramatically 
3 over the years The main mission of Fort Buchanan atlr~scn! 
4 is.to prepare and assume responsibility for the mo rlrzatlon 
5 ot Reserve component forces In Puerto Rlco and the U.  S. 
6 Virgin Islands. 
7 The fort also provides administratrve and 
8 logistical support to active Reserve components of the U.S. 
9 Armed Forces in Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, including 

10 Pu~rto Rico Reserve. Officers Training Corps, the ROTC. And 
I I t h ~ s  includes recruitin servlces for the Army, the Navy, and 
12 the Air Force, as weltas, providin mobilization support for 
13 all Reserve components In case o war. 
14 

B 
Fort Buchanan also provides support for the 

15 planning, the coordination, y ~ d  the execution of all Arrny- 
16 related counter-teponsm actions on the island. 
17 In recent mligir o eratlons, such +s the 
1 8  Operatloo Desert ~hleidiltorm, an operat~on to uphold 
19 delnocrac where Reserve forces and National Guard units have 
20 been mod;lized, Fon Buchanan as a lead mobilirnt~qn station 
21 has played a key role servmg as a support hub to b m g  
22 together all elements of support, assuring the quick 
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1 Ladies and gentlemen, we are going to leave the 
2 State of Pennsylvania momentarily and accommodate the 
3 distinguished dele ate from Puerto RICO. And then we're just 
4 oing to go on durphyvs rules for a little while around here 

1 5 Lause of the vote 9 the House 
6 And the Chair IS leased td recognize the 
7 distin ished delegate &om Puerto Rico, Carlos Romem- 
8 BarceR. 
9 DELEGATE ROMERO-BARCELLO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And we're delighted to have you, 
1 I Delegate Romero-Barcello. 
12 DELEGATE ROMERO-BARCELLO: Thank you very much. 
13 It's a pleasure to be here, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for 
14 the op rtunity. 
15 f i s t  of all, I wouldlike to extend my 
16 appreciation to the C o m s s i o n  for allowing me the 
17 opportunity to express in person my serious concerns over the 
18 proposed closure of Fort Buchanan, the only active Army 
19 ~nstallation in the.whole Caribbean region. And I say 
20 "closure" in a deliberate way, because the term "realignment" 
21 is a misnomer under the circumstances facing the fort. 
22 Although the former Camp Buchanan was originally 
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I assessments of military value, Pittsburgh rates at or near : the 

summary, commissiqnen, when corrected COBRA 
4 results, military value expansion, capability, recruiting, 
5 environmental impact, and community support are considered, 
6 Pittsburgh is, wlthout uestion, the least favorable closure 

8 Commission's hypothesis at the add-on hearings. 
7 candidate among C-138 bases. l k s  was undoubtedly the 

9 Further d~scovery, invest? ation, and analysis 
10 since then has convmc~n I vali%ated that conclusion. Most 
I 1 recently, the Secretary of t i e  Air Force, Sheila Widnall, 
12 announced in a letter to Chairman Diron that inactivation of 
13 the Air Force Reserve 130 unit at O'Hare instead of the C-130 
14 unit at P~teburgh is a reasonable alternative. 
15 Consldemg the facts ln Plttsbur h's favor and the 
16 change in the Air Force position regar%ing tho closure of the 
17 911th the Pittsburgh Air Reserve Station should remain open. 
18 And f thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 
19 CHAIAAN DIXON: Well, we thank you very much for 
20 that very fine contribution, Re resentative Frank Mascara. 
21 And I understand that members o I' your delegation are aniving 
22 even as I speak. 

I agu LJQ 

1 Commission is definitely bein misled b the fi res 
2 resented In the Department of Defense Base c&re and 
3 Eealignment report stating that only 128 jobs would be lost. 
4 At this time, Fort Buchanan services 2,486 active 
5 duty and civilian personnel. It also serves five sizeable 
6 groups, comprising some 73,170 persons who would also be 
7 negatively Impacted. These five groups include 175 actlve 
8 Guard Reserve ersonnel and them families, 15 410 Reserve 
9 component soldgers, 19.835 family members o i ~ e s e r v e  

10 component sol?iers, and 13,260 retirees and 34,890 family 
I I members of retrrees. 
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1 validation and the deployment of the mobilized units. 
2 Also proven dunng these operations was the fact 
3 that the total Army concept really works, thereby f i d  
4 establishing the treed that Reserve component units wit7 
5 continue to be mobil~wl along wlth the active component. 
6 If Fort Huchanan is closed, where will the su port .p I for future mobiliza(i~ns,rn Puerto Rico come from. Fort 
8 Buchan? is a mobll~zatron station. While,rts parent 
9 installation, Fort MacPherson ~n Geor la, 1s solely an 

1 0  administrative support headquarters wfich has remained in 
1 1  touch by.BRAC, to close the Fort Buchanan arrison while 
12 malntalning Fun MacPherson does not meet fhe test to 
13 consolidate and economize on military spending. 
14 Although the Department of Defense pro osal asked 
1 5  for a realignment of Fort Buchanan, thls wou18cinstltute. 
16 for all practical purposes, a closure. In effect, the fort 
17 will cease opelations as an active Army enclave. All actlve 
I8 Army personnel, military and civilian, will leave. All 
19 active arm functions will cease. All,f?rmly housing must be. 
20 abandondand all morale support activlty stopped 
21 If this realignment were to take place, ~t woild 
22 result in a potentla1 reduction of at least 500 jobs. The 

12 Fort Buchanan IS a symbol of the Department ot 
13 Defense and the Army's Interests in the Caribbean Basrn, anc 
14 its presence brings stability to the region. To real~gn or 
IS close this installation will not only ne atrvely Impact on 
16 t t  critical sup on  to the active and #eset-ve component 
I? tor~cs but wouyd also added to the unemployment problem of 
1 8  tht: ~sland. 
19 But perhaps the stron est argument In favor ot 
20 keeping Fort Buchanan on h e  actlve list IS that the suppusul 
21 monetary savings to be achieved by closing the post are 
22 hlghly questionable. The efficiency and combat rcadrness of 

I 
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Rzwn~e component organizations will certainly suffer. A 
'~ti~zation of these organizations will eventually take - at a much hi her cost to taxpayers than 1f.Fort 

-*an were t o t e  maintalned on the actwe ha .  
s i t  worth risking part of our national securit 

7 to aUe edl save a few dollars here and there? widthe 
- Army k agle lo rapid1 and efficiently mobilize our Reserve 
I component umts for a Lture conflict without Fort Buchanan? 

/ 1 In Puerto Rico, we have the Reserve uruts and the Nat~onal 
p m l  and very necessa and very 11 Guard, which are bilm 

I - important .in the use o any confllct or any Aita actlon 
:: in tbc Canbbe? pr Central America or even s o u 3  America. 

I belleve ~t 1s m our best nat~onal secunt ii interest that the active Army facilities at Fort iuchanan 
1 . -  
I :r remain open, particularly now with the upcoming termination 
i 17 of h e  U.S. mlita presence in Panama under the terms of 
:- the Panama Cnnal%reaty of 1977. 

- 1  Puerto Rlco has a proud and Ion tradition of 
/;I sypportipg national defense. This has%een shoyn timq and 
zr &me a am as hundreds of thousands of Puerto R~cans, In 1: spite o$ their obvious second-class citizenship, have 

I -  consistently and promptly answered the nation's call to arms 

I comprises the Greater Pittsburgh International Ai 0rt.O 
2 T h ~ s  1s the largest land mass a l T r t  m the a d -  
3 Atlantic and Northeastern part of the nited States. And it 
4 is the,fourth lar est in the entire count 
5 conta~ns more $an 12,000 acres of lany; 2kTS it is 
6 still availabk for airport-related development. 
7 The P~ttsbur h A~rport 1s USAIR s lar est hub. It 
8 will handle over 28 million assengers and &?,OM) airlift 
9 operations t h s  year alone. !ittsburgh International 
to Airport, for exam le has resources that are not available at 
I I many smaller ai.Relds across this country, three of the most 
12 im ortant services I think the Commission should be available 
13 ofgecause they're provided to the 91 1th direct benefits that 
14 are offered at practically no cost -- runway consfruction and 
15 maintenance, aircraft rescue, as well as firefinhtmn. 
16 In the case of field and runway mainteriance; 
17 Alle heny County each year allocates $6.5 million for runway 
I8 bui18ing and upkeep, which includes about 120 persoonel on 
19 approx~matel 30 preces of snow clearance and removal 
20 equipment valued at about $15 million. When the snow flies 
21 the operation goes on. 
22 And, in fact, we will tell you that over the past 
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I DELEGATE ROMERO-BARCELLO: Thank you. 
I - CHAIRMAN DIXON: Senator Chaffee, I hate to have to 

tell you, we're on Murphy's rules. A House vote interrupted 
- the Pennsylvan~a delegation There are two members who have 

returned, and I want to accommodate them, ~f you will give me - that courtesy. And I a preciate that usual courtesy from my 
- fnmd from the grea! &te of Rhode Island. 

And we're delighted to honor and recognize 
: Represent Ron Klink. 

REPRESENTATIVE KLlNK I thank the members of the 
1 Comrmss~on. I thank Senator Chaffee for also stepping aslde 
I for a few moments. I know that you've heard from some of my 

/ r fellow Congressmen. I just wanted to come before you and 
ask for unmmous consent that my entlre statement be 

into the record. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: And it will be reproduced in the  

m r d  in full, Congressman. 

- -  ~ 
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w~tkjut hesitation. 

From the vital defenses of Panama during the First 
W o d d  War and ractically every theater of o erations during 

- the Second ~ o r o d  War to the frozen planes OF Korea, the 
- h a n k h ~ p s  of Vietnam. the interventions in Grenada and Panama 

and the sands of the Middle East, Puerto Ricans have been 
- there and have shed thelr blood. 
f Thmu hout all these operations, Fort Buchaqan.has 
1 always stoo%ready to sup ort us and has been a pnnclpal 

.e for mobilization an8coordination, partjcularly for the 
efforts, for the peo le who were gomg to the 

I n Desert Sheld m t ie  Gulf Coast, for the trainees 
organized in Puerto Rico. Today more than ever, we 

y-1 in Puerto k c o  stand ready to assume an even greater role in 
? the Army of the 21 st century. 
. . 
JT Closing Fort Buchanan, the only active Army 
:- installation in Puerto Rico and the whole Caribbean region, 
: i  is certain to lead us in the wrong direction. I strongly 
:I urge you to remove Fort Buchanan from any proposed base 
IS closure list. 
I:: CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank,you very much, Delegate 
1- Romero-Barcello. We appreciate ~ t .  Thank you. 
1 - 
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I not possible on a runway operation. If you blow a tire on 
2 one runway airport, you're out of business. You shut down. 
3 At Pittsburgh, ~f thls happens, you move to runway 2. You 
4 move then to runway 3 or 4 or the fifth runway. 
5 The cost of constructing new runway space can be 
6 15,000 to $20,000 er running foot of 24-inch thick concrete 
7 or anywhere from 151 million to 250 maon for an 8,500 foot 
8 runwa . This is a cost that neither the 91 1th nor the 
9 federargovemment has to bear. It is being absorbed by the 
10 localit 
I I &I of the land and expansion capabilities that 
12 have been mentioned are currently being leased from Allegheny 
13 County for $1 per year. The 91 1th Air Wing has a compact and 
14 efficient infrastructure. All the facilities and buildm s 
15 a n  well maintained. In Februarv of 1994. the 911th Air &me 

Page 263 
I 12 years, not one minute has been lost.in takepffs and 
2 landings at Greater Pittsburgh International AI 
3 of snow and ice. The ai ort's all-weather capa '%"""-"" ility, m my 
4 vlew, is a very stmn s e f b  mt, and these runways are 
5 available to the 9 1 1 t h ~ r l i b F i n ~  
6 This is sorpething that is &tly in their favor. 
7 Current1 , the alrllft wmg operates on four runwa s at 
a Greater httsburgh. And t h s  runway len th runs &om 8,100 
9 feet to 11,500 feet. And even more signiicant is the fact 

10 that the alrport has the ability to build two additional 
1 1  runways, a northern parallel one and a southern parallel one, 
12 without the need to purchase a single additional acre of 
13 land. 
14 Currently, the ability exists to handle 
I5 simultaneous amvals and d artures on runways 28R and 28L 
16 when the southem parallzis built. It is next slated 
17 runway construction with environmental review underway with 
I 8 proposed construction in 1998. 
19 The alrport wlll have the capability for 
20 simultaneous triple amvals and departures. Only 
21 Dallas/Fort Worth and the new Denver International Airports 
22 can perform this type of sequence. Such rapid deployment is 

16 signed a memorandum of agreerient with degheny County t; 
17 utllize 21.7 acres of land. 
18 Additionallv. the countv has offered 30 acres of 
19 prime ready ram6 space to th& &r ~ o r c e  6 1994. h d  
20 recently, Allegheny County offered aq@dltional 47 acres of 
21 concrete ramp space adjacent to the exlstmg ramp at no cost 
22 to the Air Force. The Air Force is not required to possess 
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1 nor maintain this valuable acreage. It will be held in 
2 escrow for future Air Force utilization. And again, it will 
3 be held at no cost: 
4 This 1s a usuque arrangement. It should not be 
5 overlooked b the Commission when the 're considering what to 
6 do. This oder is the outcome of a $&0,000 stud that was 
7 begun back in 1983 and in 1988 at the 91 1th Air l i f t  Wing 
8 Base at them comprehensive plan. The except~onal capacity 
9 and capability of the 9 1 1 th to accommodate contingency 

10 mobilization and future total requirements are demonstrated 
11 in the comprehensive summary that was submitted to the 

Commiss~on. 
I will try to wrap up by just sayin that I would 

like you to also if you haven't done so 81.1s far to also 
submit to the record the letter that was written by the. 
Secretary of the h r  Force W~dnall, that states un u~vocally 
that the deactivation of the C-130 Reserve unit at%i,cago's 
O'Hare Airport, rather than the 91 1th in Pittsburgh, 1s more 
cost-effective. And I would ask that that be submitted for 
the record. And I thank you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we thank you very much, 
Congressman Klink. 
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1 And we now call u on your distinguished colleague, 
2 Representative Kurt welion. 
3 REPRESENTATIVE WELDON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 
4 also ask unanimous consent to insert my system in the record 
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And ma I say to ou, Congressman 
6 Weldon, that r uest is rant@. d w  we db recognlre that 
7 two members 2 y o u r  defe at~on have been prevented from 
8 speaking because of the rofl call. They are welcome to come 

1 9 tonight. I regret to say it will be after 7 o'clock, 
l o  Congressman. 
11 REPRESENTATIVE WELDON: I'll pass the word to them. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You're very kind. I hope you 
13 understand the roblem with the Chair. 
14 R~RESERTATIVE WELDON: I do. Mr. Chairman, we 
15 thank you for your leadership and the leadership of the 
16 members of the Commission. I come today as a five-term 
17 member of the National Security Committee, as an original 
18 supporter of the BRAC process, and as chalrrnan of the 
19 Research and Development Subcommittee on the National 
20 Secunt Comrmttee in thls Congress. 
21 d t  I also come. as a fo,rmer teacher to ive ou a 
22 report card, Mr. Cha~rman, in three areas. +he tiree areas 

'2 

I Philadelphia, eliminat~ng unnecessary duplication. 
2 By fully integrating ship systems, I!fe cycle 
3 management, and in-service englneemg into a cohesive 
4 organization, the cost of designing and introducing new 
5 systems into the fleet will be greatly reduced. 
6 This roposal, Mr. Chairman, which has the su 
7 of former 8avy Secretaries John Lehman. as well as fg: 
8 O'Kmfe, would save $165 million over 20 ears, compared to 
9 only $10 million in savin s which wourd be realired if you 

10 locate the 03 directorate at t t e Washington Navy Yard, as now 
I 1 roposed. The C stal City operatlon, in my pp+on, shouli 
11 pe moved to ~ h l z e l ~ h l a .  It will be log~cal, ~t w ~ l l  save 
I3 the Nav~money, and, I th,ink would be more consistent in terms 
14 of our ture lrection m re ards to consolidations. 
15 Let me give you my tkrd area, Mr. Chairman. And 
16 for that, I have to ive you an F. Not you personally, but 
I7 the C o m ~ s s ~ c m .  Because for the tune years that I've been i 
18 Conoress, I've been the on1 member cominq before you trying 
19 to crose the facility. AndYeach year, ve rejected me. 
20 As a ma,tter of fact, this year,. t e Comrmssion did 
21 not even conslder m request, desp~te the support of the city 
21 where the facility isioused, the county government that has 

- -- 
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I gone on record, and all o f  the people In the area, we .;till 
2 have an Army o eralion uperaling Naval tugs. Naval scagmng 
3 tugs. To me, tiat's outrageous. 
4 As a stron supporter of the rnilitar and a strong 
5 supporter of deznse, as a nine-year memger of the committb 
6 and as chairman of the R&D Committee, I think this Commission 
7 is doing this country a disservice by not closing a facility 
8 that's in my old hometown where 1 happen to be the mayor. We 
9 have request,d it.  .This year, ou d~dn't look at it. 

10  So while I give you an 2 for the one pro osal, an 
1 I incomplete for the second, you fail in the third! That's a 
1 2  shame, because your failure is a failure to the taxpayers. 
13 It 1s unnecessary, 11 is an operatlon where the Reserve 
14 officers there are rotecting their own little operation and 
15 little lace alon &e Delaware River which is not necessary. 
16 And f would as a you, Mr. Chairman, m your deliberations tc 
17 go back and look at t h ~ s  again. 
18 Because I c o m t  to you as a member of the National 
19 Security Cormlittee, I'm going to continue to ursue wh the 
20 Arrny has to have ocean-going tugs, when we pave a fulg 
21 equipped Navy, which I'm a big supporter of, when we have the 
22 necessary poterit~al to meet any need that we have on the 

1 
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1 of interest that I have, I would ive 0 u . a  A, 9 
2 mcomplete, and an F. The A, h r .  Eha~rman, 1s for the 
3 recommendation of DOD and the Commission's acceptance of a 
4 recommendation to consolidate machinery operations from 
5 Anna olis to Philadel hia. 
6 h e  former N A ~ S E S  o eration, now Naval Surface 
7 Warfare Center operation in Phildelphia. has become a cmwn 
8 jewel of Navy surface ship engineering work. It makes sense, 
9 it's logical, and it will save us a significant amount of 

10 mone . 
1 1  $or that, I give DOD and the Commission an A for 
12 its foresight and would ho e that you would follow through on 
13 that recommendation. l!'s the direction that Congress is 
14 oing in in terms of consolidation. And as chairman of the i 15 esearch and Development Committee, I think it makes sense. 
16 The second roposal I would like to talk about, I 
17 give you an incomp&e because you have not yet taken action. 
18 even though it has been brought up b several of my 
19 collea es. And.that is to continue daval consdidation into 
20 the N&C at Ph~ladelph~a as 11 relates to machinery 
21 o rations. And this would consolidate NAVSEA's engineering 
22 gectorate for machinery systems, the 03 operation into 
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I seas, and why we slill havs to have the Army t)peraling occan 
2 golng tugs is beside me. 
3 But the two consolidations at Philadelphia do make 
4 sensc They are not in m y  Con ressional dislric~. They I I I ~ ~ ~ L .  

5 sense because they are right &r the Navy. 
6 As someone who voted for BRAC, in s ~ t e  of knowi~lg 
7 that the Philadalphla Navy Yard was a poss~bfe cand~date tor 
8 closure, these two consolidations make sense for the 
9 taxpayers. They make sense for the Navy. They make sense 

10 for the peo le of the re ion The are right, they are 
I I logical, an1  they will afiow.us to &tter utilize the 
12 shrinkin defense dollars that we're fightin on the tloor to 
I3 keep in A c e  at thin very time working on the  use National 
14 Security legislation. 
15 I thank you for your time. I thank you for your 
16 indulgence in allowin me to come back. And I would hope 
I7 that when I come bace the next time, that re ort card can be 
18 switched to all As, and I can announce as a k e r  teacher 
I9 that you've passed with flying colors. Thank you, Mr. 
20 Cha~rman. 
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, thank you, Congressman 
22 Weldon And I am properly chastised as Chair. But I'm going 
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I I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the 
2 Commiss~on toda to present my testimony on the 1995 round of 
3 Defense Base ~rosures .  I'll summarize my full statement and 
4 would like to have it placed in the record. 
5 My testimony will be somewhat different from what 
6 you usually hear, because I give you good news. I su port 
7 all the tecommendations that affect us in.Rhode island: three 
8 m all, dealing with the Navy's presence In Newport. These 

-ommendations, of course, came from the Defense Department. 
1 as I mentioned, I sup orted each, one of them. 

First 1s the p r o p o s J  consolldat~on of the Naval 
dersea Warfare Centers that are current1 one in Newport, 

1 ,  one in New London. The propos?l is they $e consolidated in 
14 Newport., I'm for that. ITm convinced the Newport 
I5 laboratones const~tute an trreplaceable, state-of-the-art 
16 facilit 
i 7 h s  upgrading in 199 1 -- this is the facility in 
I. N e w v  -- to a s u r r  lab status enhanced its re utation 
1 0  whic ~t had alrea y earned as a center of excelTencr in 
?n submarine research and development. The center is well- 
: I prepred to increase its contribution to national security. 
2 2  n act. a $12 million laboratory was,just opened in January, 
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I and .two more major labs, one costing 11.2 million, the other 
2 costlng 21.7 milllon, are under construction and scheduled tc 
3 open in 1996. 
4 These last two facilities are being built 
5 specifically to accommodate the BRAC '91 and the BRAC '95 
6 influx of personnel and their activities from New London over 
7 to Newport. Consolidation of the Naval Undersea Warfare 
8 Center at Newport will save DOD scarce resources by 
9 eliminating excess capacity and achieving efficiencies. 

1 0  The 1991 action already a pears well on ~ t s  way to 
I I reducing costs, and the Nav esgmates the 1995 transfer will 
12 result m further savmgj of $91.2 million over 20 years. 
13 For the reasons crted above, I ur e you to a prove 
14 the Navy's proposal to consolidate thekaval unkrwater 
1s Warfare Center's New London detachment into the Newport 
I 6 headquarters. 
17 Second, the Nav has recommended the relocation of 
I Lr? Naval Research ~ a i o r a t o r ~  Underwater Sound Reference 

ichment currently in Orlando, Florida, moving to Newport. 
pro osal will achieve savings of 30.1 rmllion over 20 
an{ will further stren then the Nav 's undersea 

22 research and development e$fort. I heart& endorse that. 
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vive you an A anyway, because you did your 'ob within five 

l~tes, and only three in your.delegat~on did. You get an 
on ressman Weldon, a solld A. )IIIC d w ,  ladies and gentlemen, this isn't very funny 

5 work, I know, but maybe I've been sitting here too long. I m 
6 going to turn the Chair over to my d~stmguished colleague, 
7 Commissioner Al Cornella. for the Rhode Island and Tennessee 
8 delegations. 
9 And I've been asked to announce that my old friend. 

lo the distinguished senior Senator from Rhpde Island, Senator 
I I Pell, as Senator Chaffee knows, is attend~ng a funeral for 
1 2  his friend and m own friend, former Secretary of Defense and 
1 3  our former COIL ue, Les Aspin, a memorial servicq for him. 
1 4  1 should say. ~ n %  we understand that, and we're golng to 
I 5 hear Senator Clayburn Pel1 later in the day. 
I h And it's my delight to reco nize an old friend, 
I ?  Senator John Chaffee. 1 hppe he41 understand that I have to 
1 8  excuse myself for a few mnutes. 
I 9 SENATOR CHAFFEE: Thank you very much, Senator 
I n  Dlxnn and members o f  the Commission First of all,  l want to 
21 thank you for the service to our nation that you're giving in 
22 this very. very difficult task. 

7 Page 275 
I part that's goin to Newport. That's the complete closure of 1 2 the facillty at deridian. 

3 For all these reasons, I urge the Commission to 
4 a prove the Navy's proposed transfer of the Naval Technical 
5 ?P rainin Center in Meridian to Athens and to Newport. Again, 
6 I woula like to tb+ the Commission for dlowing me to 
7 a pear today to glve this testimony. Thank you very much, 
8 8 r .  Comssloner .  

9 COMMlSSlONER COKNELLA [Presiding]: Thank you, sir. 
10 We thank the distinguished Senator from Rhode Island, Senator 
1 1  John Chaffee. 
12 SENATOR CHAFFEE: Thank you. And I came in under 
13 time. 
14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: And we a preciate that. 
I S  We'll move now to Re resentative Jack Weed. 
16 REPRESENTATIVE REiD: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, fo 
17 this opportunit to address the Commission and for your work 
I 8 on behalf of t i e  count and our defeme. 
I 9 I have a preparJstatement whch I would l l e  to 
20 submit q d  summarize that statement for the benefit of the 
2 1 comssioners .  
22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We would be glad to entel 
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1 Third, I would like to address the Navy's 
2 recommendation to transfer the Naval T e e h c a l  Training 
3 Center in Meridian, Mississi i, some to Athens, Georgia, and 
4 some to Newport's Naval Educatlon Tra-g Center. In 
5 advancing thls proposal, the Navy seeks to streamline its 
6 o F t ! o n s  and achieve savin s by movm several 
7 a rmnlstrative schools from hendi?  to hewport 
8 The Naval Education. and T r a q n g  Center ai Ne 
9 has long malntamed a sterlln reputat~on. It consists o y *  

1 0  institutlons such as the ~ a v a f ~ a r  College, the Surface 
1 I Warfare Officers' School, and many others which have provided 
12 the fleet with the best educated, hi hest quality personnel. f I3 The learnin mvironme?t of the Nava Educ?tion and Training 
1 4  Center, m i$ewport is  deal for, lpcorporatlon of the 
I 5 adrmnlstrat~ve schools at Mendlan. 
16 Its classrooms in Newport are modem, housing is 
17 plentiful, and the community wU welcome students with open 
18 arms. The move of this center to Newport will achieve needed 
19 cost savings. Annual reoccurring savin s after 
20 implementation of the Naval air station beridian, a closing 
21 of the total facility at Meridian, is $26.9 million, with net 
22 savings over 20 years of 344 mllion. That isn't all the 
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1 that into the record. 
2 REPRESENTATIVE REED: Thank you ve much, Mr. 
3 Chairman. I rise in support alon with m co1~eagues of the 
4 roposals the Department of the DeBnsc and r )  artment of the 
r ka"y to cons?llda!e facilities +I Newport, island 
6 This is a contmuatlon of pollcles that have been m effeci 
7 for several ears. 
8 It males sense in t e r n  of cost-effectiveness it 
9 makes sense in te- of the availability of the intehectual 

1 0  caprtal we have bullt up rn terms of screntlsts and 
1 1  researchers and technicians in Newport. It also makes sense 
12 in terms of the ph sical facilities at Newport, which will 
13 readil a c c o m m d t e  all of these proposed transfers 
14 h i s  is the type of, I think, sensible program &d 
15 programmatic changes that will strengthen our defense and 
16 also save the taxpayers valuable dollars. Newport has long 
17 been a center of research and Naval education. This pro 
I I will enhance that center and that ability to educate our g7 
19 and to rovlde the research we need as we face a 
20 technokgical revolutron m warfare over the next several 
21 decades. 
22 One other point I would like to add is that in 

I I 
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1 REPRESENTATIVE KENNEDY: Mr. Chairman, members of 
2 the Commission, I a preciate the op rtunit to testiQ along 
3 with my collea es h m  the ~ h o d e  g a n d  dlegatlon m 
4 s u p r r t  of the Epar tment  of Defense Base Closure and 
5 Rea gnment recommendations for the Naval Undersea Warfare 
6 Center and the Naval Education Training Center, both located 
7 in Newport, Rhode Island. 
8 I realize that yesterday, the Commission heard a 
9 day of testimony and toda ,will continue to hear testimony 

10 well into this evening, so Y 11 make my remarks brief. The 
I 1 U.S. Nav has a long and rich history in Newport, Rhode 
12 Island. d roughou t  that hetory, from the Revolut~onary Wal 
13 onward to this present da , the local community has act~vely 
14 and vigorously supportedYa strong Naval presence in Rhode 
15 Island. 
16 Currently, the Nav is the largest single em lo er 
17 in Newport County. AnY I am proud to say that t i e  k a v y  
I8 personnel, both mlitary and civilian, play an integral role 
19 m the community. It is in that vein and In that view that I 
20 am v~eased to revresent the svlnt of the N e w o r t  County 

rage z I I 
1 terms of the human factors involved in some of these 
2 consolidations, it's alwa s very difficult because people 
3 have attachments to locaities, it's disru tive of the lrves 
4 of people to move. But particularly wit{ respect to New 
5 London and p.Newport, my district sits squarely between the 
6 two communrtles. 
7 I have many people who live in my district and work 
8 in New London or work in.Newport and vice versa. And I think 

sal not only wlll be senslble m terms of the 
1: e t t o ~ z % e  to *e Navy 9 d  the mission o[ the Navy, but it 
I 1 will be s o m e b  that wlll accommodate m the eas~est way 
12 the lives and thektures  of all the personnel that are 
13 proposed to move. 
14 So I would urge the Commission to sup ort these 5' I r  proposals, continue the consolidation of Nava underwater 
16 research and testing and eval.uation at.Ne ort. It will be 
17 m the best mterest of the natlon, and 1t w?be in the 
18 best interest of our taxpayers. And I thank the 
19 commissioners for their efforts. 
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Representative 
21 Reed. 
22 Representative Patrick Kennedy. 

21 corninunity and vdice my suppok for the recomrncndations inthe 
22 BRAC '95. 

rage LUL 
1 the DOD recommendations represent a win-win situation, as has 
2 been said by my colleagues. They're cost-effective measures 
3 and in the best interests of both the taxpayers, as well as 
4 our military. 
5 Having visited these facilities every weeken? since 
6 I've first been elected, I can tell you that the proxlmlty of 
7 thc Naval Education Tra~ning Center with thc Naval Undcrsca 
8 Warfare Center next to the Naval War College is tremendous 
9 and will only be enhanced by these BRAC recommendat~ons. 

10  There is compatibility and synergy because of their 
I I collocation. 
12 And, as 1 said before, Newport's proud of ~ t s  
13 tradition of supporting the Navy. ,The.whole community is 
14 very actlvely i m ~ o u s  to facll~tate m thls process, and the 
15 have the expertise to do so. I might add, the Chamber o? 
16 Commerce m Newport, as well as other retlred mlltary 
17 personnel, are all active in preparin any of the movement 
I8 that needs to take place as a result of these 
19 recommendations, so  it's easy to make. 
20 We have even got the superintendents of local 
21 schools partlclpatlng on t h s  to show them mterest in 
22 making sure that the families have a quality of life that 
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will be fittin for them in Newport. And, as you know, 

uality of l i g  is the number one issue, as recommended by 
Befense Secretary Perry. And I think that in that spirit. 
these recornrnendaiions should be implemented and would ask for 
that consideration. Thank you very much. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Congressman 
Kennedy. 

And we thank the delegation from Rhode Island for 
t h e ~ r  testimony and also staylng within the time limits. As 
long as-we're glving out grades here today, we'll grve you an 

1 1  A plus tor that. 
12 We'll.now move on to the great State of Tennessee. 
13 F~rs t  to test~fy, the dlstlngurshed Senator, Bill Frist. 
14 SENATOR FRIST: Mr Chairman. co~nrnissionzrs. thank 
15 you for this op ortunity to testify in support of the defense 
16 depot in ~ e m ~ R i s ,  Tennessee. 
17 Mr. Chairman, as I hope the testimony given today 
18 by myself and my collea ues will demonstrate, the Memphis 
19 depot is critical to the effcient and effective d~stributron 
20 of material to our nation's armed forces, so critical, in 
21 fact, that I believe the Defense Logistics Agency will not be 
22 able to meet ~ t s  dlstnbut~on requirements in t ~ m e s  of war or 
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1 As you are well aware, DOD BRAC '95 recommendations 
2 for the Naval Undersea Warfare Center built upon theprevious 
3 BRAC decisions. If the BRAC '95 recoymendat~ons are 
4 lm lemented, they will complete the real1 nment of the Naval 
5 ungerwater research and development anJtest  and evaluation 
6 functions in Newport. 
7 The recommendations to consolidate undersea warfare 
8 functions at Newport are consistent wlth the Nav 's goals of 
9 geographically c?nsohdatq compatible RDTE &cilcilltles, 

1 0  mteractmg t e c h c a l  capablhies and resources, and 
I 1 decreasing infrastructure and operating costs while at the 
12 same time increasing the military value of those activities 
13 not selected for closure. 
14 Finally, I respectfully request that the Commission 
15 support the mco oration of various Naval air trainin 
16 activities at the E v a 1  Education Trainin Center in Ifewpon, 
17 the Navy's premiere training site for offCfers, officer 
18 candidates, senior enlisted personnel, and prospective 
19 midshipmen. Such a reali nlnent would result in n signilicant 
20 return on investment in%oth the relatively shon term, as 
21 well as the long-term basis. 
22 Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, I believe 
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1 contingency o erations if the current plan to disestablis 
2 the Memphrs is upheld. 

K, 
3 Mr. Chairman, under the current plan, the DLA will 
4 distribute and store milita sup lles through two pnma 
5 distribution sites, one on t2k ~ t k n t i c  Coast and one on & 
6 Pacific Coast. However, such a plan leaves a vast and 
7 disturbing gap in coverage and in service for the Central 
8 United States. 
9 Moreover, as was dramatically demonstrated dunng 

1 0  the Persian Gulf War, coastal PDS sites cannot support CONUS 
I I facilities as efficiently as can a centrally located 
12 distribution site. During both 0 eration Desert Shleld and 
I3 Operation Desert storm, goods s\ip ed from the coast arc 
I4 backed up almost to the point of gn&ock, to use Adrn~ral 
IS Straw's word, while DDMT experienced no  difficulty a1 all ~n 
16 gettin its goods shl p d  to military users. 
17 ?n fact, not o n b  was the Memphis depot ranked 
18 number one In materiel support for our natron's fighting 
I9 forces rn the Gulf, but ~t has subsequently participated rn 
20 every major military and humanitarian m~ssion undertaken by 
21 the Department of Defense. DDMT is the closest depot to the 
22 largest concentration of our military forces, and 10 of  the 
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1 - -9 15 water pons in the "nil+ States are located on tie 

f of Mexico In close proxlmt to DDMT. 
Not only does it have the ability to support the 

thcrn hemisphere and the rest of tho Western. world, which 
5 1s more prone to multiple insurgencies, but t t  is a 
n distributlo~ site and thlrd partner to !he c ~ s t a l  ~fz%r:ts 
7 which servlce the European and Pac~fic Rim outport 
8 requirements. 

I 9  Mr. Chairmap, by both quantitative and qualitative ' 1 0  measures, DDMT IS supenor and IS more accessible than the 
I I other depots. Thanks to its centralized location and de ot 
1 2  capabilit~es, DDMT provides truck services to 115 u.$ 
13 installations of 100 Dersons or more. It has the abilitv to 
14 outreach and service Gy truck 66 percent of active dot C ~ N U S  
I5 military personnel w ~ t h  48 hours., And 700,008 troops, or 
16 42 percent of all CONUS based mlltary personnel, can be 
17 supported within a 24-hour period. 
18 In terms of transportat~on infrastructure, the 
19 Memphis depot is also unparalleled. This is demonstrated by 
20 the fact that many major national and international 
21  corporations have moved their distribution centers to Memphis 
22 In recent years. Not only located on both East-West, as well 
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1 I as North-South interstates, i t  is home to over 200 trucklng 

2 companies. 
, 3  I t  sits at the crossroads of 6 class I railroads -- 
i 1 6 ra~lroads -- with 96 freight trains arriving and departing dally. And it has unrivaled intermodal capability. It 

6 boasts the world's second largest cargo airport, the second - lar est in the world, with 9 airlines, 44 carriers. And 
8 uneke Susquehanna, which was closed,fqr 22 days l+t year 
c ' --awe of inclement weather, ~t has mnimal constraints 

osed by weather conditions: 
It also has two mllta alr teminals. As 

#@!!ericaVs second largest 2 n d  port, wlth three harbors that 
13 handle 11 mileon tons of cargo annually, Memphis is home to 
14 six commercial bar e lines and can accommodate ocean-going 
15 ships 10 months otevery ear. 
16 Mr. Chairman, the Aefense Logistics Agency's 
17 coastal PDS strategy has the advantage of simplicity. This 
18 approach might even be adequate, were the DLA a commercial 
19 entity that only has to meet the usual demands and deadlines 
20 of commercial traffic. However, the DLA is not a commercial 
21 entity, but rather the one agency res onsible for su plying 
22 Arnenca's fighting forces m times of peace, as weiras times 
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s defense structure. As my colleagues will telfou,. : " M " ~ ~ & s  and .DDMT have the thmgs that are n e e d  y en lt 1 3 comes to serving our troops m emergency operations m the 

4 field and at home. 
5 From World War I1 to Desert Storm, the Memphis 

1 6 depot has a proven record of service and continues to provide 
7 top sup ort to our men and women in uniform. It has 
8 accompehed this through DDMT's modern, hi @y automated and 
9 integrated faclhty. Goods are deliver@ ef#clently 

1 0  because, as man natlonal and qtemat~onal companies know, 
I I Memptus's exce 7 lent transportatloa system q d  central 
12 locatlon have helped make lt Amenca's dlstnbution center. 
13 At a tlme when the pnvate sector finds Mem h s  
1 4  such an a pealing place to set its businerr, why is fbe 
15 Defense Bepartmeat recommending that one of its rime ! 16 lo istics centers be closed in a cit with such assets. Part 
17 o ? D q ~ ' r  r~ommendations entairlessening th? amount of 
I S  capaclty in its storage s stem. As ~ t s  closure llst stands, 
19 there would be a 22 mi ion  cub~t foot shortfall m storage 
20 requirements. 
21 The Defense Logistics Agenc has stated that the 
22 Air Force Logistics Centers, the A&S, coupled with direct 
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I vendor delivery, would make up that shortfall. As you know, 
2 the Air Force never addressed the need to close any of its 
3 maintenance depots or G C s ,  and the Commission is presently 
4 examining their role m future military operations. 
5 This calls &to question DLA's.rebance on this 
6 s ace es ec~ally ~f any of the air logst~cs centers are 
7 C ~ O S ~ .  Pf any of the centers are closed, then DLA will need 
8 more storage ca acity .. The closure of even the smallest 
9 will result m a f7.8 mlllon cublt foot shortfall m the 

10 Defense Department stora e of the materiel handling capacity. 
11 Only a depot like ~ D M T  can fulfill the requ~rement 
12 for stora e s ace and materiel handling facilities that DOD 
13 will n J .  &e Memphis depot's transportation +sets and 
14 central lqcation are exceptional in comparison.wth any other 
15 DLA facility. Even thou h DLA clams that ~ t s  movements 
16 toward a direct vendor defivery system will help facilitate 
17 many of its future capacity needs, this system has never been 
18 proven in wartime. 
19 In fact, most vendors are small- to medium-sized 
20 businesses whlch do not have a wlde range of transportation 
21 capabilities. Most vendors also do not have the warehousing 
22 abilities that the depot system provides. Distribution depot 
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I of war. 
2 At such times, the movement of materiel both within 
3 the U.S. and across the globe IS cntical. We must be 
r absolutely certain that the depot that is chosen can support 
5 our rnllitary forces, andthat IS wh I ask yo" to reconsider 
6 !he decision to disestablrsh the deznse d~stnbution depot 
- ~n Mem hls, Tennessee. 
8 d. Chairman, I thank you for your time and yield 
9 to my colleague, Senator Thompson. 

10 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: Senator. thank you for yoilr 
I I  test~mony. 
1 2  We now call Senator Thompson. 
13 SENATOR THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman. members olthe 
14 Commission, obviously, we're dealing here with a subject much 
15  more important than even impact to the community or to the 
16 jobs that are involved. We're dealing with a matter of 
I 7 national defense and national securit . And that's why I 
I8 --.laud the efforts of the Department o?Defense and the Base 

w e  and Realignment Commission to streamline our nation's 
nse system. 

I must oint out that the closure of the defense 
22 distdutlon ckpot in Memphls would hurt, not help, our 
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I Memphis is a vital link betye? contractors and soldiers for 
2 the vendors who cannot shr directly to the troo s. 
3 While direct vendor &livery 1s an o tion for 
4 distributing goods to our military men antwomen the 
5 customers -- that is, our American troops -- could be placed 
6 in a, ardy if a direct vendor system were fully in lace. 
7 DI!A !as observed that this could be a problem antthat an 
8 intermediary depot would be required to meet our military 
9 needs. 

10 In summary, I ask the Commission to reconsider 
I 1 fully Air Force and DLA's base closure prpcedures, There 
12 ap ear to be many shortcommgs, and the tlmel dellvery of 
I3 miitary supplies could be threatened. It must & made clear 
14 that the Mem his depot is the only DLA depot that has a 
15 wealth,of mojem automated facil~ties, central location, and 
16 except~onal transportat~on assets to meet the needs of our 
17 rnilita and other emergency operations. 
18 %d I believe that points out the uniqueness of 
19 this situation. WeTre very well aware of the appeals that 
20 are made before thls Comrmss~on and the exce hops that are 
21 polnted out. But here, we do have a urn ue s t o n .  We 
22 ask that this not be lost in the shuffle. &ether you're 
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I Chairman and the members of the BRAC Commission. 1 
2 a preciate the opportunity to join with my colleagues from 
3 ?Pexmessee to make this case of the defense distributron depot 
4 in Memphis. 
5 I want to ex ress my ap reciation to the 
6 commissioners an$ the staff. %verybody has been courteous 
7 and certainly have been accommodating throughout this whole 
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8 process. 
9 I particular1 would like to thank Commissioner 

10 Klin , who v i s i td  the slte in Memphis, and would also like 
1 1  to &@.the opportuluty to th+Chairman Dixon and to. 
12 Comrmssioner Steele, Comrmssioner Cornella, along with 
13 Commissioner Cox for takin time to meet with us and talk 
14 about some pf the problems k ? t  we see and the things that wt 
15 wanted to hghlight m Memphls. 
16 Our two Senators making compelling arguments who 
17 have already testified before your Commission today about the 
18 depot's strategic eographic location, unmatched 
19 trqsportntion infastructure, and the importance of 
20 mamtamlng the depot to fill the anticipated shortfalls in 
21 storage ca acity in the DOD distribution system, it is.a 
22 pleasure ft!r us to testify, but it is very cntlcal for us in 
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1 looking at matters of trapsportation or location or 
2 automation, this facilit is a unique facilit . 

It was the ~ e m $ s  depot and its 1 , s ~  employees, : man of whom or some of whom are here today. that would be, 
5 f A y ,  disproportionately affected as minority employees if 
6 this closure goes throu h. These employes have helped ship 
7 su plies to relieve wor&ers ,in Oklahoma City the day of the 
8 f d e d  bu!ldm boqbm disaster. 
9 Dunng hera t ion  besert  Storm, it was DDMT that w ; ~  

10 the number one shi per of supplies to our troops in the 
1 I Persian Gulf. DDMP must be rehind, because during war and 
12 peace, it has a roven record of serving men and women in the 
13 milita and &e people of this count and closing it will 
14 mean g e  loss of a valuable resourcezr this nation. 
15 I thank you for the opportunity that we have to 
16 present this case .and ask you to consider these points ahead, 
17 as I know you w11, as the C o m s s i o n  formulates its final 
18 list for the President. Thank you very much. 
19 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Senator Thompson, we thank 
20 you for your excellent testimony. 
2 I And we now welcome Representative Harold Ford. 
22 REPRESENTATIVE FORD: Thank you very much, Mr. 
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1 Memphis. 
2 With respect to jornt servrce decisions and excess 
3 capacity, even though the DLA negotiated with the Air Forc~ 
4 i ~ n t l  Navy  li)r extril stori~uc s ,ace, DLA has ad~nitlcd thcrc w ~ l l  
5 be a shortfall a s  a resuft "1 the closure of a maintenance 
6 depot. And 1 believe that the shortfall rtyuires DLA to 
7 reassess its future capacity requirements rn whether or not 
8 it can afford the closure of a stand-alone depot like 
9 Memphis, Tennessee. 

10 In conclusion, members of the Commission, Mr. 
I I Chairman, I ask that you and the Commission members go bc ond 
12 the eere.cost considerations in your decisions on our deiense 
13 d~stnbut~on system. 
14 I ask that ou consider the h u w  and economic 
15 consequences o?displacmg a community with 
16 disproportionately high unemployment rates as important as 
17 the Commission will make these decisions to make sure that 
18 durin wartime and peacetime, that the Department of Defense 
I9 and t i e  Penta on will have those logistics centers that can 
20 meet the neecfand the building that will require the military 
21 defense. Thank you. 
22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Congressman 
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I remaln open ul Mem hra, Tennessee. 
2 These tools inckde mlitary value. DOD tbrce 
3 structure plan, concept operations, joint service declsrons. 
4 and excess capacity. The first factor is military value. By 
5 DLA7s own analysis, Memphis was ranked third in mlltary 
6 value amon stand-alone de ots. However, DLA chose to 
7 disre ard D ~ M T ' S  hi h rnitta value ranking in favor of an 
8 instaiation analysis wiich is ~?~uestionable merit. 
9 DOD logistics strategic plan states that 

10 transportation, not storage ca aclt , is cntical military 
I I value factor. And, as you have Reard: DDMT is located in the 
12 industr accepted trans ortation capital of the U.S. and 
I3 basical6 the world. \Jhy, therefore, was DLA milita 
14 analysis structured to ensure that DDMT receive on1 ?0 out 
IS  of 2,000 possible points for transprtation resources. Y 
16 The DLAA's concept of operation requires that it 
17 will be able to support two ma or re lona conflicts by using 
18 both c.oasts. Prior to BRAC '915 defense depot Memphis ya 
19 the nmary war-fightm depot during the only ma or conflict 
20 in $etnam, o eration Besen storm. ~ o d a y ,  DLA has not 
21 included a mo!ilization Ian to determine how it would 
22 provlde without the cap&ilities provided by the DDMT in 
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1 the Tennessee area and those of us who live in the mid-South 
2 area of Memphis. 

1 3  Senators Thompson and Frist have explained in the 
4 clearest t e q s  the potential negative impact that closure of 
5 the depot will have on the Department of Defense and its 
6 distribution s stem. 
7 I wouldlike to cover another important area. That 
8 is, the rationale behind the DLA's closure recommendation. 
9 Before I do that, let me say that I am the Con ressman from 

lo the area that this defense base is locate$, ?nd f am 
1 1  extremely concerned about the econormc Impact that this 
12 closure would have on the Memphis commun!ty. And I would 
13 urge the Commission members to be sensitive to the.adverse 
14 impact of the closure in the workforce that we have In the 
15 Memphis a r e .  
16 The p n q r y  issue that I would like to address 
17 toda u the rationale behind the closure recommendation. 
18 ~ h e h f e n s e  Logistics Agenc has taken reat palns to point 
19 out that its decisionto clpse ~ D M T  was %e result of an 
20 evaluation of a cont~nuation of factors called "BRAC 
21 evaluation tools. " And I belleve a fresh look at DLA's own 
22 BRAC evaluation tools will reveal that defense depot should 

I Ford. 
2 And we welcome Representative Ed Bryant. 
3 REPRESENTATIVE BRYANT: Thank you, M r .  Cha~rrnan 
4 and other members of the Commission. I appreciate very much  
5 the opportunity along with the rest of the Tennessee 
6 delegation to speak to this Commission. 
7 My district does not include the Memphis depot. 
8 However, as  ;I hrrner Army veteran and as a representittlvc: ( 1 1  
9 the area next to the depot, I am ver much of one communrty 

1 0  wlth Congressman Ford in ur ing txis committee to rehx~k at 
1 I their decision.in closrng the hfemphis depot. 
12  Memphls, in our opinjon, is the most cost-effect~ve 
13 stand-alone depot in the natron and the Defense Department. 
14 1 am resolute in my belief that the important fact cannot and 
15 must not be ignored b an one through the remainder of the 
16 process in the weeks L e a d  Mr. Chairman, I. believe our 
17 erformance in Me,m hls in carrying out our intncate rmssior 
18 For our military is inxcative of its,importance for the 
19 Defense De artment and the secunty needs of Amenca. 
20 I t h i d  it would be accurate to say that Memphis 
21 has strengthened our milita effectiveness and readiness. 1 
22 would like to just pick up, ? I  could, and skip over a 
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I Shelby County of a distribution center. &nd ~ e m ~ h i s f i a s  
2 roven itself over the years through ~ t s  railway system, its 
3 Lghway system, its waterway system. 
4 And now, with the addltion of Federal Express, we 
5 have that uni ue abilit to place orders and et supplies out 
6 b *dol ht tbe .night &fore and del,iver@ t ie  next day 
7 w&ch I Bon't thmk an other depo! in this country has. ' And 
8 because of our central lbcation to either coast, we re able 
9 tq meet the needs of any contingent in any war anyplace in 

i world, I think, better than any other department and 
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t in this nation. 
And it be s the question, I think -- it's something 

I've afways had. when I sit back as a Congressman 
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I rouple of comments. I know I've got a little bit shorter 

1. But I wanted to follow up on Senator .nompson's 
ents about the Idea of the concept of dlrect vendor 

F m M r .  Chairman, I would question the efficiency and 
6 the effectiveness of such a system envisioned to sup osedly 
7 supplant the alrendy proven distnbut~on rocess ~n &emphis 
8 In essence, the dlnet vendor system couh very well be a 
Q scatter shot approach for an operat~on which r 

T I r e s  lo organization, timqllness, and efficiency. And I ave grnve 
I I concerns about thls concept. 
12 1 also don't believe our military effectiveness 
1.7 should he ambled -- our readiness shoi~ld be gambled and our 

I t h l i  t pe of concept. 7 would also like to point out the 
1 4  security d o u r  count in an effort to save money through 

l o  fact t i a t  Memphis - -  and follow up tn what the Congressman 
I has said - -  has gained an outstanding reputation as a 
18 natlonwlde distribution center. 
I Q And I know thts C o m s s i o n  has heard this before, 
zo hut I ' l l  put aside my notes and just talk to you br~efly 
21 ahjut this. Last week, 1 had the privilege of attending 
ZL! another national corporation's grand opening in Memphis in 

14 from this district abd see' America's best industnis, 
15 America's best companies coming to Memphis and recognizing it 
16 as a distribution center and yet 1 see my very own government 
17 moving away from Memphis. And I think that's a n  important 
1 %  issue. 1 think that would be a good example for us to look 
1 9  at as we make this decision. 
20 I would ur e this Commission, in summary, to look 
r 1 at these issues o81rxaion, proven effectiveness, the 
:2 callher of work that we have already done for this country, 
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I peacetime work in the Arm . I think there is a very serious 
2 question as to whether one eavy depot can meet a wartime h 
3 sur e and, as a result of that uestion, and. even if you were 
4 loofin at only i t  alone, I thi$ the Red Ilrver Army Depot 
s shoulfnot be closed. 
6 I could outline the fact that it won the 
7 President's Quality Award this year. The economic impact a, 

1 1  

15 

17 the Air Force, that Reese stacks up well. secondy, I want 
18 to urge you to look not just at air space today, but the 
19 relevant question is, what is air space goin to look like 20 
20 ears from now. When you look at that, t i e  argument for 
2 1  Reese skyrockets. 
22 Finally, Reese has a major university, a major 
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I city. The quality of life there, the access to education and 
2 jobs for spouses is, I th*, very strong. 
3 In terms of Kell Alr Force Base, Kelly is the 
4 lowest labor cost, the& hest labor productivity, and in 
5 terms of the quality of wor&manship, the number one lo .sties 
6 center in the Air Force. I mentioned in Fort ~ o x t h i s  
7 weekend that the commodity-based comparison makes absolutely 
8 no sense economically, and I want to ur e you to challenge it 
9 and reject it. 1 am confident if you do, Bat you're going 

l o  to kee Kelly o en 
I I Finally, t& biggest surprise on the base closing 
1 2  list to me was Brooks Air Force Base. Long a o, we should 
13 have turned this into a scientific center. It has5acilitie.q 
1 4  that are very s ializ@. It d o e  all the drug testing for 
15 the military. f% basically a sclence and research center. 
I6 It has brand-new facilities. 
17 It seems to me that operating in Military City, USA 
1 8  under a contonement plan where it is basicall run out of 
19 Kelly, that we can save tens of millions of doTlars by 
20 keepin this facility open, limiting its functlon to 
2 1  resead ,  having it supervised out of Kelly. 
22 And I want to remind you that you're dealing with 

Pa e 297 
I and 1 ask you to seriously reconsider our decision to c 4 ose 
2 the Memphis depot. And I would again t&nk you on behalf of' 
3 our delegation. Thank you. 
4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you ve much. 
5 As Ion as we have most of the people here gom 
6 Texas, I wouqd like to o n with a comment that we will try 
7 to hold all testimony to g e  minutes. We have over 200 
8 members of Con ress testi ing before us. 
9 And with $at, I will 'r, egln with the senior Senator 

1 0  from Texas, Senator Phil Gramm. 
1 1  SENATOR GRAMM: Thank ou, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
12 Chairman, let me repeat to you wgat I !?id m Fort Worth this 
13 weekend. And that is, your work is cnttcally important. I 
14 congratulate each of you for your willingness to serve. And 
15 I'm confident %at you're golng to cfo your best to try to 
16 make a determmat~on as to what, is in the country's Interest 
1 7  and that you're going to be falr In each and every case that 
I 8 you deal with. 
I I've got a short time. I want to touch on iust a 

First of all in terms of Red  her Army 
that credibie evidence has been presented to 
or not one heavy depot can do all the 

-- - 
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I Ph.D.s, with scientists, who are not simply goin to get up 
2 and leave the research center in San Anto*o. Ay of them 
3 are going to refuse to move. And I think if you look at this 
4 declsion on.Kelly you're going.to conclude that it w e  the 
5 poorest decision that was made m the whole base clos~ng 
6 recommendation. 
7 A final point. Our love affair in Texas with our 
8 rnilita bases didn't hap n the day that they went on the 
9 Base Zs ing  Commission g. Texans have always believed in 

10 a strong defense. We have always been supportive of defense. 
I I We want to continue to play a leadership role. We ask you tc 
12 look at the arguments that we have made to make a judgement 
13 on the ments. 
14 And we're confident that when that judgement is 
15 made, that Kelly is going to be kept open, that Brooks is 
16 oing to be kept open, that Red River Army Depot is going to 
17 l e  kept o en 
18 An$ we believe that if you will look 20 years into 
1 9  the future at air space if you will look a t  quahty of life, 
20 which is not a major factor, but ~ t ' s  a si ficant factor, 
21 and if you will compare Reese on t h o s e E t o n  that are 
22 important to the function Reese performs, pilot training in 
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1 We cannot afford to take this chance on readiness 
2 b moving the expertise and moving away from the one hangar 
3 tiat is there that can provide the C-5, which is going to be 
4 a major part of our air lift capacit .for the years to come. 
5 Another major issue for redmess IS mamtenance of 
6 equipment not being replaced. Red River Army Depot maintains 
7 Bradleys, multi le launch rocket systems, and M-113 families 
8 of vehicles. do t  one of those is oing to come online to be 
9 bought new in the next year, profably not in the next, two or 

10 three years, which makes maintenance and the expertise even 
1 1  more Important. 
12 The Army is su gesting that we put all of our 
13 capab11itle.s irito one p ! ace, @iston. Ann~ston's terrific. 
14 Red h v e r  1s terrific. Red Rlver has roven m every 
15 competition that it is the best. Red 8 v e r  maintains these 
16 vehicles. We cannot afford by military strategy to put all 
17 our eggs in one basket, and most certainly if we have a surgt: 
18 need, we're not going to be able to fill i t  if we're at 100 
19 percent capacity at Anniston. 
20 Most certainly, if we had something terrible like a 
21 natural disaster, having all our eggs in one basket does not 
22 make sense. So I am just going to say that we have the case 
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1 the Air Force, that Reese will also stay o en. 
2 I wapt to thank the committee for tteir 
3 considerat~on and thank you for the good work you're doing. 
4 COMMISSlONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Senator Gramm. 
5 And now, we call Senator Kay Ba~ley Hutchinson. 
6 SENATOR HUTCHINSON: I certainly ap reciate the 
7 opportunity to be here with you again. Since I orgy saw you 
8 three days ago, I'm tempted to say, we have got to stop 
9 meeting like this. Since I'm your 167th witness in two days, 

l o  I know you would a ree. 
11 I want to t a k  h e f l y  about our Texas bases. The 
12 capacity and quality of Laughlin Air Force Base makes it the 
13 &r Force's premiere undergraduate pilot training base. And 
14 ~ t s  location wll make ~t remam forever so m the entire 
15 United States. 
16 Bergstrom Air Force Reserve Base has been a great 
17 one and would continue to be. Carswell has the unique 
18 mission of joint training that is a model for future 
19 interservice coo eration in efficiencies, and it has been a 
20 perfect model. %he San Antomo community presented an 
21 Innovative plan to keep the function of Brooks Air Force Base 
22 in San Antonio at reduced cost to the taxpayers and also 
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1 opportunities for spouses and a great university for 
2 continued education of our military personnel and spouses. 
3 Now I want to talk about the two de ots that are 
4 on the list from Texas, and I want to talk aiout readiness. 
5 We have a goal of winnin two major regional conflicts that 
6 are near simultaneous. don't know what "near 
7 simultaneous" means. We know that other potential aggressors 
8 will have learned Saddam Hussein's lesson that you can't let 
9 America have time to ear up, or you will pay a pnce. 

10 Anyon.e.who tazs  about readiness, anyone who talks 
11 about the a b ~ l ~ t y  of our smaller armed services to meet the 
12 test of two MRCs is talking first about lift capacity. As a 
13 member of the Armed Services Committee every tervlce Chief 
14 and every Se+re?ry has come to us and said, We must have 
1s adequate air hft. Ad uate alr l ~ f t  mcludes a dependence 
16 to a great extent on t h s - 5 .  
17 There is only one han ar in America that can take a 
l a  C-5, and that is at Kelly. l%e competitors said last 
19 Saturda that they could bu~ld a hangar to take Kelly for 
20 about $h million. Those numbers are not correct. It will 
21 take $275 million to replicate the hangar at Kelly that can 
22 take a C-5. 
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I providing the.savings above the original Air Force proposal. 
2 Brooks 1s not an A I ~  Force base. It's a research 
3 center: Its excellence would + com romised if the technical 
4 staff dtdn't move, and the statist~cs stow that they probably 
5 won't. The Brooks contonement is the most innovative 
6 proposal of the entire B W C  .this time. 1 think it meets your 
7 standard of substantial deviation, and I hope you will reward 
8 innovation, excellence, and efficlenc . 
9 We in Texas sup rt the consoidation of Navy 

l o  strike pilot training at %ngsville NAS. Also, Corpus 
11 Christ1 NAS in South Texas provides the best air space and 
12 training conditions for Navy pilot training. We are not 
13 contesting the Navy's proposal, but T-44 training should stay 
14 at Co us. 
15 y o u r  Commissiqn staff not only @s Reese higher 
16 in milltary value than ~ t s  nearest competitor, but ~t also is 
17 the clear choice of pilots and instructors. The Commission 
18 heard sworn tcstimon from Brigadier Cene~l,McFa~lsSthat he 
19 chose Reese as the Erst Navy h r  Force jo~nt  trainln base 
20 because it was clearly the A s  Force's best ylace, to& it. 
21 When ou're looking at roughly q u a  fac~llt~es, 
22 quality of lire should be the tie breaker. Reese has job 
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I that situation on Thursday. Commissioner Davis, we are 
2 pleased and excited that you are coming along w~th  
3 Commissioner Cox and look very much forward to your visit. 
4 i want to echo what Senator Hutchinson has said. 
5 First, I want to thank all of you. Knowing the temfic and 
6 burdensome job that you have, 1 want to thank you for having 
7 taken the time to come to Bowie County. 
8 I want to remind you, though, at the same time 
9 within the allotted time that I have that Red River Army 

10 Depot is unique. It 1s the only de t m the Army that 1s a 
I 1 combination of maintenance, su pT,  ammunition storage, 
12 collocate? with a large ammo p L t ,  Lone Stone Army 
13 Arnmun~t~on Plant. 
14 It is the lar est depot in the system. It is b 
1s age of facilities t i e  newest. Senator Hutchinson {as already 
16 said, we believe i t  is the best, not from the subjective 
17 opinion of the hometown Congressmen, but from the objective 
18 analysis and awards that have been won by this fac~lity. I t  
19 was named as the Presrdent's uality leader award as one of 
20 the finest fac~lltlas not In  DO^ but In the entire federal 
21 government, one ol' four winners this year and  the only w~nncr  
22 in the Department of Defense. 
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1 to be made on the merits for these very important readmess 
2 issues for Texas. And I want to end by saying that our Texas 
3 delegation comes to you, Republicans and Democrats. We 
4 support the militar . We have done it on the merits for 
5 years and years an$ ears 
6 We are not a dYe~eg~ion that comes to you voting 
7 against the defense budgets, against the defense increases, 
8 and then asks you to spend more by saving our bases. We are 
9 supporting.our military. We support ~t because it's right 

1 0  for our natlonal defense. And we thank you for all the 
I 1 efforts ou're uttin forward. Thank you. 
12 CYOMMRSIO~ER CORNELLA: Thank you, Senator 
1 3  Hutchinson. 
14 Again 1 will reiterate that we want to try to stay 
15 within our dve-minute time limit if we could, please, as 
16 each s eaker comes to the podium. 
n 1 was ap ropnate, I gueFs to finish with Red 
18 River. So we fi continue on wlth that. Rcprwntauvs Jim 
I 9 Chapman. 
20 REPRESENTATIVE CHAPMAN: Comrnlss~oncrs. thaah YOU 

21 very much. I see that I stand before a group all but one ot 
22 whom have been to Red River Anny Depot And wc will i u r u  

1 I 1 
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I I I t  IS. according to the Army's numbers, going to 

2 dnve ~ ) u r  unemployment rate to almost 22 percent. And those 
, 3 of ou who have been there and seen the statistics know, it 
i WI$ llkely stay there for many, many years. 

I 5  I know the negatlve Impact IS golng to be great in 
h eve community that is adversely im acted by your decisions. 
I ~ u t ?  sug est to you that closin tRe best installation, 
8 loading afi of your eggs in one %asket, and by dpin so. 
9 devastating and dnvmg the unemployment rate in ttis 

10 community this high for many, many years is the wrong thing 
I I  to do. 
12 We trust our jud ement. We hope that you will 
I3 view all of the &ts an t i n  your final analysis vote to 
14 remove Red River from the list. And Commissioner Davis, we 
15 look forward to seeing you on Thursday. Mr. Chairman, I 
16 thank you. 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Congressman 
Is Chapman. 

Re resentative Joe Barton. 
REtRESENTATIVE BARTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman 

here to, makes plea for the 301st Air Force Reserve Unit 
22 at Naval Air Statlon Fort Worth which t h ~ s  C o m s s l o n  has 
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I The capacity is the issue in the depots. We know 

Capaclt , we believe, if you try to put all of the 
that couzd result frqm the work that would be necessary 

w e  two theater scenano that Senator Hutchinson 
s mentioned. .To pour all of that or attempt to pour all .of 
6 that ~n to  a smgle round maintenance faclllty, we believe, i? 7 is a temble msta e. 
8 We believe that Anniston is a good facility. We 
9 believe Red River is even better. And we believe it is a 

lo mistake to put all of your eggs In one depot basket. Red 
I I River Army Depot is unique. It is the only facilit in the 
1 2  world that maintains over 75 erqent of the grouna vehicles 

YI 13 @at you find.in an Arm mec anlzed dlvision. Nowhere else 
1 4  m the world is that worl done today 
15  The Army's workload numbers sup ort the contention 
16  that if  we consolidate all of t h ~ s  intp one Lcility, 
17 Anniston will not have surge ca aclty, we will not be able to 
1 8  respond, and we think it would ppa *stake. 
19 You all know -- and, Comrmssloner Davis, you'll 
20 hear me later this week take issue -- substantial issue, in 
21 many cases, with some of the Army's numbers. We have tried 
12 to make a case individually and collectively that we belleve 

. ~ 
. 
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I the costs o f  closure are grossly understated when it  comes to 
2 Red R~vcr Army Depot and that the savings are o,verstated. 
3 Last week or a few days ago, the Army redld ~ t s  
4 COBRA numbers. And, while we still believe the case to be 
s that costs of closure are understated and savjngs ,overstated, 
6 at least we now find that if it comes to the situation of 
7 comparin Red River to its depot competitron, its military 
8 value is dgouble that of Letterkenny and the savin s are 
0 --eater by rqligning Qtterkenny than closing RJ River. 

We belleve the wm-win scenano -- and that's what 
ave called it -- is to kee our two best de ots, 

m e s t o n  and Red River. \J)e%lieve you shouqd downsize to 
13 %re. &d we believe that b doing so and that partnering d 1 4  wlth pnvate @ustry, eYery ody yms, the taxpa e n ,  the 
15 Army, the mlrtary, national security, pnvate ind;stry. We 
16 all win. We believe that is what we ought to do. 
17 And finall , let me just say, as you all know too 
I8 yell, of the B ~ C  recommend?tions this ear. the economic 
19 tmpact is most severe at Red Rlver Arm bepot. In fact, of 
20 all of the recommended closures and reayignrnents of all of 
21 the negative impact of this BRAC, 10 percent of the total 
22 impact falls from the closure of Red R~ver Army Depot. 

1 
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I difference, or $16 584,000. 
2 The second hig area the COBRA models evaluated was 
3 the annual recurrin savings. The stead state savin s to 
4 close Ber strom an% move the 10th Air gorce would%e 
5 $17,666,800. The steady state savings to deactivate the 
6 301st at Naval Air Station at Fort Worth would be 
7 $13,195,000. So the annual recurring savin s to close 
8 Bergstrom as a net difference of the two are54 471,000. 
9 Again, deactivating the 301st Naval Air itation 

l o  Fort Worth Joint Reserve unit results in no base closure, no 
I I base closure savings, and never pays back. Instead, there 
12 would be recurring costs to other DOD units at that remaining 
I 3 base. 
14 Another issue that I would like to address very 
15 quickly concerns a supposed promise to Austin and reliance on 
16 that promise. Austin Mayor Todd in the Austin delegation had 
17 represented that somehow, the Air Force made a promise about 
18 locating the Air Force Reserve unit at the Ber strom site. 
1 9  Congressman Geren and others have clearly sfown that there 
20 was no romise or commitment made, even given the benefit of 
21 the doutt, beyond 1996. 
22 During her slte vis~t to Fort Worth last week, 
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I asked to be looked at.for deactivation orrelocation. 
2 The problem with the idea of movmg the 301st is 
3 that it will not close a base and actually m ht kee one 
4 open. It won't save money. .In fact, it wil f cost $ ? 6 and-a- 
5 half million more. Deactivatmg the 301st would result m no 
6 base closure, no base closure savmgs, and would cost the 
7 American taxpayer millions of dollars each and every year as 
8 far as the e e can see. 
9 The &ct is that base operations and overhed at 

l o  Fort Worth Joint Reserve Base must continue wlth or without 
I I the 30lst. In fact, other ugts  at the Joint Reserve Base 
12  must ick up support contnbutlons that are now re.sently 
I3 borne%y the 301st Air Force Reserve unit. Over ~ 1 . f  million 
14 has been identified as a potential cost that the Navy must 
15 pick u 
I6 gkactivating the 301st is a force structure issue. 
17 DOD analysis correctly shows that such an action would never 
I8 result in a ayback. 
19 9 tRe contrary,  losing Bergstrom Air Force Base 
20 and movlng the 10th h r  Force headquarters to the Naval air 
21 station joint Reserve base in Fort Worth results in complete 
22 closure of a DOD installation. This action would have an 
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I immediate or one-year payback. Annual recurring savlp s 
2 would continue in the amount of about $4 and-a-half mlfion 
3 annually. p i s  4.5 @Ilion js understat* due to substantial 
4 annual savlngs associated wlth jolnt tral~llng operations at 
5 the joint Reserve base. 
6 At the request of the BRAC, COBRA models were run 
7 on May 5, 1995, and May 10, 1995, that compared deactivating 
8 the 301st in Fort Worth and closin Ber strom and moving the 
9 10th h r  Force headquarters to%ort%orth. Th~s f a u s  is 

10 based on a comparison with Bergstrom, since Bergstrom is the 
1 1  DOD recommendation for closure that has been presented to the 
1 2  Commission. 
13 This anal sis shows closin Bergstrom to be clearly 
1 4  the post cost-effective. The COSRA models eonfirm that 
11 closmg a base saves more money than not closmg a base. 
16 It's not even a close call. 
17 The first item the COBRA model looked at was the 
18 net one-tlme cost to deact~vate the 301st m Fort Worth which 
19 would be $2,946,000. The total one-time cost to close 
20 Bergstmm and move the 10th Air Force headquarters to Fort 
21 Worth would be $4,362,000. So the net savin s to close 
22 Bergstrom versus deactivating the 301st would%e that 
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1 Commissioner Cox assured me that the promise was no longer an 
2 issue for BRAC '95. Austin wants on1 one thing, the 
3 economc advantages of the ~er~stromlbcat ion for a civilian 
4 airport. And they re to be.commended for that. 
5 I would llke to submt for the record a news 
6 article of June the 5th & the Austin American Statesman that 
7 shows n ht now, there 1s a big controversy between the 
8 airlines t%at want to use the new airport and the airport 
9 authority.about whether to budd a second runway. They're 

1 0  going to issue bonds m Austln thls fall for about $600 
I I mil11011 to build the second runway. And the airl~nes do not 
12 want the second runway built. 
13 If the second runwa is not built, ou can't have 
14 the Air Force uolt there, &cause rt wourd only be one 
15 runwa I don't have that article w ~ t h  me, but I w11l submit 
16 it for tie record. 
17 In short, it doesn't make sense to deactivate the 
I 8 301st. . It doesn't make sense to move the 301st. It's a part 
19 of ajomt concept that's workmg ve well with the Navy, 
20 the Army. *e Texas Air National Guary the Marine Air Corps, 
21 and the h r  Force Reserve. Thank you very much. 
22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Congressman. 
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I not of the making of any of m colleagues, but which you've 
2 seen, I1m sure in other parts of the country between some 
3 people in Austin and some people in the Fort Worth area over 
4 the two relative bases. 
5 I don't plan to participate in that disagreement, 
6 exce t to this extent. As far as what Austin was promised by 
7 the $RAC in the past or what it has not been promised, our 
8 pos~tion has never been that the 1991 BRAC could ,or did say 
9 that we would have a unit there for the rest of clvll~zation. 

1 0  Rather, it was our understanding that if we 
I I proceeded as we have done with the conversion, with the 
1 2  ~nvestment of local funds in a conversion to a domestic or 
13 civilian ai ort, that the unit wouldn't be moved 
14  immediate%. And now, we're to n point where we're 
15 fulfilling our obligations and feel that the Air Force in 
16 proposing to move the unit is not fulfilling its. 
17 Our frustration is, we met the 1996 deadline. 
1 8  We're doing that. And we believe that the unit should not be 
19 taken away on that basis. But I think the focus has ot to 
20 be not just on the promise but on the cost, because t%a9s 
21 what we're concerned about. And when you look at the 
22 fac~hty that will be there m tenns of rts sue, m terms of 
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Congressman Lloyd Doggett . 
REPRESENTATIVE DOGGEIT: Thank you very much. And 

3 I thank all of you members of the Commission. There is 
4 clearly no way that we're going to achieve both economic 
5 secunty with a balanced bud et and military security unless 
6 we acheve savhgs throu h Ease closure. 
7 And I'm gomg to &e a little different position 
8 than perhaps some of our other Congressional witnesses, 
9 because I want. to em Kasire that if the Air Force unit in the 

lo loth Congressronal &strict that I represent cannot pass 
1 1  muster under your applicable critena, I think you ought to 
12 close it. 
13 The taxpayers of America and the taxpayers of 
14 Travis County are not going to benefit if we keep a unit that 
15 is not efficient and is pot economical. But I would say to 
16 you, ~f the taxpayers m Travis County and throughout t h ~ s  
17 country are receivin a benefit as compared with other bases 
I8 and if you evaluate &at benefit on a level playing field and 
19 you com are ~t to the alternatives, then you have a 
20 rey&lity under the same standards to maximize the use 
21 of at facility. 
22 All that we are asking in the City of Austin is 
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1 that you evaluate our base relative to others on a level 
2 playln field. Let me just summarize a very few of the 
3 speciaktbings about Bergstrom Air Force Base. During the 
4 1991 BRAC process, a s  you know, Bergstrom was recommended for 
s closure. 
6 After that,.the citizens of Austin approved. by a 
7 vote the conversion of that base mto a c~v~l ian  ai ort. 
8 And it*s moving faster than luggage through the 8enver 
9 airport, I can assure you. The cargo operations are now 

10 scheduled to begin in 1996. And there's no reason, newspaper 
1 1  clipping aside, to assume the won't. And passenger 
12 operations will begin in 1988Y 
13 The relative cost of kee ing the 924th as a tenant 
14 in the Austin Ai ort have t o t e  evaluated not .ust on 1994 
15 and 1995.before%e new ?i ort is ever opened, when costs 
I6 are at thelr peak. But 1 t h 1 3  you have to consider the fact 
17 that the cost will drop when car o gets there. And then, 
18 they're going to drop dramatica fi y when we have passenger 
19 operations underway in 1998, which I have no reason to assume 
20 will not occur. 
21 Now, there is some disagreement. 1 think it's 
22 sparked by an unfortunate disagreement not of my making and 
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I its runwars, ,in terms of its trainin areas, it has am le 
2 capacfiy or inclusion of addltionafunits with variec! 
3 mlsslons. 
4 It's unique1 located, the closest unit to For! 
5 Hood, which wilfsoon hold 40 percent of the United States 
6 Army's combat ower. Bergstrom i s  the only Air Force Reserve 
7 facilit locatdin such close proximity to that 
8 instalition. 
9 In additlon to its logistical superior~t the 

1 0  924th has itself proven in its winning mrmkrs in the long 
I I shot .'95 competition at,Nellis Air Force Base with the 
1 2  m+ss~ons that ,flew just In March over at Bosn~a what a 
13 wlnning un~t  i t  is, ,without a s~ngle sortie canceled due to 
14 mechan~cal or equipment failure. 
IS Finally, we have the su port there in Aust~n with a 
I6 high teqh economy, the ?ost Rlghly educated po ulace of an) 
17 county in the countr with a c ~ t y  of over 250,080, 65 
18 percent of our manu%cturing workforce m the technology 
19 area. It's the,kind of city that is compatible with having 
20 the kind of Air Force Reserves that we need. And we're 
21  backed up and are immensely proud of. the veterans 
22 organizat~ons and the many veteran retlrees that we have 

7 I there in the Austin area. 
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2 In summary, we believe we're going to have a first- 
3 class ai ort that works and that we can provide the Air 
4 Force a%rst-class, well-placed, well-tra~ned Reserve unit. 
5 Thank you. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Congressman 
7 Doggett, for your testimony. 
8 And we now recognize Representative Pete Geren. 
9 REPRESENTATIVE GEREN: Thank you, members ufthe 

1 0  Commission. I appreciate the o portunity to appear before 
1 1  you today. And for those of ou w g o were fortunate enough lo 
1 2  make the trip to Fort w o n i  last Saturday, I hope that you 
13 enjoyed our hospitality. An? we appreciated very much you1 
14 taklng the day and spending ~t there. 
IS I'm golng to touch on a cou le of points toda In 
la  addition to the 3plsl in Fort wort{, I would ala) lire to 
17 note the AFUS facility In Fo,rt Worth, as well. I'ln going to 
I8 oo back over some ot the points I made on Saturday. For 
19 hose of you who were there, I apologize for that. But I 
20 think the issue that I want to emphasize is so importailt rn 
21  the consideration of this, I wanted to o over i t  with you. 
22 But first, regarding the AFUS &ility in Fon 

I I 
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I q r t a p t ,  though, to look at some of the words of the peoplt 
2 m Austln that have supposedly relled on thls comt rnen t  to 
3 see what their understanding of it was. 

The q a  or of Austin sent a letter to the DOD in 
5 mtuch he sa12 and I quote from it -- and a cop of it's in 
6 the acket -- he understood that the 924th wouh remain there 

unt iat  least September 30, '96. Congressman Pickle said in 
a public statement, "The Penta on is committed to keeping the 
~rnit there until 1996.' So tgey all understand that your 
commitment, if there is one, extended no further than that. 

The city council actually passed a resolution 
I ?  authorizing the move to Bergstrom. August 1 ,  1991. they laid 
1 3  out the conditions for the move. They di: not mention 
I J  anyth~ng about the Reserves. They said, If we get the land 

, I <  F:nm rhe overnmenl, i f  we get the FAA to !p rove the master 
1 6  plan. an% if it's affordable, we'll move. b e  very same 
I -  day, they had another resolution that says, "Please leave the 
l Q  T4th  there. It wasn't a condition. 

They emphasize a statement by -- I say "they" -- 
stln emphasizes a statement by Secretary Boatwright in 
ich he talked about leaving the Reserves at Austin. He did 

22 say.  if you took one sentence out of context, that it was 

Page 3 19 
I " qrth. It's recommended for closure and realignment to 

lards Air Force Base. 1 have some questions and additional 
m m o n y  I would like to submit regardln some of the data 

In an  decision we make regarding *F?JS that develops 
i and tests eratronic warfare capab~lity. it's a need 

dnmsticall demonstrated by the shooting down of our F-16 
- ptlnt ewer Josnia. 
x It's very important, and we belleve that the 
'2 declslon to move ~t out of Fort Worth is not cost-effective. 

And we would like to provide additional information for the 
I m-ord. 

, -  Regardin the JRB Fort Worth's military value, at 
1 the hearin on gaturday, a couple of v e y  Important olnts 
i 4  urre  ernplfasirul. No less of an authonty than !he &airman 
I 5 of the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff, General Shallkashvlli, sent a 
1 6  lcner that was introduced into the record on Saturday. 
17 And let me quote from that record: "JRB Fort 
1 8  Worth, which includes the 301st, it offers a prime 

rtunity to demonstrate the viability of 'oint basing and ;: = great. p.romse for streaml-g our drastructure and 
21  enhancmg jorpt o ratronal effectiveness. 
22 Regarding grgstrom, which unfortunately has become 
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I our competition in this initiative, General Shali also went 
2 w to say that "The CINCs, chefs of the servlces and I have 
3 mliewed theproposal to close Bergstrom and determined that 
4 it would not impair our ability to execute the national 

strategy. I """2' . ssistant Secretary of Defense Debbie &ee also sent 
: vou a letter statlng m art that l t  was Imperative that the 
8 kist remain pan oflR{Fon Wonh The military value ofa 

-1nt operations base, part~cularly as we ask the Reserves to 
more with less, is we not only shrink ,our military but ask 

,r get better at the same tlme. It's cntlcal that we % the mommendations of these military experts in this 
11 reyard 
I J I t  1s a success. In fact, it's a BRAC success. We 
1 5  3iI rLad4 JRB Fort Worth in 1993. The outstanding men and 
In mornen out there are making i t  a success. and we urge that 
I 7 BRAC let the success go forward. 
18 The commitment whether or not the BRAC '93 or BRAC 
19 ''2 l made a commitment to Austin somehow supersedes all of 
20 vour other considerations has worked its way as a rimary 
,n &mcem of the Commission. And ou have to be Pair. Our 
2 2  government has to be fair. We undkrstand that. 1 think it's 
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1 amid less murk circumstances. I recall very clearly that 
2 Commissioner Lavis expressed a concern at the May 10th 
3 hearing that the Commission not cut back too far in the area 
4 of pilot training. 
5 Mr. Chairman, the Air Force is goin to need all of 
6 its pilot training apability and capacit to fulfill the 
7 pilot train~ng requirements of the h r  J!orce into the 21st 
8 century. If m the future, the Air Force needs to reo n a 
9 base that you recommend for closure, reopening wilEost 

1 0  eight times more than the estimated savings that would be 
I I presented. 
12 The initial, perception was that the Air Force had 
13 excess capacit In pllot trauung, and one under raduate 
I4 pilot trainin gase could be closed. However Qth the Navy 
15 and. the Air &orcq have beguq to revise their future t w g  
16 rojectlons. Thelr pllot tral~llng ulrements are golng up. 
I 7 bn, Teaso? i~ the fqrecas! deman8or 5 1,000 pilots in 
18 crvil~an avlatlon m just nine years, as masslve numbers of 
19 pilots begin to retire. 
20 Also, retention rates in all the services are going 
21 down. With a bi hiring bin e b the airlines, the Force 
22 and the Navy wllf lose pilots%y t ie  hundreds. Addltlonally, 
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I their plan to leave those Reserves at Austin. But he went on 
2 to say -- and he made it very clear -- and we showed a tape 
3 of the hearing to the Commisslon on Saturday - said, "But 
4 I can't make any long-standing commitment. 
s Secretary Boatwri ht is a,professional. He does 
6 not et out on a limb an8 proms! somethm he can't delivy. 
7 He iidn't have the authonty to bmd the B&C. But even if 
8 he had, he made sure that he didn't do that. He sald, "I 
9 cannot make a long-standin commitment." And you have a copy 

1 0  of the transcript of Mr. Efoatwright's so-called 'promisen m 
I I your text. 
12 And in closing, let me just mention a couple of 
13 thjngs. There's the undmtandipg, I t w ,  by some that 
14 thls move out of Inner city Austm to t h s  new s ~ t c  was 
15 something that came about as a part of BRAC. Austin has been 
16 t ing to move its airport for 20 ears. They decided about 
17 I% years ago to move to ~ a y n a r d :  a little town outside of 
18 Boston, and build the Green Field Ai 
19 When they ot put on the BRA8:in 1990 by 
20 Secretary Cheney, gecretary Cheney's whole list was rejected. 
21 But when they got put on the BRAC list, then, they decided to 
22 move from Maynard to Bsrgstmm. because it saved them $108 
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1 million. It had nothing to clo with the commitments you made. 
2 My time is out. I see the gavel going up. I 
3 appreciate very much the o portunity to meet with you, and 
4 a ain, I appreciate your m L g  the time to come to Fort 
I d o n h  last Saturday. Thank ou very much 
6 COMMlSSlONER C O ~ E L L A :  Thank you, Congressman 
7 Geren. 
8 Representative Larry Combest. 
9 REPRESENTATIVE COMBEST: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

1 0  Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, I know how 
I I seriously you take your role in this Commission. That's why 
1 2  1 know that you appreciate the serious impact of closing any 
13 undergraduate ilot tra.@ing base because pilot training is 
14 the ve core 07 our q l i t a  readiness. 
15 X r e ,  you're bem g e d  to make a ye close call. 
16 Your inclinat/on m ht 6e to follow the h r  Z r c e  
17 recommendations. Aowever, as your ow. BRAC staff have 
18 confirmed, the h r  Force data was flawed, the wrong 
19 recommendation was made. Reese does not belong at the bottom 
20 of the list. 
21 Had the Air Force data been correct, then another 
22 base would be on the bottom, and your decision might be made 
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1 attracting and retaining ualit people looks for a Locat~on 
2 that mvides a uality l$estyL, plentiful housing, 
3 erceient medic3 facilities, jobs for spous~s, easy aa,cess 
4 with an *ternat~onal airport, and outstand~ng e,ducational 
5 o portumties. Reese Air Force Base had the hrghest rating 
6 of any base in the Air Force in regards to quality of life. 
7 Thlrd, DOD tells Congress that houslng is one of 
8 the most important elements of uality of life. Their 
9 military doctrine. is, y e  enlist dd ie rs ,  but we reenlist 

10 families. Retention is 15 percent hlgher at bases w~th  good 
1 1  housmg. Reese has spent mlhons of dollars to ensure that 
12 they have the finest housin of any UPT base. This is an 
13 -t.that cannot be ip0re.f and cannot be matched without 
14 considerable cost. 
15 Fourth, it is a sad but indisputable fact proven 
116 again just recently at Shepherd Alr Force Base that flying in 

7 training is a dangerous b u s i n ~ s .  But rt need not be a 
18 hazard for innocent civil~ans if we pay special attention to 
19 encroachment. 
20 Both of the bases with less military value than 
21 Reese have encroachment problems that place homes, 
22 businesses, and public places in the direct path of dally 
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1 spending declines. In other words, to promote cost savlngs 
2 and efficiencies, i t  would be necessary for the services to. 
3 eliminate duplicate efforts and find ways to work and train 
4 together. 
5 Admittedly, there are uestions about whether such 
6 joint ventures can be succeshl,  yet you have m Fort Worth 
7 roof that collaborative efforts are ssible. Already the 
8 !0lst Fighter Wing and the Naval Eserve have developed m 
9 o erations Ian which clearly reduces costs and promotes 

10  e b i e n c  tRou h mupal support.. No other base ?n the 
I 1 Unrted &tes o e r s  tlus op ortunity m the way it is 
12 occurring at JRB Fort w?& 
13 Further proof that it is Lorking can be seen in 
14 support expressed for what's happening in Forth Worth by the 
15 Department of Defense. As Congressman Geren just mentioned, 
16 in a letter to this Commission, Assistant Secretary of 
17 Defense Deborah Lee referred to JRB Fort Worth as "one of,!he 
18 most successful products of BRAC '91 and BRAC '93. 
19 In a penlorandurn provided to this Commission, Navy 
20 Rear Adm~ral T.F. Hall stated that JRB Fort Worth "is on 
21 track to be our nation's tlrst master Guard Reserve base. As 
22 such, i t  serves as a model for future consol~dations." 

4 
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1 the needs of the Air National Guard will increase demand on 
2 h r  Force t r a m g .  There is no margm for error ~f Reese 
3 Air Force Base is closed. 

If dot t r a m g  requirements turn out to be 
s higher tfan were r0jected.a year or more ago then-the Air 
6 Force will be m t!e ve d~lemma that ~ e n e r a i  Davis 
7 d ~ x i b e d :  I urge the ~ m m i s s i o n  to press the Air Force on 
8 thls question and projected r uirements. It IS my 
9 understanding that there may% much larger requirements for 

1 0  pilots than onginally rejected. 
1 1  There are five c k r  reasons that ou should reject 
12 the recommendation to close Reese. Zrst Reese has a highe 
13 military value than an other UPT base which would be 
14 retained or than o t h e r ] j l ~ ~  bases which would be retained. 
1s Your own staff revealed this fact in their analysis that 
16 ranked Reese ahead of two other UPT bases. The~r analysis 
17 roved that there were substantla1 errors m the Air Force 
I8 ~ O D  analysis. 
19 Second, quality of life is the key to retaining 
20 quality profess~onal mlitary personnel, and retention is one 
21 of the keys to readiness. 
22 Any successful business that prides itself on 
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1 training operations. By contrast, Reese does not have an 
2 encroachment problem. 
3 Fifth, Reee  is the .Air Force remiere 
4 undergraduate pllot trainln base. f;'s the first to recei~e 
r the T-1 trainer,. the first an% on1 with joint Nav traming, 
6 the first to recelve the new JPA& aircraft, and keese is 
7 also the number one base of preference of student and 
8 instructor pilots in the air education and training command. 
9 Our young men and women in the Air Force vote to. 

10 kee Reese every day by choosing to serve at Reese. Ladles 
1 1  anb)gentlemen of the Commission, as I said, this is a close 
12 call. Reese should not be closed. The data is flawed. The 
13 planning assumption is clearly wrong, and I thank you very 
14 much for your time. 
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Congressman 
16 Combest. 
17 Many members -- in fact, all members of Congress 
I8 have worked real hard in this process, but I would have to 
19 say that we have probably seen more of Mr. Combest than 
20 anyone. He h e  certainly represented his constituents well. 
21 We're gomg to have a llttle change in our 
22 schedule, and we're going to move up. Representative Martin 
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1 Frost. 
2 REPRESENTATIVE FROST: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
3 I;m here on the same subject as the three witnesses you heard 
4 nght before Mr. Combest, and that's why I had asked to be 
r heard at thrs point. And I appreciate the opportumty to be 
6 here today to express my o position to the roposal to remove 
7 the 301st Fighter Wing {om the joint {eserve base in Fort 
8 Worth. 
9 And I will focus, my remarks strictly on the issue 

10  of jointness. I recognize that you have man difficult 
I I decisions to n d e  as part of the 1995 Base Bosure and 
12 Realignment mess .  However, this IS not one of them. 
I3 Keeping the Polst Fi hter Wing in Fort Worth is an easy 
I4 dec~sion, s decision tiat is strongly and enthusiastically 
15 supported by the North Texas Congressional Delegation, Fori 
16 Worth city officials, and the community at large and by the 
17 militar 
18 J i u  have already received detailed information 
19 concerning the role and mission of JRB Fort Worth. so I won't 
20 try to go over the same ground. However., I do believe 11's 
21 worthwhile to reemphasize a couple of polnts. It's cr!trcal 
22 that we better utilize the defense assets we have as detense 

-- ~ 
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I Admiral Hall concluded by sa ing thai "Revers~n the BRAC '93 
2 decision establishing JRB ?art Worth would$e a mlslake anc 
3 that we should cont~nue to pursue our present course of 
4 action, which makes this joint Reserve base a model for the 
5 future. 
6 Let me note that some of the Reserve and Guard 
7 un~ts bemnf, reassigned to Fort Worth are comng from NAS 
8 Dallas, w ich is in the area I represent and which was closed 
9 as a part of BRAC '93 rocess. I was, initially concerned 

10 about the closure of N ~ S  Dallas, but it's clear that 
1 1  coqsolidation of these units with other Reserve and Guard 
12 units at JRB Fort Worth makes sense. 
13 So this experiment in joint service o erations is 
14 working. It is an experiment that we shou?d not disturb b 
15 removing a mqjor part of the team. If we are to validate t& 
16 concept of joint preparation, trainln , and operations at one 
I7 facility b the servi,ces, it's essenti?fulat the 301st 
I8 FI hter J i n g  rema~n m place as on  inall planned. To do 
19 otferwise would be disruptive and h n y  t ie  services the 
20 opportunity to demonstrate the efficiencies gained from joint 
2 1  operat~ons. 
22 I urge the Commission to let this experiment 
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; in La.mar's district, it is literal1 across the street from 
! : my d~stnct h e .  Therefore, I & re resent many of the men 
! r and women who work and serve at koodfellow, so 1 feel it is 

A part of my district. 
To call Goodfellow an "Air Force base" is a little. 

i misleadmg, because ~t has a roven track record as a jolnt 
- sewice tramin facility. In k t ,  the latest in new state- 
I of-tbe-art firehggbting school facility is tops in the world. - ' times, in fact, there may be more Army personnel at 

xifellow than Air Force. 
I bnn th~s  to your attention because of m 

i m f c e r n s  an% efforts to find cost savjngs in the &era1 
! budf and m belref that jomt rmss~ons.whenever possible 

co d be he1 &I in findmg cost savlngs ~n the defense 
; budeet. In tiat regard 1 would like to see more training 
7 miGons go to ~oodfe~low.  The City of St. Angelo is a ooc 
- partner to the military and 1 b o w  the would welcome &e 
1 grnw-th at the base and would actively {el accommodate any 
: nexk needs caused b new missions at the Rase. 

As a whole. t& people of Texas have proven 
: t h e ~ s c l v c s  to h e  very supportive of our hases and t h e  men anti 
:: Lc(.-nrn who serve there. While I am supportive of all the 

/ Trltmue. let the military have a chance to show how ajoint 
mre between the services will not on1 be cost-effective 

1 ultimately best serve the needs o f our national 
by improving defense pre aredness. b, I a~preclate having t&s opportunity to be 
y I be leve that the nght dec~sion is to permit 

st Fi hter Win to rernaln a part of thrs joint Reserve 
~ort%orth. hank you. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr.  Frost, thank you for 
* ' your testimony. 

Congressman Charles Stenholm. 
REPRESENTATIVE STENHOLM: Thank you. Mr.  Chairman. 

. :nrnmissinners. I appreciate the opportunity to meet with ou I tocia,. I want to express my strong support for all ofthe 
; arcellent military facilities that we have in Texas. Also. 1 

wan1 t o  make you aware of the pnmar defense department 
- f a c ~ ' ~ t \  in  my own district. Dais Air  &rce Rase. and the : r ~ ~ a - n (  11 makes available in  voa :is vnil go through the R R A C  

ec I <I  on process. 
- , !  But first, I want to also express my strong su port 
'I for G(>ndfellow Air Force Base located in St. Angelo, w f: ~ch I 
:x reprmenr together with Lamar Smith. Although Goodfellow is 
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1 assets. I am aware that the roposal to move tankers to Dais 
2 may not be consistent with &ey Air Force's stated one base, 
3 one boss ollc 
4 In f!ct tKk Air Force moved 17 tankers out of Dais 
5 in 1994 because of t&s lic even though the base 
6 has and is capable of handlm TC-135 tankers. The 
7 combination of B-I . C-130s. an% KC-135s at Lhk worked very 
8 well there for over 10 years. 
9 Mr. Chairman, commissioners, the need to save money 

lo due to budgetary restraints requires much greater flexibility 
1 1  in locatlng d~fferent types of alrcraft such as bombers and 
12 tankers at the same base. This one base, one boss policy 
13 should not be the driving factor in matters resolving sound 
14 fiscal decrs~ons and operat~onal logic. 
I5 In closing, ladies and entlemen, take a hard look 
16 at the Texas installations su& as Da~s  and Goodfellow and 
17 others. The one common thread IS that the people of my statc 
18 are staunch supporters of defense and have prepared thelr 
I 9 installations to perform the mission of defense m the United 
20 States for the next century. 
2 I Texas has alwa s trained our troops for conflict 
22 such as World War I ,  Xorld War 11. Korea, and Vietnam. That 

1 closure issue, and it will not result in long-term cost 
2 savin s. JRB Fort Worth is su ported by the Pentagon and 
3 shouls be taken off the closure\st. 
4 Turnin to Dais Air Force Base, it is the training 

base for the b-1 bomber, and it is also the home of two 
6 s uadrons of C-130s. Until last year, Dais also handled KC- 
7 1% tankers. The Air Force has cons~stently rated Dais in 
8 tier 1, one of the best bases. It has excellent 
9 infr?t.mcture, almost all of which is in virtually new 

10 cond~t~on. 
1 1  Dais has extra capacity available to handle 
12 additional alrcraft. It has near perfect fl mg conditions, 
13 and its airfield has no encroachment proglems. The base 
14 resently has a rimary aircraft inventory of 60 and muld 
15  Randle.another $0. I would also liketo mention that.Dais is 
16 an attainment area under the Clean Air Act. Accordmgly, 
17 additional aircraft could be relocated there without raismg 
18 any air pollution concerns whatsoever. 
19 I understand that the Commissron is considering 
20 several scenarios which would relocate KC-135 tankers or C- 
21 130s. Dais could handle either plane with little or no 
22 MILCON cost and would be an excellent location for both 
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are two -- Reese Air Force Base, as 

from Mr. Combest, and Naval Air Station; 
Fort Worth, formerly Carswell, currently 

for closure, which I would like to speak to 

i bases are not in my district, again, - I h w  that t%ey are erceptional bases and encourage the 
Comrmssion to reconsider the decision to close them. 

1 Secreta Widnall has stressed the importance to the Air 
:I F- o7Air Force trainin and quality of life issues. The 
1: deskion to close Reese, whicf was ranked the number one base 
2 by the Air Force for quality of life and which has an 
3 excellent training record, contradicts previously stated Air 

' - 1  Force oals. 
I I <  fi ~ e e s e  does close, I believe the Air Force will 

t the decision, because it could result in a lack of 
w"%trained pilots in the future. Moreover it IS m 

- a  -.wkrstanding that mistakes were made in the Air gorce 
qartment of Defense analysis of Reese, and I belleve that 
eserves another look and should remaln open. 'm IRE3 Fort Worth is another facility that does not 

1 warrant closure. The 301st F~ghter Wing 1s not a base 

Pa e 336 
1 was a conscientious decision made by our government %ue to 
2 its citizens and location. We thank you very much. 
3 COMMlSSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Congressman 
4 Stenholm. 
5 The Chair now recognizes Representative Henry 
6 Gonzalez. 
7 REPRESENTATIVE GONZALEZ: Thank y w  very much. I 
8 sympathize very much. The Commission is confronted with a 
9 task of staggerin complexity and of monumental im rtance to 

10 the safety and tie well-bem of our country. f i a t  ou 
I I decide will have a profountimpact on the ability oZbur 
12 country to protect itself and its interests around the world 
13 and to do so with shrinking budgets. 
14 The case for Kelly Alr Force Base is this. First, 
15 it's the most efficient, most effective of all of the alr 
16 logistic centers. Second, lt has capabllltles that are 
17 unlque, cannot be easily replaced, and cannot, economically, 
18 be moved. If you were to take Kelly and its current workload 
19 and try to do it at any other lo istics center, it would cost 
20 anywhere from $30 million to $&million more pcr year, based 
21 on today's labor and overhead costs. 
22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Gonzalez, could you 
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I seconda power systems of this aircraft. Moving thls 
2 workloaywould d~srupt fighter o erations for a significant 
3 riod, and cost more than $1 bilEon, according to the Air 
4 E r c e  studies. While some may argue that all rimary engine 
s work.could be done in a single location, 1 wourd urge caution 
6 on thls. 
7 Only a few years ago, the entire engine repair 
8 facility at Tinker Air Force Base was shut down for many 
9 months by a disastrous fire: Thus, we have practical, recent 

1 0  expenence that should cautton everyone not to place all of, 
I 1 an essential workload at one place where an accident, hostlle 
12 action. or some other mishav could wreck readiness capability 
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13 o v e d  ht. 
14 k y o n e  who has been to Kelly knows that this 
15 installation is at the heart and soul of the Air Force 
16 lo istics. It has the best engine facility in the Department 
17 ohefense.  Its pamt shops can handle any arrplane. Its 
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I just pull the micro hone down a bit lease. 
2 REPRESEN~ATIVE G O N Z ~ E Z :  sure. 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, sir, sorry to 
4 intern t 
I &PRESENTATIVE GONZALEZ: No, sir. And that 
6 assumes that you could move the workload at no cost. There 
7 are thousands of skilled, experienced workers at Kelly, and 
8 they are efficient -- 99 percent of their work is defect- 
9 free. .And Kelly stands behind it. Kelly produced the first 

10 orgamc product warrant m the Department of Defense. You 

12 capabilltles. 
t" 11 can't @d a better work orce anywhere. Kelly has unlque 

13 Every outsized car o carrier 1.n the Air Force -- 
14 engines and airplanes allfe -- is munta~ned there. It would 
15 be impossible to.move thjsoperation without a severe adverse 
16 effect on the airl~ft capablllty. And as you all well know, 
17 the abrlity to move vast cargos over reat d~stances In a 
18 very short time is absqlutely es3entiaf to our ability to 
19 respond to the man different kmds of threats that exlst 
20 thmu bout the woryd today. 
21 %elly repairs and manages 60 ercent of the en ines 
n of our front line fighter aircraft, an8100 percent of t ie 

18 hangers can house any airplane. It is a leader in cross 
19 servicing. Its airlift capability is second to none. There 
20 is no workforce anvwhere that can match Kellv in sklll. in 
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1 and daughters into harm's way for their country in record 
2 numbers. This record has fostered a patriotism and 
3 commitment to the military that makes San Antonio truly 
4 uni ue. It was apparent when most of you saw more than 
s 35,800 San Antonlans lining the entrance to Kelly Air Force 
6 Base. displaying Kelly Proud; and on April 6th, when you saw 
7 several thousand people displaying Brooks Proud. during " o u r  
8 visit to that base. 
9 Those are not slogans invented for your v~slt. 

1 0  They are a way of life, a way of working, that resonate 
I I throughout the Department of Defense, and translate into top 
12 quality, top efficiency, and top productivity. This 
13 commitment to the miljtary makes Kelly and Brooks as 
14  Important to the Amencan taxpayer as they are to San 
15 Antonio. San Antonio provides a one of a kind military 
16 community that nourishes. the critically important research 
17 and aerospace medlcal tramng at Brooks. 
18 In addition to the human system center, the 
19 Annstrong Laboratory, the School of Aerospace Medicine, the 
20 Center for Environmental Excellence, and the human systems 
2 1  program office are all at ~ rooks .  The Air Force penomel 
22 center, the repository for all Alr Force personnel data, and 

21 craftsmanshi pride or cost. And there's,nodway that'the 
122 taxpayer wllfbe well served by relocating its functrons. 

I 
Page 339 1 I Kell has proved its worth to the natlon time after 

2 time.  el& has earned its place, and kee in Kelly is the 
3 only course of action that makes sense. finifly, I want to 
4 urge the commission to consider carefully San Antonio's well 
s thou ht out, thoroughly cost effective plan to reconfi ure 
6 BW%S Air Force Base. This plan saves twice as as the 
7 P r O r  sed transfer of Brooks mss~ons  to other facllltles 
8 wi out disrupting ongoing operations or compromising 
9 capability. 

10 And I want to thank you, and express my gratitude 
1 I for this onnortunitv to annear before vou. 

COMM!SSIOEIER ~ ~ R N E L L A :  ?hank ou, sir, for your I :: excellent testlmonv. Re~resentatlve Lamar Smith. 
14 REPRESEN'~ATTV~~ SMITH: Chairman, commissioners, 
15 thank you for thls opportunlt to drscuss the Importance of 
16 Brooks and Kelly Alr Force iases. These bases are not just 
17 important to our hometown of San Antonio, they're also 
18 im rtant to the Americe taxpayer and to our nation's 
19 d e g s e .  Everyone in thls mom 1s famllar w~th  the 
20 important conthbutions that the people of San Antonio have 
21 made to our nat~on's defense. 
22 The famlltes of M~l~tary  City have sent their sons 
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I the Lackland military training center, the home of the R r  
2 Force basic traininp, also are in San Antonio. 
3 San Antonio s.outstandin and absolutely unique, 
4 biomed~cal co~nmunltv 1s the o&er nart of t h ~ s  nroductlve 
s partnershi that exists in our hometbwn, and t h t  cannot be 
6 dunlicatecfanvwhere else. The Universltv of Texas Health 
7 Science Cent&, the University of Texas i t  San Antonio, the 
8 Texas Research and Technology Foundation, Southwest Research 
9 Institute, the Southwest Foundation for Biomedical Research, 

1 0  Wllford Hall Air Force Medlcal Center, and Brooks Army 
I I Medical Center all contribute to the research synergles from 
12 which the work at Brooks and the taxpayers who pmvidc II and 
13 the m~litary mssions that need it benefit. 
14 When you combine these synergies wlth the very 
IS small u front cost to the San Antonio cantonment roposal 
I6 that is Before ou, md with the long term savin~s {om rich 
1 7  cantonment, t&t are twice as large as the DOD s pn)posals t t  
18 uproot the missions, then keepin the research work In San 
19 Antonio makes sense "14 saves cfollm. ' 

20 Keeprng the log~strcs depot at Kelly IS an even 
21 easier,declsion. That's because Kelly is the most cost 
22 effect~vt: locatlon in the Department of Defense to conduct 
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I aircraft depot maintenance. Kell 's labor costs are lower; 
2 the quality of work higher; and t ie  productlvlty greater than 
3 at any other depot. 
4 Your task is not easy, but it is clear that moving 
5 the cost effective missions at Kell or Brooks elsewhere 
6 would not provide the taxpayers tge value for their dollar 
7 they are receivln now, nor would it assure continued top 
8 uality support 6 r  our rmllta personnel in missions around 
9 8 e  world. We live in a worlrwhere danger still lurks. It 

10 lurks In the dreams of tyrants, like Saddam Hussern; In the 
1 1  access of terrorist organizations to weapons of mass 
12 destruction; and in instability and uncertainty on all 
13 continents. 
14 Danger of another kind lurks right here at home, In 
1s out of control budget deficlts that threaten the futures of 
16 all of our children. This commsslon was charged wlth 
17 combatting both dangers. And today I'm here to say that by 
18 continuing the oood work at, Kelly and Brooks, dr~ven by thc 
19 people of San Rntonlo in M~l~tary City. we can prote~l 
20 agalnst both such dangers. 
2 1 Mr. Chairman, thank you and thank you 
22 commissioners, as we1 I .  

I , I 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 337 - Page 342 



I Page 344 
i after their businesses had closed to allow them to come out ' and show their su ort 

And ho fur$, iha t  has ha pened in the last seven 
days has toucL your life as welf and will be taken into 

i consideration as you make some very tough choices. Let me 
6 take this o portunity to share w~th  you my perspective, as a - member ofthe National Ssunty  Subcomttee of the House 
s Appropriations Committee. As a member of that committee, I'm 
0 vtantly reminded of the very real constraints that we are 

I .riencrng in the defense budget. 
I We're having increasingly difficult times ensurin 
l i?r[ l four  militar is provided w~th  an adequate quality of 
I i life and the too r s and training to remain number one In terms 
13 of our fighting force in this world. I personally welcome 
I ;  your assistance In this effort to cut costs and make our 
16 militar more economically efficient. Laughlin and Kelly Ail 
I -  Force 6-s a n  the low cost providers for the United States 
18  Air Force. 
19 Closin either one of these bases will not be cost 
m effective, an% will not serve the taxpayers' best interest. 
21 We should not close facilities unless it saves money. A few 
22 short days ago, a few of you were with us, as I mentioned in 

~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  
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I missions. In fact, the issue of excess capacity is only 
2 relevant in terms of its cost impact. 
3 Now, to Brooks. San Antonio's cantonment pro sal 
4 maximizes the returns for taxpa e n  from closin ~ r o o g  Air 
5 Force Base. This proposal resu 7 ts in considerabfe savings 
6 with few closure costs. In addition, it kee s in tact the 
7 workforce which has made Brooks a worlBslass facility. I 
8 know you will give this pro sal the senous considerat~on it 
9 deserves.. I don't have to te!?you how stmn 1 the people 

l o  of Del RIO and San Antonio sup rt their mi?i&ry bases -- 
I I many of you have seen that f i r s tgd .  
12 You have personally witness* this and 1 sincerely 
13 doubt that there are any commumtles in this reat nation 
14 with such strong and lon standing support &r our military. 
IS That's why we are roudly 1 nown, in San Antonio, as Military 
I6 Cit , USA. That& for givmg me e chance to testify 
n bezre your commit ee today. I a p ~ i a t e  your he1 with the 
18 effort to save taxpayer dollars. d u r  jobs a n  very &ugh, 
19 and I know you have some very difficult decisions ahead. And 
20 we ap reciate our commitment to this count . 
21 ~OMM&SIONER CORNELLA:  ha you, sir. We 
22 recognize Representative Frank Tejeda. 
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I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thnnk you. Mr. Smith. We 

7niz.e Representatrve Henry Bonrlla. 
REPRESENTATIVE BONILLA: T h a n k  you. Chairman. very 
: it's nice to see ou a ain. 
COMMISSION~R C ~ R N E L L A :  Thank you. 

h REPRESENTATIVE BONILLA: You can walk into almost 
- a n y  room. nRer walkin& downany hallway in the city, on any 
R tven day of the wee In t h~s  c~ty,  the most powerful c~ ty  on 

Earth. and find a hearin going on. But this hearing that's 
11. betnp conduct* here t&;, there is none more important, 
I I none more sl nlficant to t e p w  le of South Texas as the 
I: decisions are%eing formulated tRe next several weeks, based 
13 on the information that you're hearing today and that you've 
1 4  gathered while out visitln the bases. 
15 The last seven da s%ave been profound for me, and 
16 they have been a time tiat I'll remember for the rest of my 
I; life -- watching 35,000 pea le line the streets of San 
1 8  Antonio during your visrt; ken watching close to 20,000 in 
19 Del Rio comin out to save Lau hlin Alr Force Base. And 
20 frankly I was 8elighted to see t ie  looks on some of the 
21 faces of the comrmssioners that visited that day -- looking 
22 at the signs, reading what people had come out to tell you 
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1 my opening remarks, and you visited Del h o .  You saw witt 
2 your own eyes the strong case for Laughlin. No other 
3 undergraduate pilot trairung facility matches Laughlin. Its 
4 weather and alr space remaln unsurpassed by any other 
5 facilit And what this means IS, dollars saved -- dollars 
a savedtY fewer canceled missions; dollars saved by less time 
- travelingto useable air space; dollars saved by a low cost 
8 and efficrent workforce. 

Lau hlin trains the best pilots in the United 
1: States Airsorce. That is Laughlin's first contribution, a)  
I I our national defense. Laughlin's cost effectiveness is tts 
I 2 second contribution to our national defense. These savings 
I: free up additional dollars to be spent on quality of life, on 
1 3  procurement, and training. These savings are vital for our 
1 '  n a t ~ o n a l  defense. Without Laughlin, America would simply he 
1 6  weaker. 
I - l am roud to be Laughlin's re resentative, and the 
I s  - ap l s  of 8el Rio are very proud to ge the home of the best 

s base in the Air Force. And now for Kelly. I grew up 
e shadows of Kell Air Force Base. M y  father worked at 

M ; l y  for ropghly 3dya r s .  I robabl would not be here 
22 today were it  not for what  el& Air d r c e  Base prov~ded for 

Page 346 
1 my family, and the o portunities i t  provided for many other 
2  an Antonians as we{. 
3 Kelly is the lowest cost depot. Kell has the 
4 lowest labor cost the highest quality, an d this is nothing 
5 that you've heard for the first tlme. This has b?n.Kelly9s 
6 story for decades. As a member of the A propnatlons 
7 Committee, i,t would trouble, me if we diznot make cost 
8 effective cho~ces. I'm workmg hard to stretch federal 
9 dollars. Assets like Kelly help me make my job much easier. 

10 Our government must learn to deliver service as 
I 1 well as for a lower cost. The BRAC can make that task easier 
12 for all of us. I urge you to make cost efficiency a goal in 
13 our decision-making process. We gain little and, m fact, 
14 iurt ourselves, if closyes cost.money. Our goal must always 
15  be savlng money, not just closlng bases. lo slmple terms, we 
16 are closing bases to save money. 
17 If it costs us mone to close them, then we are 
18 defeating the urpose o d h e  base closure process. Kelly-is 
19 a tool we n& in the battle to control government 
20 We should be loolung at transfemng workload to Pd". elly to 
21 control costs. Low costs benefit the taxpayers, and make 
22 dollars available for other vital Department of Defense 
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REPRESENTATIVE TFEDA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and 

members of the comrmssion. We are both here for the same 
purpose, and that's to save taxpayers' dollars. As a 

4 representative of the 28th congressional district, I have 
s been sent to Washin ton to be an effective steward of the 
6 taxpayers' dollars. i s  created by Con ress, the Defense Bas 
7 Closure and Realignment Commission is cfargd with making 
8 decjsions which must maximize military value and cost 
9 savln s 

1 0  decrsiong this commission will make a ~ n * !  
I I necessanly more d~fficult than the previous comrmsslons. 
12 I'm here to discuss two San Antonio bases, each of which have 
13 served this nation for more than 75 years, First, Kell &r 
14 Force Base. Kelly is the most cost effective and mdluctlve 
I S  depot in the Defense De artment today. Part of Kelly's 
16 success is its low cost orlabor, measured by the actual 
17 overall labor and overhead rate. 
18 According to figurn published in DOD manuals, San 
19 Antonio has maintained the lowest rates of all Air Force and 
20 Navy depots from 1987 through 1993. Although its rates went 
21 up in 1994, according to month1 DOD reports, San Antonio is 
22 once again the lowest in 199? In fact, San Antonio was the 

I I 1 
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I 0x11 ALC whose rates went down instead of up from 1594 to 
2 19&. Closine Kellv would be an unacce~table financial 

w 

3 investment. 
For example, the cost of military construction for 

5 another ALC to absorb the C-5 workload would exceed $80 
6 million. The 1994 headauarters Air Force material command's 
7 AFMC-21 study estimath the MILCON costs at $52 million for 
8 program maintenance of 13 aircraft. For the current 
9 ro ected annual workload for 21 C-5s, that figure increases 

10 & $!82 million. However, this estimate does not include 
1 1  transfer of equipment and personnel, trainin costs, or added 
12 production costs, which would add another 8147 million. 
13 The resulting cost would provide only. the minimal 
14 maintenance facilities to do the job. The gaming depot 
15 still would not have the same superb wide body aircraft 
16 capability that Kelly already ssesses, A com lete 
17 replication of these one of a E d  faclllties wourd raise the 
18 costs to an astronomical level. On the other hand, San 
19 Antonio can absorb a small ai~craft workload in addition to 
20 the C-5 woykload, wlthout bulldmg any new facllltles. 
21 That IS rml~tary value, and that IS cost 
22 effectiveness. Two thoughts on Brooks Air Force Base. 
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I also having constituents that work and se,rve there. 
2 Today I come before you to speak m behalf of a 
3 commitment made by Secretary Boatright when on behalf of the 
4 BRAC, he told the citizens of Austm that if they were to 
5 pass a bond election and the airport operational by 1996, 
6 then they would be able to keep their reserve unit. No one 
7 in his or her right mind would think that this commitment was 
8 made for eternity. But certainly, as we talk about saving 
9 dollars, the commitment of the federal government ought to be 

10 worth a few dollars and cents. 
11 And ceftainly the commitment ou ht to be honored 
12 ast the openrng date of that faclllty. &e 1986 Goldwater- 
13 Richols Act mandates combined commands and joint operations 
14 between the various services of the government, military 
15 services. With Fort Hood our nation's largest military 
16 facility, 50 nautical miles from Ber strom, and with the 
I7 924th operatmg m a roxlmately 25 percent of all joint 
I8 training exercises at?%* Hood, military reparedness and 
19 m~litary defense,of our nation mandates tRat the 924th at 
20 Bergstrom remaln there. 
2 1 That training can take lace wlth minlmal cost t o  
22 the taxpayer. Currently, on /' y two Alr Force reserve 
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I First, the enormous up front cost to move its missions 
2 elsewhere is unacceptable, given the small return on such an 
3 investment. In fact, such costs may rise above the original 
4 estimate. In fact, attempting to relocate these missions 
5 elsewhere, without most of the personnel, will seriously 
6 disrupt the.valuable work bein performed. 
7 Movm the work away #om San Antonio will result 
8 in the loss ofmany, if not most, of the scientists who would 
9 not relocate. The missions at Brooks wlll not disappear. 

10 Brooks is home to the only integrated human systems research 
1 1  effort in the Defense Department. The Armstrong Lab is a 
12 world leader in its mission area, with such unique facilities 
13 as hy rbaric chapbers, altitude chaplbers, one of three 
14 spatlrdlsonentatlon demonstrators ln the world, directed 
15 energ chambers, and a centrifu e. 
16 h e  Armstrong Lab rovifes 30 percent of the 
17 faculty of the Air Force S C . O O ~  of Aerospace Medicine. This 
18 is the nation's leading aerospace medical training pro ram. 
19 In addition, the one of a kind cqnfi uratlon ?f blome%ica1 
20 research and t e a c h  actlvlt~es in tan Antonto provldes an 
21 invaluable resource for the Defense Department. Also at 
22 Brooks, the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence is 

I I I 
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I facilities are located In air quality attainment areas. 
2 Bergstrom Alr Force Base IS one of those areas. And isn't i t  
3 ironlc that at a time we talk about closing vital bases such 
4 as Bergstrom, the American tax a er is paying billions of 
5 dollars to subsrdlze our allies' &&se by keeping overseas 
6 bases open. 
J Instead of closing Bergstrom, we should close bases 
8 overseas, which were originall constructed and are still 
9 kept o en to Founter a Soviet txrert which no longer cxists. 

10 And &ally, it seems to me incredible that so many Alr Forct 
I I reserve bases and units have been add* to the closure 
12 conslderatlon llst, whlle not a slngle Alr Natlonal Guard 
13 unit has been mentioned. 
14 I raise this question as an oddity of sober 
1s deliberation, or is it rather the product of naked political 
16 maneuvering? The question remams, as was asked by one of my 
17 Republican colleagues on the National Security Committee last 
I8 month, why we have a separate Air National Guard from an Air 
19 Force Reserve unit. And he asked !he question because, as 1 
20 recall, hewas from the state of Indiana, did the witeess 
21 have any lnformatlon that the state of Ill~nols or Ohlo have 
22 a plan of attack or aggression. 
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I 1 essential to long te.m Air Force environmental programs in 

2 the areas of com llance, hazardous waste clean up, and 
3 environmental pknnip., , . 
4 The permanent acillty 1s currently under 
5 construction, and will be completed in the very near future. 
6 The San Antonio community has worked hard in sup ort of an 
7 alternative to the Air Force's recommend?t~on. $he 
8 community's plan is innovative, and ments very serious 
9 consideration. The pay off will avoid the hi h and somewhat 

10 uncertain up front costs, save more than $108 million over 20 
I I years, and avoid disruption to vital research and 
12 environmental programs, without the loss of man scientists. 
13 Mr. Cha~rman, that is military value, and tiat is 
14 cost effectiveness. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
IS COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Congressman. 
16 The Chair recognizes Representative Greg Laughlin. 
17 REPRESENTATIVE LAUGHLIN: Thank you. Mr. Chairman 
18 and distinguished commissioners. I'm here today to s eak on 
19 behalf of the men and women of the 14th district who pmud;y 
20 serve in the 924th Air Force Reserve unit. But before doing 
21 SO, I certainl would echo the words of my collea ues, Frank 
22 Tejeda and denry Bonilla, for I'm familiar with tfeir bases, 
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I And so 1 ask you to simp1 consider, why 1s 11 that 
2 no Alr National Guards are on tLs list? And if ~ t ' s  a 
3 matter of statt: prlde fur our overnors, then we ah a 
4 responsible committee should ask them to ick u the 
r financial tab. Because as you well know, $I; f&ral 
6 government pays in excess of 95 percent of the Guard's 
7 expense and operation. 
8 So I submit to you today that there IS no reason to 
9 close t h ~  924th, when just a few weeks ago, men and women of 

10 that unlt were tlylng combat missions under the dlrectlon of 
I I our Commander-ln-Chief. So it's a uestlon today of our 
12 overnment keeping a commitment to a ?ew American citizens. 
I3 fthank you very much. 
14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Congressman 
15 Lau hlin. Now a gentleman who's been walting so patiently. 
16 1 befeve he was the first member of the delegatlon to 
17 arrive, Representative Kika de la Garza. 
I8 REPRESENTATIVE de la GARZA: Thank you very much, 
19 M r .  Chairman. members of the commission. and I don't mind 
20 waitin . My district has been spared. I'm here to speak in 
21 bzhal?of all of my colleagues, and the people of the state 
22 ot Texas. It's good to have this opportunity to appear 
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I And fifth, in the past two years, Hill has won five 
2 environmental awards, culminatmg with its win of the 
3 Secretary of Defense's environmental quality award as the 
4 "best" in the DOD. Hlll spills over wlth excellence, and ~ t s  
5 vast capacity offers savin s and successes with each 
6 potential expansion of its%ase mission. Let me ive you 

8 hill .  
(B 7 ust four reasons why our future air power will epend on 

9 First, Hill is now fhe logistics manager and de t 
1 0 for.the world's largest alrcpft fleet, the F-16, us@ jed21 
I I natlons wh~ch share our reglonal and global secunty 
12 objectives. Secondly the cross service competition has 
13 proven that Hlll Pur fiorce Base, perhaps more than any othel 
14 DOD ins@llation, yill become the Defense.Department's most 
1 5  cost efficient tact~cal fi hter depot. l k r d ,  ~t IS already 
1 6  the world's largest ovefhaul facility for landing gear, 
17 struts, wheels and brakes, accornmodatin 70 percent of DOD's 
1 8  work; and with the capacity to do it a71 and to do it very 
19 well. 
20 And fourth, Madame Chairman and members of the 
2 1  commission, Hill is clear1 the lo ical source to consolidate 
22 tactical missile work. It a&eady foes 92 percent of the Air 
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I Lafore you today. And as is evident from the Texas presence 

2 tlus afternoon we are very concerned about some of the 
pmmendations.ior the closure and realignment in our state. 

In fact, I thlnk that all of m Texas colleagues 
will attest to the fact that some o?the targets of the BRAC 

I 6 95 unfairly impact us. Each member here has presented stron 

i 
7 and compelling details, and specific about their bases. f i r .  
8 Chairman, I'll  be very bnef. There 1s no one that could 
9 challenge the Texas strong and solld mlltary tradltlon. My 

1 0  farnil came in 1605, the ori inal ones, as members of the 
I I ~ r m  hrces of the Kingdom ofSpain And we've been there 

And every generation has served, includin myself 
ir and the generat~on after me. 1 would like to mafe one I c note Mr. Chairman, with your permission, and ask ' 1 6  .ha1 thc commission reconsider the Navy's recommendation to 
I~ realign T-44 training to NAS Pensacola. Quite simply, with 
I R  the new pilot training rate requirements, there 1s not 
19 sufficient capaclty at NAS Pensacola to tram multl-engine 
20 pilots. 
2 I In addition, what would seem to me to be a very 
22 practical consideration is the fact that South Texas has 

I 
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I presentations they've given us. With that, I'd like to turn 
2 l t  over to my distinguished colleague, Commissioner Wendi 
3 Steele. 
4 COMMISSIONER STEELE: [Presiding.] Good afternoon. 
5 I'd like to reco ze Senator Omn Hatch, please. 
6 SENATOEATCH: Madame Chairman and distinguished 
7 BRAC commissioners, let me try to be brief. Hill Air Force 
8 Base IS slmply the best of the best. And I'm not sayln that 
9 j ~ t  to be saymg it. It is the best operational base, an% 

10 lt IS the best depot. Two rating roups have come to this 
I I conclusion. Their findings haveseen twice verified by Air 
12 Force Under Secretary Rudy de Leon. 
13 First, in evaluatin the five air logistics centers 
1 4  for both operational antdepot excellence, the Air Force Base 
I5 Closure Executive Group found that only Hill was rated as 
16 tier one in both the operations and depot categories. Hill 
17 received 33 out of a,maximum 39 polnts. Tinker, Air Force 
I 8 Rqse was second, w~th  29 polnts. Second, the jolnt cross 

'~ce  g r o u ~ ,  in evaluating military value, gave Hlll and 
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I ou just five exam les and I could give you many more. 
2 First, Hill's two $16 Lings have won two of the last four 
3 Gunsmoke competitions. Base wings are co-locat$ on the Air 
4 Force's best depot and on the Utah test and traming range - 
r the best exercise~facility in the world. 
6 This combinat~on has produced winners where it has 
7 counted most of all, and that's in battle. Second1 , Hill is 
8 the only ma/ntenance,site for!he nation's ICBM Keet, with a 
9 workforce clted b Vlce President A1 Gore as the heroes of 

1 0  remvent~on. ~ n b ; l i l l  is the single most ~mportant 
I I insption,site ohhe START I treaty. Third, the.commanders 
12 of the unlts that fl into danger have clted Hill as the 
1 3  leader In two 1eveYmamtenance support. 
14 Its successful ro rams for cntical F-16 avionics 
15 and radar qYipmeJ'id to savings for our Air 
16 Force. An ~ t s  avlonlcs, such as the radar systems that 
17 detect Nssiles tar eted.on our aircraft, of course, have 
18 saved 11ves. ~ourPb, Hill won the cross service co 
19 to provide maintenance to the Nav s FA-18 tactica fighter. Tition 
20 The GAO recently confirmed that &ill's performance was 
2 1  $1 1,000 per aircraft cheaper or less than the best competing 
22 naval depot. 
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I vast, unencumbered air space and good weather unmatched by 
2 any area in this nation. The decisions that ou will w e  in 
3 the final weeks wlll, I know be based on t ie  inforrnat~on 
4  resented here toda . And f knoy that yo" will consider it 
5 carefully and thoudtfully and w t h  the senousness that it 
6 matters. 
7 And I join all of my Texas colleagues in asking you 
8 that your dec~slons be made on the facts presented here 

'-day; and for that, I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, sir. Before yo11 
I'd like you to introduce the young gentleman you have 

you. I notice he's been wa~ting just as atiently. 
13 REPRESENTATWE dc la GARZA: Welf he's been asking 
14 how man more to go. This is grandson, Phil Ferias, from 
1 5  Austin, Axas, that s helpin me out for this week. 
in COMMISSIONER CRRNELLA: Welcome. 

- 
lrym 

erxobins the highestratlng. ' 
Now, what makes Hill the best of the best? I t  1s 

2 2  the pervasive winner mentality of its workforce. Let me give 

REPRESENTATIVE de la GARZA: Thank you. Mr. I j; Cha~rman. 
/ 1 0  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: He must be your advisor, 
170 nght. sir'? Before we move into Utah, I will relinquish the 
151 ;half. I'd like to thank the great and diverse state of 
2 2  Texas for keeping us on time. and for the excellent 
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1 Force mission, and 48 percent of DOD's, and can mana e an 
2 expanded msslon w t h  ease, efficlene and economy. k 
3 summary, Madame Chairman, Hill s h o d  be workloaded to its 
4 fullest capacity. 

'I' 
5 We all know what the results are certain to be. 
6 When everything is said and done, the one lingering 
7 obligation that moral1 han s over all of our heads is to 
8 insist on a standard p?ercefience, even if that m- the 
9 loss of some of our mstallatlons. I thank the comrmss~on 

1 0  for its consideration of my remarks, and for its visits to 
1 I Utah defense installations, includin the defense depot 
12 Ogden, which, in my o Mon, is st51 the best in the DLA. 
13 And I hope you'lfconsider that, as well. 1 
1 4  believe the comrmssion will act in the best interest of our 
15 national defense. I believe you're committed to do that, and 
16  1 urge you to do that. ,But we all need to remember this -- 
17 ~t IS the young people m our mlltary servlces llke my 
I 8 brother who was killed in the Second World h'ar, like CPT 
1 9  Scott O'Grady, who risk their lives for our nation, and who 
20 ought to expect the very best equipment and maintenance of 
2 I that uipment that our nation can provide. 
22 %d Hill Air Force Base is doing just exactly that. 
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I Hill. 
2 Once again, let's look at the numbers. The de ot 
3 maintenance o ration indicator report, the cost at d l 1  is 
4 $69, co rnpa r so  $1001 at ktterkemy. Based on the cost 
5 comparability handbooks the Army re ort, depot hourly rates 
6 Hill at.$49, compared to $65 at .ktter!em There w~ l l  be a 
7 $15 mllion per year cost of savings if you k i n g  that work 
8 to Hill. 
9 So convinced you in the first instance to keep 

10 Hill, and now as a salesman still wearing my business suit, 
1 1  tell you, send Hill more work. One other comment. Reference 
12 has been made to DDOU. And several of you were at DDOU and 
13 saw that. 1 understand, looking at the numbers, DDOU didn't 
14 come out so well. So am I going to change my tune now and 
I5 say, no, don't look at the numbers this time; look at 
16 something else? 
17 No, I say look at the numbers because we understand 
18 that the calculation made on the cost to close DDOU was made 
19 on the assumption that DEPMEDS -- and those of you that were 
20 there remember those as the medical thin s that go in boxes 
21 and all the rest of this -- were included. fn fact, through 
22 some kind of error, DEPMEDS was left out of the statistical 
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I Let me 'ust say that I believe in you, and I believe ou I1 
2 do w h a  is bes! for our cquntry, and I urge you to & so, and 
3 not let any polrtics enter into ~t at all. ,Do what's nght. 
4 And m the end, I thnk most people wdl accept that. Thanks 
5 so much. 
6 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, Senator Hatch. 
7 And now, our collea ue, Senator Bennett. 
8 S E N k R  BENJETT: Thank you very much, Madame 
9 Chsinpn. .I*m here as a senator, but I can't shake my past, 

10 whch is pnmanl m the busmess world. I have sym athy 
I I  for what you're &iqg, because I've had to do. it myseyf -- 
12 downsize a corporation. It's always pamful; it means people 
13 get laid-off. it me+s people get excit~ng plans postponed, 
14 if not lulled; and it's never fun. 
15 However, there are.some particular guiding 
16 princi les that apply, I think, m busmess or government. 
17 And $1 may be so presumptuous, I will try to supgest some 
18 of them to you. One, of course, IS that after you ve visited 
19 the facility and you've gotten the feel of thin s and you've % 20 got a sense of smell about it, you go back an look at the 
21 numbers. And if the numbers are pro erly compiled, they 
22 don't lie to you, and they usually con!rm the sense of smell 
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1 that you have. 
2 The numbers on Hill, Senator Hatch has given you 
3 some. I won't belabor them. It IS rated number one m 
4 military value the to rated base. But look at the 
5 financial numkrs. &e return on our investment if you 
6 close Hill is 29 years. And anyboJy who's tried to make a 
7 return on investment calculation knows that 29 years is long 
8 enough that it's going to slip. 
9 In other words, there is a very good possibility, 

10 from the numbers that you're being glven, that in fact, 
1 1  ou'll et no return, ever, on our investment on closing 
12 hill, iRtps that far out in the Lhlre. Of the ALCs you're 
13 looking at, the one time cost of closing Hill is the hlghest. 
14 If you decide we have to close one A&C, the most expensive 
15 one you can close IS H111, at $1.418 blllion. 
16 Those are what the numben say. I could give you a 
17 great deal more. You've heard it all; you've examined it 
18 all. I highli ht those, and assume that since I'm so 
19 brilliant and%ave convinced ou that Hill must sta open, 1 
20 want to take the advanta e orasking you to glve d l 1  more 
21 work, rather than less. k d  in your procedures, it's ood 
22 business sense to consolidate tactical missile workloa% to 
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I both been there. Dougway is very isolated. If the dedicated 
2 professionals at Dougway Proving Ground are to be doing this 
3 ~mportant and dangerous work safely and with the decent 
4 quality of life, they must live at Dougway. There is simply 
5 no housing outside the gate. In fact, there is no housing 
6 for over 60 miles, over a high mountain pass which is covcred 
7 with snow as late as last week. 
8 I feel so strongly about this ~ssue that I've told 
9 the Arm if they cannot see the tremendous m~l~tary value of 

10 kecying 2nglish Yillags I )  en to rovidc the nwessary support 
I I for Dougway Proving &ounk, then 1.11 just as soon tight to 
12 closl the whole thing. 1'11 do llke I did dnce before, and 
13 put 1n.a bill to close that base. 1 really can sm no reason 
14 to do ~t any ,other way. 
15 You simply cannot have Dougway Proving Ground 
16 wilhout the suppan of Enolish Village. I hope you will movc 
17 to resolve this ~ssue wit% the Army at tomorrow's hearinu. 
18 On another subject, 1 must repeat my disa point men^ witR tht 
19 decis~on not to add an Defense Logistic enc distribution " . 20 de ots for further ana&sis. Stud ing these aci Itlea 
21 ar{itrarily left out the o"gina( DEA ,analys~s 1s the only 
22 way to guarantee a full and falr heanng based on real 
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I analysis, which means that the numbers you have, without 
2 keepin the DEPMEDS program oin , are wrong. 
3 A d  I ask you to go back t o % ~ i  and recalculate the 
4 DDOU circumstance, saying, oops, we left DEPMEDS o u t  t ~ l ' t h c  
s calculation bt:fom; we need to put i t  in. And havlng said 
6 that, I think then 1 can go back to my original p~tch and say 
7 ou can trust the numbers. So I conclude by giving you my 
8 &st wishe~ for the $hallen e that you have; my conviclion 
9 that you w ~ l l  do I! nght an% mtelhgently; ,and my certamty 

10 that if you do, Hlll w~l l  stay open, Hlll will recelve more 
I I work, and DDOU wlll et a second look. Thank you. 
12 COMMISSIONER ~TEELE:  Senator. thank you for your 
13 testimony, and for your kind note that you sent the other 
14 day, as well. And now, Con ressman Hansen, who so faithfully 
15 !raveled about the state w i g  us, as we looked at your 
16 installations. 
17 REPRESENTATIVE HANSEN: Well, thank you. It's good 
la to see ou agaln. I appreciate the work you folks do. I 
19 can't t6nk of a harder job than.the one you folks have. And 
20 thank you for all ou've done, m c o m g  to Utah as many 
21 times as ou do. t t  me take a moment and address a few of 
22 the speciic issues facing us in Utah. First is the Army's 
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I recommendation to significantly realign Dougway Proving 
2 Grounds by closin the English Village housln area and 
3 realigning over 258 vital support pos~tions, incfuding fire 
4 fighters and nledical personnel. 
5 The current proposal also reallocates betwen six 
6 and eight vital command and control positions. To this dae. 
7 1 cilnnot find anyone -- except for General Shane of the BRAC 
8 office -- that supports this recommendation. Even prior to 
9 the release of the original BRAC list, the Pentagon ch~ef 

10 scientists, Mr Philip Coyle and Mr. John Burke, call4 this 
I I dccisiarl a major show-stupper. and a c ~ u a l l y  rccoinrnznde~l thc 
1 2  Dcprtincnl ~ S D c l c ~ l s c  ilcvslup recamrnendalioi~s tu rclucrlc m d  
13 consolidate all chemi-bio testing and research activities to 
14 Dougway. 
15 Let me remind eve bod what we're talkin about. 
la  Dougway Proving ~ r o u n 2  is t i e  ,re of Rhode lsI$nd. It is 
17 the only place in the.country where we can do the critical 
I8 chemical and biological test mss~ons  currently done at 
19 Dougway. I do not have to tell you hqw, i,mportant the work 
20 is, protecting our mlltary forces and clvll~an populat~on in 
21 an Increasing dangerous world. 
22 Comss ioner  Kling and Steele can tell you, have 
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I for.it. 1 know you have all seen the letter from the 
2 assistant sec.retary, Rudy de Leon, which laced Hill Air 
3 Force Base in the to tier. Now let me teE you some thlngs 

I 4 you probably don't Low.  
1 5  This week I will be attending an Air Force ceremon 

6 at the Pentagon, honoring Hill Alr Force Base and !he 388;h 
7 fighter wlng for maintenance excellence. I've also just 
R received a draft re ort in which GAO confirms, which we have 
Q a l w a y s b o y ,  tRat the Ogden Air Logistics was a less 

10 expenslve option for the maintenance of the Navy's FA-18s. 
I I At the risk of soundm like a broken record, Ogden is the 
I I hest. and should be fufiy workloaded to give the Amencan 
I 3 people and the American soldiers their best value. 
1 4  1 also believe that Hill should be the Air Force's 
I 5 center of excellence for a~rborne tactical and msslle 
16 maintenance, and should also be considered for single site 
17 consolidation, if the decision reached in BRAC 93 IS to be 
18  reversed. ,Again, I thank you, for your hard work,.and the 
19 h~nest deliberations you've given us, and for cormng out to 
7 'I. It's been great to be with vou. and I thank vou so 
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, numhcrs for the Defense Depot at 0 den,  Utah. 

The one thing the Peat ~ a r w i h  study does tell us 
,it DLA has no idea who is their most cost efficient and 
lctlve de ot. 1 would cont~nue to argue that the depot 

m o n t i n u a l r y  returns money to the department, the one 
that makes a profit is the most efficient, and ought to ht. 

- kept. I strongly believe that DLA is.closing their best 
8 depot and the best deal for the American taxpayer. 

l ask ou to reconsider the DLA recommendation to I; close ~ ~ 0 6 .  I believe a re-look at this decision is 
I I articular1 imperative, as you consider closin even more S 12 B L A  wareiouse facilities associated wlth the c osure of any 
13 more air logistics centers. I also want to point out that if 
14 DDOU is recommended for closure, there are a number of 
15 im rtant and inde endent missions performed at the depot, 
16 i n c ~ d i n $ ; h e D ~ ~ f i ~ D ~ .  the computer design center and the 
1 7  Defense eutllization and Marketmg, that would be 
1s dramatically affected by relocation, with no military 
1 9  economtc benefit. 
20 I would also note here that I find it interesting 
21 that the cost to move the DEPMEDS mission was not included in 
22 the DLA's COBRA analysis of the cost to close DDOU. And 1 
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I think that's an im ortant point. The would have represented 
I one of the single Par est costs. The Act is that all these 
; important missions &odd be left at Ogden. The Ogden I 2 community is more than willing to come up wlth a creative 

I i solution that meets everyone's needs. 
i I belleve the lease back arrangement our staff has 
1 - heen hriefed on presents a win-win posFibizt I hope you 

a have a chance to discuss these issues with D l*  tomorrow in 
thelr hearin . Lastly, 1 would be remiss not to repeat what 

IP - -  other cofleagues have already said, as has the senior 
I ship of the Air Force, regarding Hill Air Force Base 
I hden Air Logistics Center. 
I 111 is slmply the best depot and the best 
14 operational base from among the other depots. To my mind, it 
15 makes both military and economic sense to fully workload your 
16 best facility and reduce your excess ca acity b closin one 
17 or y o  depots. I believe, .and 1 think tge A1.r Jorce wifl 
18 testlfy tomorrow if quest~oned, that Hill h r  Forqe Base is 
19 the future for fi hter aircraft mamtenance and testmg. 
20 Hill's com%ination of maintenance facilities, 
21 operational wings and the Utah Test and Trainin Range is 
22 just simply unmatched. But you don't have to tale my word 

much for wxat you're doing I hope you tak6 these 
$ m g s  Into consideration. 
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1 COMMISSIONER.STEELE: Thank you, Congressman,.and 
2 thank you for your testimony. Now, Congresswoman Emd 
3 Waldholz. 
4 REPRESENTATIVE WALDHOLZ: Thank you, Madame 
5 Chairman, commissioners. I want to thank you for the 
6 opportunity to speak on behalf of the people of Utah, 
7 particular1 the second district, which I represent, in 
8 detailing &r you .ust a few of the reasop why Hill Air 
9 Force Base, to etker with the 0 den r Lo istlcs Center is 

1 0  SO vital not on& to our state ant i ts  c~t~zens,%ut to the 
I I overall milie capability of the Unit* States. 
12  Hill ~ i f i o r c e  Base together wlth the towns and 
13 cities that surround it, make up a thriving American 
14 community, anchored by the jobs of more than 21,000 men and 
15 women who work round the clock to do their part to keep 
16 America and its allies free: Utahans have Ion been 
17 emotionally attashed to H11l Air Force Base. h e y ' v e  shed 
18 tears at the passmg of ~ t s  dots and crews. The 've shared 
19 reat pride at the news o?successful mssions o r ~ i l l ' s  
20 ighter win s in conflicts around the world. 
21 And &ey9ve shared !he success of Utah's team when 
22 Hill's active and reserve f~ghter wlngs have taken top pnze 
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I at the Air Force Gunsmoke competitions. And from a purely 
2 economic oint of view, IJtahans, particular1 those that live 
3 along the kasatch Front, have benefitted bod  directly and 
4 indirectly from the powerful economic presence of Hill Air 
s Force Base. 
6 If Hill were to close, the negative economic impact 
7 would be nearly double that of any other state with an air 
8 logistics center. Current Department of Defense 
9 recommendations are gokg to reduce 'obs in Utah by 20 

1 0  percent, and that's in add~tlon to the.43 percent overall 
I I defense cuts Utah has already taken m.the last seven years. 
12  If Hill were to close, that figure wlll nse up to an 
13 incredible 90 percent cut of defense spending in Utah in the 
14 1s t  nine ears. 
15 ~ d a n s  have always answered the call of their 
16 country to aid in its defense, and they fully expect to 
17 continue to do their art as the nation starts to ti hten its 
I8 belt. But it's clear $om these figures that Utah %as 
19 already taken more than its share of cuts. w e t h e r  you look 
20 at the state by state fi ures or the overall nat~onal 
21 fi ures, you can cleaty see that Utah has been the recipient 
22 okvery severe cuts over the past several years. 

Pa e 372 
I L w h g  at the economics from a different angle,81 
2 hope you'll consider that, as a percentage of personal 
3 income, Utah is fourth in civillan defense salary, behind 
4 only Washington, D.C.; Vir inia; and Hawaii, with a total 
5 a ~ u a l  impact in excess of $8 billlop. With the pilitary 
6 history that's been fully representative of our nation's 
7 fighting forces spanuin many, many decades, and fully 
8 utllizing Utah's unique%pdscape and mgraphical assets, 
9 Utah has become econpmcally depen&nt on the defense 

lo establishment for the simple reason that the defense 
I I establishment has been ually dependent on Utah. 
1 2  While every statee%at comes before you can and 
13 will talk about its economic ties to the mihtary, not every 
14 state has been subjected to fallout from nuclear tests or 
I5 stores volatlle chemcal weapons,for the nat~on's arsenal. 
I6 But Hill Air Force Base doesn't just deserve to stay open for 
17 the sake of the Utah economy or for other reasons of 
18 fairness. 
19 Let me reqind you.briefly what America is getting 
20 for the dollars it is spendrng m Utah. Utah has long been 
21 known in all business and manufacturing circles as having one 
22 of the highest skilled, best trained, and most highly 

I I 1 
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I motivated workforces in the nation. Hill Air Force Base 1s 
2 home to more than 21,000 of these industrious, hardworking 
3 and dedicated individuals. And our country's military is the 
4 beneficiary. 
5 Accordin ly,.it can't be said enough, Hill Air 
6 Force Base is d e  hrghest rated ALC for rmlltaly value in the 
7 Air Force. There slmply is no other wa to state Hlll's 
8 importance to our country's milita f i ghug  forces. And 
9 there is no other factor that shouldxe more significant in 

l o  d e t e e  which ALCs should remain in service. Our 
I I ml~tary is %uilt on a bedrock of fairness, honor.and 
12 excellence. And simply put, on oblectlve crltena, Hill is - - - 
13 the best. 
14 For our nation's sake, it should remain open. In 
I S  closing, let me ex ress m gratitude to the commissioners for 
16 their careful and J e i r  ddcatedconsideralionof  ill Air 
17 Force Base. You've taken the time to vlslt H111, to l~sten 
18 to those of us who advocate its value to America as well as 
19 to the.people of Utah. Please support the continued 
20 effectiveness and excellence of one of the bnghtest stars in 
21 America's defense team, and vote to keep Hill Air Force Base 
22 and the Ogden ALC open. 

u 
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I have just received information on -- a COBRA study that has 
2 been mentioned by a couple of other members of our 
3 delegation. 
4 The DLA, in analyzing the cost to close Defense 
5 Depot Ogden dld not include the cost of moving the DEPMEDS. 
6 These DEPMEDS -- deployable medical centers -- the only place 
7 in the country they are de loyed from is Defense Depot Ogden. 
8 The COBRA study wilfindicate to you that it w ~ l l  cost 
9 upwards of $380 million to move that se ment of what occurs 

10 at DDO. So you thought it was $110 milion, add $380 
I I micion, you're up, almost to $500 million to close that 
12 faclllt and move ~ t .  So ~t does deserve a second look. 
13 i believe -- and in fact, what I want ou to do 15 

14 what is best for the Defense De artment. $ou7rr going to 
15 hear from everybody here today, a \ the members, saying Jo~r'l 
16 close the base in my back ard. I'm asking the commission to 
1 ,  do the best thing for the department of Defense, the best 
18 thing for the people of this nation; and that is look at the 
19 facts, look at the resources, look at the cost efficiencies, 
20 analyze the human resource asset, analyze the uni ue missions 
21 and the irreplaceable missions, analyze the ef8ciency on 
22 these bases. 

Page 374 
I Thank you again for your time and consideration. 

2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, Congresswoman, and 
3 you made it under your five minutes, so you get a bonus or 
4 something here. In closing out the Utah delegation, we have 
5 Representative Bill Orton. 
6 REPRESENTATIVE ORTON: Thank ou, commissioners. 
7 And if we would et a bonus sufficient to $eep the bases 
8 open, I would iefd back the balance of m lime. 

' 9 COMMI&~IONER STEELE: Actua~ly, one of our 
10 collea es used extra tlme, so it's probably a wash, ~ ? ~ o u  

I I I must g o w  
12 REPI~SENTATIVE ORTON: Okay. Well, it is a 
13 pleasure for me to come and join with you to express m 
I4 sup rt and views on the status pf Hill Alr Force Base,   DO 
i r  UZ as well as Dougwa Pmvtn Ground. As the only 
16 Democrat in the Utah deZgation, f can tell you this is not a 
17 partisan or a political issue. We are a united delegation 
I 8 who have worked to ether tireless] . 
19 And I would l i e  to commeni the other members of 
20 the delegation for their work and their testimony here today. 
21 As a member of Congress and a member of the Budget Committee, 
22 I come to you as one, who, from the very beginning of time, 
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I I'm confident i f  you do that, you will reach the 
2 same conclusion that I and the other members of our 
3 delegation have reached: So iq closing, I would ask you to 
4 keep in rmnd the follow~n points. Defense Depot Ogden, in 
r direct comparison with otier depots, ranks at or near the top 
6 in overall efficiency of o erations. The '94 study done by 
7 Peat Mawick found ~ e g n s e  Depot Ogden the most cost 
8 efficient of the five de ots studied. 
9 Hlll Air Force &e, in any comparison with other 

10 b a r s  or air logistic centers, emerges as a sup rb  facility, 
1 I if not number one, with critical rmssions an s~gnificant 
12  capacity for pxpansion. The support that this glves the Utah 
13 Test and Traln~n Range is a great vanety of unlque 
I4 capabilities whicf cannot be replaced. In order for the 
15 De artment of Defense to continue to operate in the most, cos 
16 ef2ctive manner, whllc malntainlng operational capabilit~er 
17 which ~nclude surge ability and adequate ~nfrastructurc. to 
18 meet worldwide commitments, i t  must retain ~ t s  bes~ 
19 facilities. 
20 Defense Depot Ogden, Hill Air Force Base, and 
21 Dougway are top notch iacillties which qual~fy among thc vzr 
22 best, and need to be retained. So m closing. I am mlnd&l 
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I when I was elected, have su ported downsizing of military 
2 bases; have sup rted ConsoTIdation; have supported the very 
3 reductions whicrare what ou're strivin to accom lish. 
4 I undersed your di &cult o b ,  andsupport w\at 
5 you're doln lo it. Even thought do not represent the 
6 district in w&ch these bases are located, I grew up there. 
7 I know the workforce. I know that, in fact, the people 
8 employed at these bases are the best workforce anywhere in 
9 the country. In fact, I began m career as a civilian 

10 emplo ee at Defense Depot 0 Yen. 
I I hy father retired after 35 years of service as a 
12 civilian em loyee at the fire department at Hill Air Force 
13 Base. My grother-in-law and uncle currently work there. 
14 It's no accident that people are wantin to move to Utah and 
15 Ogden 1n order to live and raise their &mily. We have a 
16 tremendous work ethic in Utah. The quality of our workforce 
17 is outstanding -- well-educated, loyal, and growing. 
18 The availability there of a growing, or of a well- 
19 educated workforce is a tremendous asset to the federal 
20 overnment. Now, for the most part, you're not goin to be 
21 gearing any new information here. But let me just ref& the 
22 commssion to a study which did occur recently, which you 
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I of the very tough cho~ces you're facing. I recognize 
2 everyone comn here is goin to be asking you not to close 
3 their bases. An8 all 1 ask is )fat ou cons~der the 
4 facilities in O den from a fair an8 objective analysis. 
5 I'm confidsnt, In dolng so, that you will come to 
6 the same conclusion, that these bases cannot be spared. So 
7 thank you very much for our consideration. 
8 COMMlSSlOAEP SJEELE: Thank ou. Congressman, ar 
9 thank you for the testimony on behalf oryour whole 

10 delegation. We appreciate it. Now we're moving along to the 
I I state of Virginia. And I notice, in spite of back to back 
12 votes, Senator Robb has shown up. Would you like to lead 
13 off! 
14 SENATOR ROBB: Madame Chair, thank you, and I do 
I5 appreciate it. We do have two back to back votes on, and I'm 
16 sneaking over hetween the votes, if I may. I thank you again 
17 for the opportunit to present the legislative pers ective on 
l a  rh~s Ira round of Xasc closings. Yours is ccrtainry not an 
19 easy task, and we appreciate the fair and open manner- in 
20 wh~ch the BRAC hearings have proceeded. And I would say 
21 simply that our diffcrenccs with the DOD recommendatic~ri~ itrc 
22 few, but they are Important. 
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I D~cgo.  thc Navy conducted COBRA models for a move to Fort 
1 Monmnuth and Hanscorn Air Force Base. But despite the obvious 
3 practical reasons to stay within the NCR, inexplicably, the 
4 Navy did not even conduct COBRA runs on alternatives within 
5 the national cap~tal re ion. 
6 In additroo, thekavy did not calculate, in its 
7 analys~s for the San Diego move, any construction costs 
8 assoc~ated with the transcontinental move, desplte the fact 
9 $at four years ago, it spent over $10 million to relocate 

lo  just tyo blocks to its present location. And independent 
I I analysis, whlch did conduct COBRA runs for alternatives in 
12 the NCR, shows savings values in the NCR to be three to four 
13 times greater than the amount projected for savings from a 
14 move to San Diego. 
15 T&s data has been made available to the staff for 
16 their revrew. It has also come to our attention recent] , 
I7 Madame Chairman, that the Nav is now preparing to 
18 consolidate the systems commands. n e  pbject is to merge 
19 -4undant staffs and restructure the plannin ~budgetmni  q d  

 isi it ion roles of the system commands. e applau this 
e, which has been recommended by cross service groups for 
s: most recently by the White House Commission on Roles 

Page 379 
I Let me begin by joining Vir inia's senior senator 
? ;o, if he h q n o t  already test i f id  will testify; and I 

in h s  testimony m stron 1 urging you to reverse,the 
recornmendat~on to wlt %i raw support for Fort Pickett. mgly the Army did not take into account the utilization 

6 of' this key facility by other seryices, or the impact on East 
7 Coast armor trammg readmess if this fac~lity is closed. 
8 Transferring control of Fort Pickett to the 
9 National Guard under a so-called enclave may decrease the 

10 Army's budget very slightly, but the cost to the taxpayer 
I I will remain unchan ed. The need for this strategically 
1 2  located training fac$ity has not been challenged. We 
13 believe the Army should share the cost,of o erating it with 
I4 the other services who ,are resenlly usln tl?ose ranges. 
I5 Secondly, and cntlcaey irnportant,%adame 
16 Chairman, the Navy's planning rocess surrounding the 

a to move SPAWAR to Santiego was serious1 flawcd, I; ~(p~icldecis ion ou ht to be revqrsed. in 1993, t le  BRAC 
I Q  directed that S P A ~ A R  relocate in povernment owned space 
zn "w~thtn the national ca ital region. 
2 I Undersecretary 8anzig reinforced this policy by 
7 7  _ -  ~ . ; s r~~ng  a policy imperative ~n April 1994 that "The 
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I Department of the Navy must co-locate the acquisition 
2 workforce with the service acquisition executive, the 
3 Assistant Secretary of the Navy for RD&A, to ensure 
4 efficiency, Ximelmess, and effectiveness of the acquisition 
5 workforce. 
6 As you know, Madame Chairman, the service 
7 acquisition executive is located in the Pentagon, not in San 
8 Die o SPAWAR is the major acquisition command for hardware 
9 ant&tware for electrotuc systems in the world. In this 

I P  - - tad  , it works with commands and activities of the anal capital region and on !he East Coast. Over the 
J31Ab, they have been extraordlnanly successful in carrying 
1 this role. 
14 As the nation watched events ,unfold in Bosnia last 
15 week, l t  struck me that the electronics aboard the ships 
16 which guided the successful mission m rescue CFT 09Grady was 
I7 due, in large part, to SPAWAR9s abilit to work closely with 
I8 both the contractors and their ultimate ieet customers it 
19 makes no sense at all to move this critical command, with its 
20 unlque workforce, over 3,000 miles away from the ass~stant 
2 I secretary and their rimary customers. 
2 2 In doing the ~ R A C  analysis for the move to San 
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I for your vote. Thaqk you, sir. I believe Senator Warner is 
2 votmg, if I'm not mstaken, so the delegat~on has asked that 
3 Congressman Plckett testify next. 
4 REPRESENTATIVE PICKEIT: Thank you, Madame Chairman 
5 and members of the commjssion. !welcome this opportunity to 
6 speak on behalf of the c ~ t  of Vlr lma Beach and :ts sister 
7 communit~es in greater dmpton  ftoads. We speak as one, im 
8 sup rt of the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense to 
9 r e a r  all Navy F-14 squadrons and to redirect the bulk of 

1 0  the Rant ic  fleet FA-18 Hornet assets to Naval Station 
I 1 Oceana. 
12 As you,'= well aware, BRAC 93 recommended Cheny 
13 Point as a pnma receivin site for Cecil Field F-18s. M 
14 distinguished COL k o n h  Carolina. q u ~ t i o n . 4  the & 
15 directive,.and a s k ~ ~ ~ ? h a s  changed to justify t h s  
16 modificat~on? The obvious answer IS force structure. BRAC 
1 7  93 did not anticipate the immediate retirement of the entire 
18 A 4  community, nor did it take into account the 50 percent 
19 reduction in the number of F-14 squadrons that has occurred. 
20 This leaves ample ca aclty at Oceana to accommodate 
2 1  both the sin le siting of a l f ~ - l 4 s  and the Cecil Field FA-18 
22 squadrons. qhk Navy and DOD w~sely chose to capitalize on 
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I and Missions in the Armed Forces. 
2 But we would argue, Madame Chairman, that it simply 
3 does not make sense to he scattenng key elements of these 
4 commands all across the count , even while we work to 
5 rationally and efficiently conso?;date our efforts. Finally, 
6 Madame Chairman, nearly 40 percent of the personnel in SPAWAR 
7 are in support or overhead positions, not in the lme 
8 positions, perfonnin the crit~cal funct~ons of.t@s command. 
9 Elimmat~on o &his overhead, and combuuog 

1 0  redundant functions with the other systems commands could 
I I achieve the ho ed for savin s, without a.major move,.and 
1 2  w?uld enable tRis commancfto contmue its servlce to & 
13 pnma customers, which are co-located with them in this 
14 pan o z h e  country. 
15 To quickly summarize my point, Madame Chairman, I 
16 believe the DOD recommendation to move SPAWAR to San Diego 
17 should be overturned for the following reasons. One, the 
I8 COBRA analysis and coa estimates were seriously flawed in 
19 that they understate realtstie construction costs and fail to 
20 consider the more practical and efficient alternative sites 
21 in NCR. Two, mov~ng this command at this time complicates 
22 efforts to consolidate the Navy systems commands. 
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I The force structure of SPAWAR suggests that the 
2 lanned savings can be associated by staymg in their present 
3 rocation and reducing unnecessary and redundant functions. 
4 And three, keeping SPAWAR in the NCR keeps them co-located 
5 with their customers and with the ASN RD&A, as required by 
6 Navy policy imperatives. Madame Chairman, the Na 's own 
7 data calls spec~fied that, and I quote, "if S P A W ~  were 
8 relocated outside the NCR, the miss~on would be perfoIrmed 
9 slower with g p t e r  technical risk and greater expense. 

1 0  Decreas~n the effic~ency of our cnt~cal commands 
I 1 and increasin tieir costs, Madame @?irman, was not the 
1 2  intent of the ~ R A C  pmess. Our msslon is to Increase our 
13 efficient and reduce our costs. For SPAWAR, this can o d j  
14 be done gy keeping it in the national capital region. With 
15 that, Madame Chairman, I thank you. I went a cou le seconds 
16 over. 1 a preciate your allowing me to not on f  testify 
17 quickly, gut to leave very briefly, because anoger vote is 
18 in pro ress. 
19 h d  Mr. Chairman, I'm delighted to see you as well 
20 as other members of the commission, and I thank you. 
2 1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, Senator. I think 
22 you wln for the speakmg speed award. And you may take of: 
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1 million to relocate two 40-year-old elementary schools that 
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1 Oceans's available capacity, avoid the hi h cost o? 
2 constructing entirely new ac~lltles at cherjy $o,nt. The 
3 military construction money s a v e  by thls eclslon 1s equal 
4 to the cost of constructing an entlrely new alr statlon. 
5 Whlle there ma not be agreement on exact dollar 
6 values, it should be oivious to anyone that it is cheaper to 
7 bear down these quadrpns that are half-empt master jet (r 8 base, than at an alr statlon alread loaded an operating at 
9 or near its maximum capacity. d e  cost issue and other 

1 0  matters raised by North Carolina at the Baltimore ublic 
1 1 ~~g are dealt with more fully ?n this wntten reguttal, 
12 prepared by our Oceana commumt support group. 
13 With your kind emission, Ksubmit thls document 

i s  few key points. 
P 14 for the record, and wi I restrict my remaining comments to a 

16 COMMISSIONER STEELE: We'd be delighted to insert 
17 that in the record. 
18 REPRESENTATIVE PICKETT: Thank you. The 1995 
19 recommendations clearly rovide the most cost effective 

2 0  basing plan for Navy and%arioe Co s aircraft. But they 
21 also provide significant operational axanta es. Tomcat e d  B 22 Homet squadrons fly Into combat together rom Navy camer 
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I decks. Now they will train together from a c o y o n  base 
2 located only a few mles from the~r alrcrafi carrier home 
3 port,. within a major concentration of Navy schools and 
4 trahmg facilities, and the primary Navy and Joint 
s headquarters for the Atlantlc theater. 
6 It is llttle wonder Oceana raj<s first in militan 
7 value among the 20 Navy and Mame  Corps operational air 
8 stations. Oceana has a Ion and proud history as a master 
9 jet base for umer-based &hter and attack amraft. This 

l o  excellent base offers a well-deigned airfield, capable of 
1 I high intensit operations; direct Navy controlled access to 
12 extensive offYshore training areas; comprehensive support 
13 facilities; a modem infrastructure; and all necessary 
14 amenities to enhance the quality of life of our military 
15 personnel and their families. 
16 Land encroachment at Oceana imposes no significant 
17 operational limitations on aircraft landmg, ap roaches, or 
18 departures. Unlike Cherry Point, the standad left-hand 
19 pattern, r uired by canier pilots, is available on all 
20 runwa s . 7 0  protect Oceana's future,, the.city of Virginia 
21 ~each%as  enacted a new comprehensive alrport wnln 
22 ordinance, and recently required the land and budg&% $25 

2 now marginally infringe a iunwa approach. - 
3 Oceana's unencroached outrying field at Fentriss 
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I still have fewer alrcrafi and fewer military personnel than 
2 its successfully hosted and supported dunng the late 1980s. 
3 As mayor Obendorf of Virginia Beach told you in Baltimore, 
4 the citlzens of Virginia Beach are ready to roll out the red 
5 carpet and welcome the Navy's best and brightest to NAS 
6 Oceana, the Navy's Fightertown East. 
7 Thank you very much. 
8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you very much. And I 
9 notice Senator Warner has amved, and we'd be del~ghted to 

1 0  hear your testimony at this time. 
1 I SENATOR WARNER: Thank ou, Madame Chairman, and I 
12  shall not take all my t!me. As tie commi+on knows, we're 
13 en aged in votes at thls present tlme. Seem my former 
14 cofieague and good friend, the senator fromtllinois, Mr. 
15 Dlxon, I have to share with you an experience several of us 
16 had not more than an hour ago at a beautiful service, a 
17 memorium for Congressman Les Aspin. 
18 And during the course of remarks from several 
19 ersons, includin Congressman S ratt, Spratt noted the 
20 Following about tge history of the flWc process, and at one 
21 tlme, Secretary Cheney took it upon hmself -- and you 
22 remember that, Senator, because you and I were tasked, in the 
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I Armed Services Comm~ttee, to draw u the Iegrslatlon. 
2 Secretary Chancy dscldcd I, wasn't nwdtx! ii BRAC c o ~ ~ i ~ i i ~ s r i ~ ~ n  
3 And this 1s what Spratt recounted In a heal-lng 
4 public fbr the Armed Scwiczs Cornmittec, whereupon Churrnmar~ 
5 Aspin leaned down and said to Secretar Chcney,  you rcin~nd ~ n c  
6 of Claude Raines' immortal line in 6asablanca, when he said 
7 I am shocked that politics would ever enter this issue; i.e., 
8 base closlng. 'That's a dlrect quote. 
9 Madame Chairman, and other members of the 

1 0  commission, forgive me, I thought maybe a little moment of 
1 I levlty -- 
1 2  COMMISSIONER STEELE: It was greatly appreciated, 
13 actual1 . 
14  ENA AT OR WARNER: ~articularly as it related to ont 
1s who was so knowledgeable and so influential, and provided 
16 such warm friendship to those of us who are now before you 
17 today. We miss him very much, and we did work with him on 
18 this process. My colleagues have covered a number of items 
19 here, and of course we are ve reciative of the various 
20 decisions relating to Oceana, xeae8 ashlngton . Navy Yard. 
21 And on that, I would have to sa that we fought the 
22 battle to retain i t  in Virginia. I still t6nk that's the 

4 provides intensive day and night iamWer lapdin practice on 
5 a full length 8,000-foot runwa , fully equlppe8 to handle 
6 emergency landings. Water su p& and water ualit at Oceana 
7 is an absolute non-issue. dg with all oker  &avy bases in 
8 South Hampton Roads, NAS Oceana ets its water supply 
9 d l r ~ t l y  from the city of Norfolk, un&r a blanket contract. 

10  datlng back to 1947. 
1 1  Norfolk and the Navy enjoy a longstanding 
12 partnership and responsible water supply management, 
13 lncludipg a 1981 jolnt venture for deep wells at ,Driver, 
14 Virguua. to marantee the Navy's water suv~ lv  In an 
15 emergency. I n  response to thdair uality 66nformlty 
16 statement reaulrement noted In ~ 0 5 ' s  recommendat~on for 
17 Oceana, the !ippropriate Vir inia authorities have already a 18 completed thelr analysis o f t  e proposed base loading, and 
19 issud documentation attesting to no impact on conformity 
20 determinations for the Hampton Roads area. 
2 1 Let me clearly and forcefully stress the fact that 
22 after implementation of the 95 recommendat~ons, Oceana will 
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I best option. But if /t's to go to the Navy Yard, that WI 4 I 
2 enable much of the ~nclustnal base and, indeed, many of the 
3 employees to retain their offices in their homes, minlrruzlng 
4 a lot of serious dislocation; and preserving, in Crystal 
5 City, 5 part of the econormc base associated wlth the 
6 tacllltles that are to be moved to the Yard. 
7 It's a sound decision ln, terms of effic~ency, and 
8 therefore, we su port that. I'm going to ask that m), 
9 statement be incrudecl. because we have mother vote here 

10 momentan1 . 
1 I C O M ~ ~ S S ~ O N E R  STEELE: We w~ll  include i t  In I t s  
12 entirety. 
13 SENATOR WARNER: Thank you. While I agree with the 
14 Navy regarding Naval Air Station Oceana and the NAVSEA, I 
1s cannot see how their recommendation to move the Space and 
16 Naval Warfare Systems Command from Arlington to San Diego, 
17 California, would enhance readiness in any way. In fact, the 
18 move to San Diego would adversely affect how that entity 
19 accom lishes its mission. 
20 hos t  of the business is conducted with other 
21 government and civilian agencies in and around Washington, 
22 putting the efficient accomplishment of this entity in 

I I 
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I closure at Fort Pickett, one of the most cost effectwe bases 
I 2 m America. And I had the opportunlty, once agaln In the 

3 p s t  few days, to, on a one on one basls, d~scuss that Issue 
4 with the Army chief of staff, General Sullivan, who will soon 

I 5 be concludin his most distinguished career. And I 'ud ed 
I 6 fivm our erc%ange that he agrees with me on that. b n  h a y  
7 Jth, this commission heard me express my strong belief that 
R tbe true facts about Fort Pickett seriously deviate from what 
Q ?he Army has reported to you. 

You also heard former commandant of the Marine 
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I hef ing  on and amon othe; things, the importance of the 
1 6  Fort to the Army andharine Corps tank gunnery on the East 

I7 Cnast. 
1 8  Therefore, I want to emphasize to you again today 
19 that the Army's plan is not to close Fort Pickett, but rather 
20 to keep its ranges and maneuver areas open, whlle drastically 
21 ~utting jobs through the use of an enclave conce t In 

jtr ddition to being a detriment to readiness, whicRi will 
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I rmiderable doubt. Now I turn to the Army installations. 

Army's recommendations to realign Fort Lee's Kenner Army 
munity Hospital to a clinic would indeed degrade readiness 

w f k e  power projection and personnel training site. 
d d  I'm sure my collea ues are golng to very : arehl;ly cover that. because t%ey have been far more 

- ~ntlmately connected with that decision than others. Among 
4 &er things Fort Lee is an important tralning installation 
0 that supports. on the avera e nearly 4,000 military, students 

n u h  day. For purposes oket+iciency and morale, s~ck and 
I ~ n r u r d  tralnees who require in-patient care should be 
2 kp i t a l~zed  in a facility which is as close as possible to 

1 3  t k ~ r  unlt. 
i 4 Perhaps the Army's medical infrastructure needs to 
; 5 be reduced, but those reductions should not be made at 
In lacllities with a high density of military students who often 
I: en age in the risky training. If ou could underline the 
18 mf training, I *i,nk that s the eey part of that.decision. 
19 hdYtherefore, I join w~th  my colleagues In urglng you to 
20 maintain the Army commumty hosp~tal there as a full-service 

hcili%inally, I want to address the Army's proposed 22 
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I service to the nation in this critical work that you're 
2 doing. And I thank you for your pat~ence whlle I was able tc 
3 deliver this statement. 
4 COMMlSSlONER STEELE: Thank you, Senator, very 
5 much, for your testimony. +d now, Congressman Sisisky, 
6 who's been waitin ve atlentl m the w g s .  
7 REPRESE&AT~& SISIJKY: Thank ou very much 
8 members of the commission; and I thank you, Ma d: me Chairman, 
9 for not usin that avel on m ve senior senator. 

1 0  C O M ~ I S S I ~ N E R  STZELJ? I took the time off yours 
I I REPRESENTATIVE SISISKY: - who happens to be three 
I 2 months older than I am, so I can call hlm my semor senator. 
13 My colleagues here will go into depth on Fort Pickett and 
14 Kenner Army Hos ital both of them are in my district. And 
1 5  although the s t a f f w i ~ ~ ~ r ~ b a b l ~  tell you the Kenner decision 
16 does not involve substantla1 deviation from the criteria, 
17 that doesn't mean that it's very smart. 
18 Fort needs the ability to rovide in-patient 
19 services and l.solate sold~ers from tge barracks. Of course, 
20 there's sufficient nvate capacity to do that- but at what 
2 1  cost? Past ~ ~ ~ Z d e c i s i o n s  increased Fp* kc's training 
22 load, and Kenner serves 30,000 beneficlanes that are not 
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1 however, the Army has not factored in the resultin cost to d 2 the federal overnment caused by the licensing. Accor mg to 
3 National &uard bureau estimates, these costs would be over 
4 $7.5 million a year -- an amount that is nearly half of the 
s present annual operating budget of Fort Pickett. 
6 Therefore, the Army's actual sfudy states savings 
7 from closing Fort P~ckett would be s~y f i can t l y  less than 
8 what the have pro-jected. Most SIP cantly, m addition to 
9 bein un%ir and uneconomical, the enclave conccpt represents 

1 0  a haff-hearted and potentiall dangerous approach to 
I I readiness. The enclave and Ticensln action combined would 
1 2  still leave Fort Pickett serious1 un&rmanned. 
13 As a result, there would 6e poorly planned, y l y  
14 su orted and unsafe train+ . Readiness would u t~mately 
15 sufkr. Fort Prckett IS cmc13 to the con ti nu^ readiness 
16 of our armed forces. The Army a rees that 1t.should remain 
I7 open, and that's essenhally what deneral Sull~van told me. 
1 8  But their proposed means to do so -- the enclave -- is flawed 
19 from both the readiness and fi~al.standpoints. 
20 I strongly urge the comrmssion to overturn the 
21 recommendation to close Fort Pickett. In closin I thank 
22 all of you for your attention this afternoon, and k r  your 
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I explain momentaril this enclave concept would negate 
2 mmmumty reuse ofkort Pickett, and make it near1 
3 impossible to create jobs to offset those el lmated & the 
4 closure. 
5 That fact alone makes it an unfair and I underline 
6 unfair, recommendation. In other words, everybody loses; 
7 everybody loses with this t pe of decis~on. And therefore, 
8 we encourage you to cons1 i er leavlng the fort as ~t IS, and 
9 continuin to serve both the Army and the Marine Co, s and 

1 0  mdeed, ot 5 er serv~ces. The Army sa s the enclave w ~ l  '-7 save 
I I tbe government the money. But carekl analysis shows that 
1 2  the savings the have announced are reatly exag erated. 
13 By all in&cation, the Army*s $an to keep Fort 
14 Plckett running by l~censln necessary ranges and maneuver 
1 5  areas to the Nat~onal Guarb! It's interesting, in another 
I 6 hearing before the Armed Services Committee this morning, we 
17 had thc nominee, M r .  White, up, who was to be the number two 
1 8  man In the Department of Defense. And the Base Closure 
I nrnlsslon addressed perhaps the changing of a lot of the - - 

onal Guard unlts. ' 

And therefore, that seems to me to be In confl~ct 
any declslon on this area. In their COBRA runs, 

Page 396 1 I reflected in the data because they're outside any catchment 
2 areas. 
3 Since these eople weren't counted, the cost .of the 
4 decisions are like6 to escalate beyond anyone's rejections. 
5 That's why Tri-Care has questions about whether ~t was the 

I 6 right decision. Yet the Army and joint roup never consultec 
7 Tri-Care. And as of last week, ne~ther %ad your staff. The 

obviously, out is to simply wash your hands of the 
TzlE$ng,  and accept the recommendation. But I ask you 

10 s~ncerel to a ply your good sense. 
I I ~&ase go not do anything to de rade the quality of 
12 life for our oung wamon -- men and women who train at 
I3 this ost. dow, the recommendation to close Fort Pickett 
I4 invorves substantial deviation from all four military value 
15 criteria. Criteria one evaluates current and future mission 
I6 requirements, and the impact, on DOD's toel force. Army 
17 reserve data calls contaln major areas -- not just l~ttle 
1 8  areas, but ma'or areas -- that they confess to, such as rail 
19 that they saidwas not available, and C-141 capable airport. 
20 And the Army issued no data calfs to anyone 
21 anyone, regardin other uses of Fort P~ckett. Atr fierce, 
22 Navy, Manne an% Special Ops use of Fort Pickett were 

I I 
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1 Gray came to you on his own time, on his own time, because he 
2 loves his country. He believes that the decision to close 
3 Fort Pickett is a temble, homble mistake. After he 
4 finished his resenption, and I think.you were there, people 
5 said it was afmost like havm a re11 IOUS expenence. 
6 General Gray said that after b e  2 n f ~ a r i n e s  smashed into 
7 Kuwait City, they said it was easy; it was just like at Fort 
8 Pickett. 
9 Fort Pickett is too valuable a resource, and I beg 

10 you not to ive ~t u Let me, at this time, thank ou very 
1 1  much, and f sincere$ mean it for our service. ?know how 
12  difficult it can be. 1 ve already tal%d to Cha~rman Dlxon 
13 on that. And I think the whole country appreciates whatever 
14 you do. Thank ou so much. 
I5 CoMMIssLNER STEELE: Well, thank you. sir, verv 
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I com letely i ored. Criteria two is the availablli.ty of &nd 
2 facifties a n E i r  space at both existing ,and rece~vln 3 3 Iqcat~ons. The &m said annual tralnln conduct at 
4 Pickett could easily ge conducted at Fort ragg, AP H111, and 
5 Camp Dawson. 
6 Yet on March 17th, the Army testified that Fort 
7 Brag needs $15 milliqn to buy 15,000 acres to make u a 
8 100,800 acre shortfall m tralning land. What9? laughab$ is 
9 that they want to buy outpost woodpecker hab~tat to cred~t 

10 against the onpost woodpecker habitat that led to current 
11 training restrictions. They spend $1 million a year to 
12 protect woodpeckers, and now they want to go out and buy 
13 more. 
14 But let me tell you a little secret. We already 
15 own 47,000 acres -- woodpecker-free acres at Fort Pickett. 
16 With the exce tion of the national combat trainin centers at 
I7 Fo* Irwin a n i  ~ o l k ,  P~ckett's arr .space exceeds tiat 
18 available anywhere else in the U~uted States. And how can 
19 Camp Dawson, which is in West Virginia, absorb some of the 
20 trainmg load? Cam Dawson is smaller than Rock Crwk Park. 
21 believe i! or.not. b e ' v e  measured the acreage there 
22 Cntena three is the ab111ty to accommodate to& 
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1 force requirements at existin and receiving locations. h i s  
2 criteria was also ignored, by &e Army. For exa.mple, !hey 
3 recommended movlng .P~ckett's petroleum tram~n faclllty to 
4 Fort Dir. Yet on A nl  21a, repreqentat~ves pf &rt Dix 
5 told your staff that tge Army plan d ~ d  not asslgn sufficient 
6 personnel to Fort Dix to support these requirements. 
7 This is the problem discuss+ 4 the memo where 
a the new Army ch~ef of staff asks, thlnk we need to rework 
9 the figures." Now, cnteria four involves cost and manpower 

10 implications. If the Army had really wanted to save money at 
1 1  Pickett, they should have done a manpower survey and 
12 developed a more effic~ent staffin pattern. Instead, they 
I3 propose to enclave 93 percent of 8ie post and transfer it to 
14 the Guard. 
15 But an enclave can't be o erated by 16 people 
16 identified b the COBRA mod$. DOD s recommendation, 1 
17 think, is a &ell game designed to let the Arm have their 
I 8 cake and eat it, too. They get ,to tee  usin Gort Pickett 
19 while someone else pa s the bill if P coulf leave you with 
20 one thought now and f know my time is fleeting, 11 is to 
21 remember what denera1 A1 Gray said u in Baltrmore. 
22 The former commandant of the d r i n e  Corps. General 

16 much, for your testimon . And now, 'Congressm&Payhe. 
117 REPRESENTATIVI! PAYNE: Madame Commissioner and 
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I criteria. 
2 And I want to first call your attention to criteria 
3 six, which is the economic impact on communities. I, believe 
4 the Army understated the adverse impact, by usmg Dlnwldd~e 
5 County as a bas~s for thew calculations, although much of 
6 the ost lies in Dinwiddie County, very few Fort Pickett 
7 enl$oyees actually reside there. Most come from Nottoway 
8 County and Lunenbcriy Count which is in my district. which 
9 have unemployment rates oZk.3 percent and 10.4 percent. 

1 0  respectively. 
I I The total im act of this recommendation would 
1 2  amount to nearly ?5 percent of the current workforce in 
13 those counties. This would be one of the most serious 
14 impacts on a locality anywhere in the nation. Having served 
15 in the Army both on active duty and in the Reservzs, 1 also 
16 want to comment on two of the militar issues. Out of 
17 loyalty to my service, I must confess t at 1 wish the Army 
18 had done a better job on this one. 

K 
19 The colonel who directs the Army basin study has 
20 written, and I quote, "We believe the Marine &rps schedules 
21 trainin at Fort Pickett as an alternative training area for 
n Camp fdeunn, on occasions where ranges and training areas 
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1 are not available on Cam Ldeune. ' As most of you are 
2 aware, nothing could be farther from the, truth 
3 The Mannes do not tram at Fort P~ckett 'simply 
4 because of schduling problems at Camp LeJeune. They train 
5 at Fort Pickett because it offers a uni ue training 
6 environment that is nor du licated at %eune oy anywhere 
7 else,. They can put youn %arines in an unfaml~ar 
8 environment, and teach tfem how to work together. The best 
9 desc,ription of this is in a letter the commission has alread 

10 rece~ved from General O.K. Steele, former commander orthe 
I I 2nd Marine Division. 
12 I'm told he'll be in the commission offices on this 
I3 cnlnin Thursday. and would be most happy lo visit wilh iiny o l  
I4 you w%o want to take advanta c of this op ortunity to pcak 
Is with him about Fort Pkkatt. 6enaral ~teere s ad ,  and I 
16 quote. "The tn~inmg value and improvements in o erational 
17 read~ness a unit commander can accrue at Fort picid;. md 
I 8 have always exceeded the relative low cost o f  the 
19  investment. 
za One of the specific issues that the use of tank 
21 ranges at Camp LeJeune is restricted on1 to stationary 
22 firing. And even that can only happen dYuring the suspension 

18 members.of the copmission, thank ou for giving me this 
19 opportun~ty to testlfy. I want to foliow up on some of the 
20 comments that have just been .made about Fort Pickett. 
21 Con ressman Sisisky has outlined how the recommendation 
22 invofves substantial deviation from the military value 
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I of boat traffic on the Intercoa+l Waterwa . Pickett, on 
2 the qther hand, offers tank training for boti the Army and 
3 Mannes. In the Eastern Un~ted States, only Fort Knox, 
4 Benning, Drum, and Cam LeJeune, with its restrictions have 
5 more ranges than Fort fickett, capable of firing tank tables 
6 I-VIIr 
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7 During the winter at Fort D N ~ ,  you learn more 
8 about how to o erate your tank heaters than you do about how 
9 to fi:? tank tagies. And that's why the 10th Mountain 

10 Divlsion, headquartered in Fort Drum, trains at Fort Pickett 
I I during the wlnter. Those of you who attended the Baltimore 
12 hearing remember that former Marine commandant A1 Gray had a 
13 number of thin 1s to say about Fort Pickett. 
14 General, bray sa~d Fort Pickett is the only plasc 
IS east of the Mlssiss~p i where you can conduct the k~nd of 
16 combined arms warire that teaches the thought wcess that 
17 ocs beyond the: art of war. He said. "If you difn't have a 
18  $on Pickett, you'd have to invent one." General Gray ala) 
19 explained why Pickett's train~ng figur~sover the last two 
20 years do not accurately reflect t elr mlssion 
2 1 It's beca~ise peo Ie who normally train there wcrc 
22 around the world III pkccs  l ~kc  Somal~a. Haiti. and olt tlic 

1 
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I recommendation, the same number of people will be sick or 
1 2 ~n.lurzd and need the same medical service. So the question 
1 3 l i  how we can best prov~de those services. The optlons 
1 4 before you are to reject the recommendation and maintain 

5 Kenner as it is now; or realign Kenner and de end on the 
6 pnvat~  ~n-patlent and out-patient services tota f' ly; or 
7 establish medical services on base, ranging from simple out- 
8 tient services or an infirmary or a super clinic, providing 
9 percent of the services now rovided at Kenner. 

10 The proposed recommen&tion before you is just to 
' ign Kemer. But that's as specific 9 the pro osal gets. 

to prov~de for the services that will be neafed and the 
t and the convenience of those services is still under 

14 rcview by the joint medical working roup There are several 
15 critical problems with the pmposi  to realign Kemer. 
16 First, it s not clear that there is sufficient medical 
17 services on a private basis to meet the needs of Kemer 
18 beneficiaries. 
19 And m any case, those who use those services will 

ificant travel r uirements, which means that the :; %::Ey personnel w 2  have to spend more time getting 
22 there. And others will have the inconvenience and additional 
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I putting form before substance and endin up with greater 
2 costs and inconvenience to all concernex? 
3 Madame Chairman, I appreciate the o portunity to be 

5 commissions. Thank ou very much. 
4 with you and Mr. Chairman and other mem ers of the 

6 COMMISSIONElSrEELE: Thank you very mush for youi 
7 testimony, Congressman. Representative Jim Moran. 
8 REPRESENTATNE MORAN: Good afternoon, Mrs. Steele 
9 and Chainnan Dixon. Mr. Clineer. 
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I coast of Bosnia. Just last week, the were in position to 

- -cue Air Force pilot Scott 0 ' ~ r a d ; .  General Gray 
luded, and agaln I quote, "In my military judgment, based 
I years of being a Marjne and four ears as a joint b m f f ,  c l o s ~ g  Pickett is ludicrous; it's a solutely 

6 ridiculous. 
7 And I hope that the comrnissjon will come to the 
8 same conclusion, and turn this declsion around. Thank you 

; 9 very much, and thank you for the good service that you are 
i lo providin thls nation. 

I I C&MISSIONER STEELE: Thank you very much, 
12 Congressman. Representative Scott will be next. 
13 REPRESENTATNE SCO'IT: Thank you, Madame Chairman, 
1 4  Mr. Chai,rman, and other commissioners. Thank you for the 

16 mommendation to rea$ Kemer Memqrial Hos ital at Fort 
I5 opportunity to be with ou today. I'm here to oppose the 

1 7  Lee in Virginia. Cu~ently,  Kemer rovides a,fuR range of 
1 8  impatient and out-patlent services to6eneficianes in its 
19 catchment area. 

Its catchment area is large because the nearest 
2 1  military facility is over an hour and 20 minutes away. We 

2 2  must remember that ~n any case. whatever we do ~n thls 

10 COMMISSIO~~ER STEELE: welcome. 
1 1  REPRESENTATIVE MORAN: I'm eoina to talk to vou 
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I It is not necessary to make a decision about Kenner 
2 during the BRAC process because the size of the number of 
3 employees involved is under the BRAC threshold of 200. Let 
4 me conclude by reiteratin what's at issue and what's at 
r stake with the o tions be&e you, First of all, the same 
6 number of peopre will be sick or in.ured and need the same 
7 level of services. And the issue is i ow  we can best provide 
8 those needs. 
9 Further, there will be additional expense and 

1 0  inconvenience to the beneficiaries if they have to go 
I I elsewhere. There are problem o t  what to do about 
1 2  emergencies infectious diseases such as chicken pox, because 
13 they cannot be admitted an in-patient in private hospitals. 
14 They have to be put somewhere. kpd furthenpore, b 

16 expense to the federal government. 
2 15 realigning Kemer, there's a potential $20 mllion ad ltional 

17 Until these matters are fully evaluated, we cannot 
I 8 make intelligent decision. There's no necessity to make 
19 the decislon now. And for those reasons, I urge you to 
20 re'ect the recommendation to realign Kenner at this time, to 
21 allow us to make an informed dec!sion based on the 
22 appropnate ~nformation. Otherwise, we run the nsk of 

I 

12 about SPAWARS. It's a technical cornman4 it'swhat they-call 
13 a C41 command, primarily intelligence gathering. It s 
14 currently located in .C stal City. There's four rea.sons why 
15 we don't think that it Zould be moved. The first is stated 
16 by the Navy in the BRAC data call 31. They say if SPAWARS 
17 were relocated outside the WasMgton area, their mission 
18 would be performed slower, wlth greater techpica1 risk and 
19 reater expense, due to a different, less expenenced work 
20 force. 
21 That's the best argument -- the one that the Navy 
22 used in the data call - for not moving SPAWARS. The second 

i 
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Page 405 I I expense of co-pays, deductibles, and exclusions assoc~ated 
: with Champus and Medicare. Second, there will not be an 
3 emergency room on the base, because i f  you don't have a n  in-  
4 patlent facility, you can't have an emergency room. 
5 Third, according to evidence I've seen, an 

uncontradicted analysis, that there wlll be an increase -- as 
7 much as $20 million -- to provide the same services that 
8 peo le will need and are getting at Kemer, as they get now. 
9 h i t h e  point of BRAC is to reduce expenses for the federal 

1 0  government. I yould hope we would not shift $20 mill/on to 
I I another budget, just to save the Defense Department a little 
12 money. 
13 Because we cannot make an intelligent decision 
1 4  without the necessary information. I'm asking the commission 
15 not to make a decision about Kenner Army Hospital until the 
16 joint medical working group has finished its work and fully 
I7 understands the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. 
18 Time is not important at this point. When the joint medical 
19 tuorking group corn letes its work, the Secretary of Defense 

', by extension, t i e  ovemment will st111 have an 
rtunity to make +formed decisions and right-size the 
se medical establishment. 
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I is that SPAWARS provides a great deal of support for our 
2 international allies. There's a current memorandum of 
3 understanding that we have to corn ly with that requires 
4 coordin!tiqn and development of aR the C41 projects, to take 
5 place w~thln the Washmgton metro litan area. 
6 SPAWARS works with our. a E s  that need the ready 
7 and secure access to their embassies m order to facilitate 
8 information exchanges. And as I say, the C41 
9 intern rabilit you move them to the West Coast, and they 

l o  c l e a r ~ c o u l & ~  perform that function, which is oecessrtated 
1 1  by the current memorandum of understandin The third int 
12 is the contractors that work rimaril wi& S P A W ~ .  
13 They also work with $VSEX, NAVAIR, the Defense 
I4 Intelligence A g e n ~ .  the National Secunty Agency, OPA tlx 
I5 National Science oundation. They work for virtually ali of 
16 these various naval s stems commands. ThThere's about.4,000 
17 ex erts that S P A W ~ S  needs. They're olng to find it very 
18 dikcult to move out to San Die o. It w81 break up that 
19 network of sxpefiise, and as a resuf, SPAWARS needs will not 
20 be as well met. 
2 1  The last reason is that the personnel savings were 
22 overstated and the construction costs were understated. The 
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I personnel savings, we feel, could well be achieved simply by 
2 consolidation. Some of the management reforms that have been 
3 discussed for a long time -- ou could consolidate the common 
4 support functions across t i e  technical commands. There's 
s been several suggestions for consolidatin some of the 
6 commands therrqlves. That's up to the kavy. 
7 But the real~ty IS that the personnel savings that 
8 are su posed to be achieved by moving SPAWARS could even more 
9 readifY achieved by leavmg it where it is. Because where it 

10 is gives you the opportunity to consolidate functions, 
1 1  particularly the overhead su port functions that the share 
12 with NAVSEA, NAVAIR, antall of the other command;. They're 
13 all co-located here. 
14 That makes a lot of sense. It gives us an 
15 opportunity to achieve personnel savings, many of which have 
16 been recommended for a long time. You move it out to San 
17 Diego, and you're going to have to create new overhead costs, 
18 and those additional people are oing to cost more money than 
19 if you were to share many o h h e  functions. Construction 
20 costs -- they are not addressed in this recommendation. It's 
21 hard f o  assume that ~f you move 11,060 personnel and all the 
22 associated equipment, that ~ t ' s  not golng to requlre a bulld- 
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I REPRESENTATIVE DAVIS: Thank you, Mr Chn~rrnan. 
2 cummissioners. The Army has proposed moving the Information 
3 Systems Software Development Center. ISSC, from Iusetl space 
4 in Fairfax County to government s ace at Fort Meade, 
5 Maryland. Now, this move from i%+sed space to government 
6 owned space may look good, and it could save the government 

but none of the 400 milita and civilian personnel : ?::fibe laid off, and the move isyrom Virginia to just 
9 across town & Maryland. 

1 0  But I thlnk ~t s a bad decision for the Arm and 
I I the government, and I want to urge yo to have t i e  Army 
12 reconsider this move, and let me tell you why. The Army ISSC 
13 has been in Fairfax County for over 20 years. A couple of 
1 4  years ago when the Anp look+ to move the faclllty from 
15 outdated jacilltles in ~arr&tx, V~rgmia, the A-y asked the 
16 GSA to find space for ISSC m Northern Virgima. They even 
17 specified the boundaries. 
18 The Anny sought a location close to Fort Belvoir 
19 and the Penta on customers, and close to where most of its 
20 employees ha% settled durbg  the ast 20 years. This was the 
21 Crown Rid e buildin located at &e junction of 1-66 and 
22 Route 50. ~ S A ,  at t& request of the Army, signed a lease 
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1 could still move to White Oak, which I would hope would not 
2 be considered, for all the reasons that were glven to the 
3 prevlous base closure c o m s s l o n .  It was not Intended for ar 
4 office building. 
5 It doesn t have the capacity for office building, 
6 unless you're willin to spend more than it would cost to 
7 build a new office buibing. The can't even accommodate the 
8 commercial offices that wouldYbe needed for the contractors. 
9 And the don't have the public transportation which is 

1 0  r e q u i r d  m the national capital region. 
1 1  The would be in violation of the agreements that 
12 the federaTgovernment has made wrth natronal capital 
13 planning commission; that you have every facilit beyond a 
14 public transit have public transit access, which &ite Oak 
IS doesn't. 
16 So with that, I'm sure my time is expired. 1 
I7 appreciate your indulgence, by not gavell~ng me to order. 
I8 And thanks for all the work you're putting Into th~s .  Thank 
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1 out of the work spaces, the installation of computer 

1 2 equipment. 
3 You're going to have to pay for improvements to the 
4 secure com artmented information facility, SCIF is the 
S acronym. Phne ears a o, SPAWARS mov* us t  a short 
6 distance within 2 v s ~  Aty ;  and it cost $10 Milion tq 
7 build a new SCIF, the secure compartmented ~nformatlon 
8 facility. They had to install a new local area network and 
9 construct a new communications lab. Well, you're going to 

10 have to at least do that if you move out to San Diego. 
1 1  And construction costs were not figured into this 
12 anal sis. So we urge the commission to reconsider the 
13 SPAkARS move; to look at the loss of the corporate memory 
14 that you have and the contractors that serve all the 
15 commands; to weigh the impact that this is going to have on 
16 current memoranda of understanding that we have to comply 
17 with, and we couldn't if we moved to San Diego; and to review 
18 the unstated rsomel and construction costs that are not 
19 included in g s  cost analysis. 
20 We think those are compelling arguments for leaving 
21 SPAWARS where it is. And finally, let me just say, I heard 
22 somethmg that IS hard to belleve, but that IS that NAVSEA 

Pa a 413 
I wrth Crown Rid e Associates for six years, at r cost o f $ 3  
2 milIi,on a year. Fhat lease started a little 0ver.a year ago, 
3 and 11 runs through May.28, 2000; and that's im c)rtmt. 
4 Also, a total of  $ 2 rnlll~on was spent by 6 r o r n  
i Rldge, GSA, and the Army. to upgrade the hurlding, to inel 
6 thc unlque rcquiremen~s ~ll'thc Army ISSC Thc agrzcmclll &rth 
7 GSA allows the Army to move oul of the current space w~thout 
8 penalty, ~f ap ro nate notrce is given. But the GSA 1s 
9 still stuck wit'i,tRe lease until May 28, ZOO0 Now. after 

10 s endln dl1 thls money, the Army IS proposing moving the 
I I I ~ S C  to%ort Meade, Maryland. 
12 The Army claims that it will save $8 million over 
I3 20 years. Unfortunately for GSA and the American taxpayer 
14 GSA IS still obligated for the six-year term of the lease. 
15 I f  the Army moves out, GSA is stuck with an empty building. 
16 This will not be easy space to fill considering it was built 
17 to surt ISSC and is not In reasonable proximity to mass 
18  transit. 
19 To uote GSA, regarding the Army's plan to move out 
20 of this bujdi?, "The building was leased specifically for 
2 1  the Army, an was altered to suit their spec~fic needs. 
22 Other federal agencies have not expressed interest in the 
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I location, and the building might be difficult to market. 
2 Now, the office vacancy rate out ~n this area IS about 12 
3 Dercent todav. and I thlnk thev will have a hard tlme 

w 

4 marketing it'or sublettin the lacility, given the 
5 ~articulanties of aarticukrlv bu~ldlne needs used todav 

- 
19 YOU. 
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you very much, 
21 Congressman, for our testimony. And lastly, but not least, 
22 from the Virginia Jelegation, IS Congressman Tom Davrs. 

6 In addition; the Arm 'is goin -to have to conveil 
7 or build facilities at Fort deade.  f i e  COBRA model figure> 
8 used by the Army indicate that it will have to spend roughly 
9 $5 ~nill~on lo renovate space at Fort Meadc and lnovc lSSC So 

10 iit ;I ~nlni~ilurn. thc govemlnent spends $1 I ~n~llion in rcnov;itlorl 
I I and moving costs, and ISSC has to o through two movzh In 
1 1  three enr\ But the government wf l  ala) be muck w ~ t h  the 
13 $3 iniilionber year lease for a building which mry SII empty 
14 for three,years -- another $9 million. 
15 Thls is not how Congress intended the BRAC process 
16 to work. The objective is to reduce costs for the 
17 government, not ust the military services. All this move 
l a  would accomplis(l is a cost shift from the Army to GSA -- a 
19 tactic Congress has discouraged BRAC from endors~ng. But 
20 more important1 , while this I S  listed as an in-area move, 
21 one only has to kk at Washington rush hour commute from 
22 Western Fairfax to Fort Meade, Maryland, to know that it will 
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I on a building without tenants. 
, If you want to move it, wait until the end of the 
; lease, in the year 2000. Theq, I t h . d  the savings co~$d, be 
4 thae. In closing, I repeat, w ~ t h  t h ~ s  move, we are sh~ftlng 
5 the cost of the operation from the Army to GSA, we're not 
6 saving an money. This is not what Congress intended when 
7 th base czosure rocess was set up. Thank you very much. 
3 C H A I R M ~  DIXON: Mr. Chairman,. I want ,to thank 
- "mgressrnan Davis for h s h m  within the tlme I~mlt. And 

assume the chair, Mr. ~ k i n n a n ,  may I make this 
ation one more time. The great state of Virginja, with 

people makln a resentatron, succeeded In havrng half 
the r uest t&t &eir remarks be made within the five 

4 mnute pen 3 
, 1 congratulate Congressman Davis. 1 would have 
h been reluctant to make these remarks had he not finished 
- within the eriod I would say again, it's five minutes. 
Y There are fi witiesses still to go toda Green is talk- 
1 yellow is slow down; red is stop. ~ d ' i s  not talk another 

:I\ m~nute: red is not talk another two minutes; red is not now 
: I'm all set to conclude, no, no, no, no. Red is stop. We 
:: thank you very much, Congressman. 
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16 airspace and the lack of air track control delays. 
17 The fact that M~tchell Internattonal h rpor t  is not 
I 8 a hub for a major international airline means that pilots do. 
19 not have to plan their flyin time around 'umbqjets. Agarn, 
20 all of these cond~t~ons transate into for dying t ~ m e  for 
21 pilots. 
22 In addition to the obvious military value, the 
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w i y g p l e  ,to move or spend hours commuting. 

clvll~an personnel, roughly two-thirds of the 
and's personnel, have built their lives in Fairfax County 

cx the past 20 years. With the signin of a new six-year ?m+=" 
i lease last year, personnel felt comfortabfe making plans to 
7 stay in this area. Now the command will be moved again, ilnd - literally to the other side of the Washington metropolitan 
3 area. 

Those workin at ISSC are software ex erts with : v e F  specialized anndvaluable skills. Certain& some will 
move to Maryland and some wrll lake the long commute from 

1 Northern Vir ~nia But ~ t ' s  also I~kely that a significant 
: number will Soose to find other lobs. The Ayny wlll lose 
1 talented people. and there will he a real operat~onal impact 
; on ISSC. 

1 th ink  that i f  you look at the big picture, this 
- dtx~sron has never made sense for the government. It may 
9 save the Army some money, if you don't count the drsruption 
0 and o rations caused by another move and the potentral loss 

:!I of s k g d  people. But ultimately, however, this move will 
.:I cost the government pd ions  i n  moving and renovation costs, 
.z and leave the GSA wrth a $3 mlll~on annual lease obl~gatron 

- -c- ' - ,  
I REPRESENTATIVE DAVIS: Thank you, Senator. 
z CHAIRMAN DIXON: God bless you. 
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I future of this historic unit, the 440th is r e d  as the lead 
2 wing In the event of an evacuation of ~ n l t d ~ a t i o n s  F o m  
3 from Bosnia. 
4 In 1993, the 440th accomplished what no other C-130 
5 airlifi win has ever accomplished, and that includes active 
6 duty Air k t i o n a ~  Guanl and Reserve units. 
7 An unprecedented performance in the Air Mobility 
8 Command's Rodeo known as the olymplcs of airlifters, the 
9 440th won the com etition for the best C-130 air drop crew, 

l a  the best C-130 air f ro wing, the best C-130 wing and the 
I I best U.S. Air Force d o b ~ l ~ t ~  Wln 
12 AS General Fo lernan so apt& stated about tbe 
13 440th, and 1 quote, h e y  are the best of the best The 
1 4  excellence of thls unit is a reflect~on of the hi h uality 
I S  of the training provided at General M~tchell R r 41 eserve 
16 Station and at other trainin venues in Wisconsin. 
17 -ere are no traffic &lays in M/lwaukee. While 
I8 other a~rports expenence s~gmficant alr trafficdelays 
19 keepln Alr Reserve pllots on the ground wa~trng to take off, 
20 Milwau&ee's pilots have minimum walting time and maximum time 
21 In the alr flylng. 
22 Wiscons~n Fort McCoy, an Army Reserve base, and 

3 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Senator Dixon. 
-I And our final cl--up scheduled state dele ation is the 
r p t  state of W~sconsm, and leading off w i l  be Senator 
6 oh]. 
7 SENATOR KOHL: Mr. Chairman and members of the 
8 Commission it is an op rtunity that I a preciate ve much 
9 to testify before you t& on behalf of t i e  440th 

iO W i g ,  ap Air Reserve u~u t  based at General Mitchell 
! I Internat~onal h r  Reserve Stat~on M~lwaukee. 
' 7  . - I have a statement with me from Congressman Kleczka 
!3  which I would like to insert for the record." 
I -I CHAIRMAN DIXON: It will be admitted. 
' ;  SENATOR KOHL: When you close an Air Reserve 
h station, you are not just closing an installation, you are 

' -  malung a decision to dismantle a unit, and in the case of the 
AdOth Airlift Wing, the Air Force would be losing some of  the 

:t hi hly trained C-130 ilots and maintenance crews. 
from D-Day to the &ban, Missile Crisis, from Desert 

m e l d  and Desert Storm to Hait1 the 440th has demqnstrated 
11 it.+ Importance to our nation. Even now. as we cons~der the 
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I 440th provides there are some unique and innovative cost 
2 savin s that make the installation extremely cost-effective. 
3 h e  440th owns its own facilit~es and thus it has 
4 no lease costs. The 440th has reduced fandrng fees at the 
5 airport in exchange for providing crucial fire support. 
6 And the tra~ning efficiencies in usrng of drop 
7 zones at Fort McCoy and other training facilities around 
8 Wisconsin translate i t o  real savings for the Air Force. 
9 So Mr. Chairman, I'm committed to. findin ways for 

10 the federal government to reduce the deficit, andf am 
I I sup ortive of the base closing process. We should make the 
12 har i  decisions to eliminate bases we no longer need. 
13 In the case of General Mitchell Air Reserve 
14 Station, however, it would be contrary to the oals of 
15 deficit construction. The 440th represents v a i e  for the 
16 taxpayer dollar. It has the unique combination of 
17 characteristics that has produced a top C-130 unit in an 
I8 extremely cost-effective manner. 
19 America and Wisconsin cannot afford to lose this 
20 unit which truly is the best of the best. I thank you for 
21 your attention. 
22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Senator Kohl. 
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I Senator Fein old. 
2 S E N A ~ O R  FEINGOLD: Chainnan Dixon and 
3 Commissioners, thank you for givin me also this opportunity 
4 to speak to you today about the h 0 t h  Air Reserve Unit at 
S Mitchell Airport. 
6 I've always been a stron supporter of the base 
7 clqsure process. Since 1993, five actually worked to close 
a Wisconsin only naval installation in the state, Project Ill 
9 Health, tfie extreme1 low frequency cornmumcations system, 

10 and I've introduced i" egislation and wrote to you advocating 
I 1 that it be pl@ on the list for consideration for closure. 
12 In my view, it exemplifies an mstallation whose 
13 mission is of little, if any, military strategic value, and 
14 it therefore should .be closed. 
15 The 440th Arhft  Win , on the other hand, has time 
16 and time again demonstrat e f  its strate ic value as a part of 
17 our nation- s overall defense forces. &ring the Persian Gulf 
1% War, Haitl, Somalla or recent and future pssions in Bosnla, 
19 the men and women of the 440th have consistently served our 
20 nation with honor, distinction and excellence. 
2 1 You've already heard from Senator Kohl about the 
22 unprecedented number of mlitary honors the 440th has 
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I there would not be a net savings coming from the closure. 
2 Second, the 440th is a, re ional federal 
3 communications ?enter and a t i e  onl au tho r id  provider of 
4 satellite and classified messages to otzer milita and law 
5 enforcement agencies, including DOD, FBI, DOT, '8 OE, Secret 
6 Service and FEMA. It would be problematic for those agencies 
7 were the 440th'~ communication center to be terminated. 
8 Third, the 440th is a re ional national disaster medical 
9 system's site tasked.wit% providing emergency ai.rlift 

10 services, casualty tnage processmg and as a medical 
I I disaster communications hub in times of national crisis. 
12 It is clear that our nation cannot afford to lose 
13 the many functions that the 440th now provides for our. 
14 national security. There could be no doubt that this unit 
I S  plays a serious, strategic role in our nation's defense. 
16 The Air Force has time and time again recognized 
17 the military value of the 440th. For these reasons, the Air 
18 Force has indicated that it does not want to close the 440th. 
19 Further, as you all b o w ,  the Department o f  Defense 
20 did not even recommend t l s  unit for consideration tor 
21 closure. The State of Wisconsin is proud of the 
22 accomplishmenr of the ~nzmbers of the 440th A~rlifi W ~ n g  and  
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1 Third, with the regional hubs of both of th,e Unit4 
2 Parcel Service and Federal Express located at Mitchell Field, 
3 the 440th has a lar e ool of trained pilots, loadmasters and 
4 mechanics from w&cR (hey can successfully recpit. 
5 Recruitmg is a cntical element to the readiness 
6 of any reserve unit. p e  440th has demonstrated that their 
7 recruit efforts far outdistance those of any other C-130 
8 reserve unit. 
9 I know some of you have heard this fact repeatedly 

10 during the state visit to the 440th and at the regional 
1 1  hearing that w e  recently held. in Chicago. The 440th Airlift 
12 Wmg also provides the essential support for other federal 
13 agencies in the Midwest. 
14 As you consider its future, I'd like to oint out 
1s the concurrent negative impact that closing t ie  440th would 
16 have on other government a encies. 
17 First, the 440th is theteadquarters ofthe 
18 regional personnel ofice that currently services a seven- 
19 state region, includin Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, 
20 Minnesota, Ohio,  ofo or ado and Oregon 
21 If the 440th closed, this function a*d the related 
22 personnel would have to be duplicated at another site so that 
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I received in recognition of its training levels and 
2 preparedness. 
3 I believe that. a rima reason has met.with such 
4 incredible success is tEe q u z t  of the reservists who serve 
S there. I want to review very brieg for the Commission some 
6 of the potable wlevements of h e  440th recruiting 
7 operation. 
8 First, the 440th is the recognized leader for 
9 excellence m Air Force Reserve recruitin . As you all know, 

1 0  it is important that reserve units be staffe% at over 100 
1 I percent to ensure that the can be relied upon to do their 
12 job, which is to back up &e active dut in any case. 
13 Few bases have been able to do &at consistently, 
14 but the staffing levels of the 440th have been over 100 
15 percent nine out of the last ten years. For the Reserves, 
16 this is not excess staffing. It is assurance that the 440th 
17 has the personnel strength to activate for any mission 
18 anywhere at any time. 
19 Second, as Wisconsin's federal Air Force 
20 installation, the 440th draws reservists from every one of 
21 the nine congressional districts in the state, ensunng full 
22 support of its mission. 
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1 potential savings to be achleved b closing the 440th. Also. 
2 the costs assoc~ated wlth closing t& base were understated 
3 by $9.4 illillion in one-time costs and $2.6 million in 
4 recurring costs. 
5 These inaccuracies can be traced to several 
6 factors. The regional civilian personnel office at the 440th 
7 serves seven states and will have to be relocated if the Air 
8 Force moves out of Wisconsin. The salaries of the 41 people 
9 assigned to the 440th CPO therefore cannot be counted as 
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1 reinains wholly committed to keeping this unit In Milwaukee. 
2 It has demonstrated quality, superiority and 
3 strategic value that should not be lost. I hope the 
4 Commission will concur, and I thank you for your time. 
5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Senator Feingold. 
6 Representative Barrett. 
7 REPRESENTATIVE BARRETT: Thank you. I'd like to 
8 thank Chairman Dixon and the members of the Commission for 
9 ivin us the op rtunity to speak on behalf of the 440th 

10 iirliff Win in Klwaukee. 
I I And f;d also like to thank Commissioner Steele 
12 again for,her visit to Milwaukee. We a preciated the 
13 o portunit to show off the best of the %st. I'm also 
I4 pl)eased to i e  the last speaker from the last state,,and I'm 
15 sure that you are, too, at least pnor to the filler-ins that 
16 come after me. 
17 I join Con ressman Kleczka, Senator Kohl and 
1 8  Senator ~ e i n ~ o l f  in my strong support for the 4401h, md I 
19 would like to conclude our testimony by highlighting some ol 
20 the ar uments against closin the base, 
21 fn the most recent COBRA provlded for the 
22 Commission, the Air Force overstated by $1.85 m~ll~on the 

10 savin% , 

1 1  e Air Force Reserve has invested $7.7 million in 
12 the 440th digital fiber optic communication s stem, the only 
I3 workin system as requlred by the PY 2001 JOM decsion. 
14 ~qthoueh all bases will eventually receive such a 

1 15 svstem. the Air Force Reserve will n d  to assemble a new 
16 sistem'at another base immediately if the 440th is closed, 
17 substantially increasing the cost to close the 440th. 
18 &other factor contributing to the increased cost 
19 of closlng the 440th is the need to maintain the su port 
20 functions such as drop zone operations at nearby {art McCoy 
21 that must conti~lue even if the 440th closes. 
22 The locate of the 440th at Mitchell lnternat~onal 
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I develo ment and engineerin center. 
2 h s  is an excellent fit%ecause MICOM, the missile 
3 command, and ATCOM have closely related commodity missions 
4 and expertise, a synergism that is not found between the Army 
5 chemical, mlitary police and en ineering schools, leading to 
6 a very much more efficient AME organization. 
7 Why is this move cost-effective, we might ask? 
8 It's cost-effective, Mr. Chairman, because the return,on the 
9 investment IS only 2.3 years. I believe that answers ~tself. 
10 In re ard to the Anniston Army Depot the depot maintenance 
1 I and iefense supply movements will improve, yes, improYe 
12 readiness by consol~dating all track vehlcle maintenance in 
13 one depot and will result In the need for only one de ot to 
14 support on-site operations such as Operation Desert & o m ,  ar 
15 opposed to the current situation where three depots are 
16 necessary. 
17 I know that the Commission has taken a close look 
18 at the issue of capacity, and you should, questioning the 
19 ability of Anniston Army Depot to perform the maintenance and 
20 supply functions that would be transferred from Red River and 
21 Letterkern Army De  ts. 
22 The Ly and g i s t o n  Army Depot have analyzed the 
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1 during the Gulf War how those two commands had to communicate 
2 with one another from the separate sites there, and that was 
3 done effectively but how much more effectively that could be 
4 done if this move or recommendation is in fact followed. 
5 We want to stress what we think, obviously, you 
6 know the BRAC process is all about, and that is that if we're 
7 to maintain military readiness and modernize our forces, then 
8 what the BRAC process was intended to do was that of sawn 
9 money and that of f0rqi.g us to face tough decisions an% 

1 0  forcin us to close facilltles that are recommended to be 
1 I close& 
12 We do that, agaln, to save money, but we want to do 
13 ~t fairly. The Army and other services went through a 
14 detailed and involved process to determine the installations 
15 that the will need to carr out their current +ssions. 
I6 d e  Army then appiied the selection cntena 
17 established by law and made its base closurt: recommendations, 
18 and the Army recommends that the Aviation and Troop Command 
19 in St. Louis be closed. They would be consolidated there at 
20 Red Stone Arsenal. 
2 I Now, the savings to be realized are enormous,, and 
22 they're quickly realized. There wlll be $46 mllion in 
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I out-year workload levels and have concluded, Mr. Chairman, 
2 that Anniston can perform all the maintenance and supply 
3 functions with one eight-hour shift during a five-day 
4 workload. 
5 They also analyzed workload levels under other 
6 conditions such as wartime conditions and have concluded that 
7 all functions can be performed with just one extra shift, not 
8 three. 
9 Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, I ask you 
10 that you validate the decisions of your predecessors in this 
1 1  Commission and keep the current chemical training programs at 
I2 Fort McClellan and move the aviation function of ATCOM to Red 
13 Stone Arsenal and move Arm depot mainten,ance and supply 
14 functions to h s t o n  Army depot. 1 appreciate your 
15 consideration this afternoon. 
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank ou, Senator. Next 
17 will be representative Bud Cramer also &om Alabama. 
18 REPRESENTATNE CRAMER: Thank you, Mr. Chainnan, 
19 and members of the Commission. I thou ht perhaps 1 might be 
20 the ve last ofjust  a few members 0% congress that would 
21 testify%fore you for these two da  s, but it looks like my 
22 colleague from Californ~a wdl, in fact, follow me over a 
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I savings every year with a 20-year savings total of $453 
2 million. 
3 The one-time cost of this consolidation will be 
4 returned in less than three years, in fact in 2.3 years. The 
5 Army obviously saves money and achieves what Chairman Dixon 
6 has referred to in the past as the u oses of the BRAC 
7 process in fact transfemng *Tcgh;Pthere to Red Stone. 
8 The ATCOM closure 1s the largest Army commodity 
9 command restructurin in the history of the base closin 

10 process. The savin s f rum this one closure represents f 
I I percent ot  the total BOD base closure savin s this year 
12 The recommendation, if followed, wi 8' r d u ~ e  ' .  the ' . 

13 Army commodit commands by more than 15 percent, and again 
14 this meets the ~ O D  recommendation. 
15 Now, we've had a confusin issue, ~n my oplnion, 
I6 that has been added over A T C O ~ ~ .  It has been suggested tha 
17 as a n  alternative to ATCOM moving to Red Stone that the Army 
I8 move the Space and Strategic ,Defense Command, which is In 
19 Huntsville, in Research Park in rented facilities, that it 
20 move that conimand to Red Stone Arsenal instead of closing 
21 ATCOM. 

1 22 

Now. let me again point out that SSDC and ATCOM are I 
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I different issue. 
2 I'm sure you've heard a lot of different ar uments 
3 f q m  a lot of different members of Co?gress. d i s  is my 
4 thud tlme to testlfy before this .Comrmss~on. So I want to 
5 thank ou a am for your attention. 
6 &hat f 'm  going to attempt to d o  is summarize some 
7 of the past points that I and other representatives of my 
8 coynuni ty  have I think effectively made in the Birmingham 
9 reglonal hearing and the Atlanta hearing thls past Friday as 
lo well. 

- - 

11 I follow Senator Shelby. I come from north 
12 Alabama, the Fifth Congressional District, so our Alabama 
13 concern there really runs along a parallel of issues over Red 
14 Stone Arsenal, one of the Army's finest military bases one 
15 of the most recognized and honored military bases in this 
16 count 
17 %e are speaking on behalf of the Army's 
I8 recommendation, the Army's recommendation to close the 
19 Aviation and Troop Command m St. LOUIS and create, as 
20 Senator Shelby said. the Armv Aviation and Missile Command a1 
21 Red Stone ~ k e n a l .  Iz2 Now again, in Atlanta, we gave you examples of 
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I totally separate commands, but I think the suggestion is a 
2 smoke screen, and the suggestion seems to give the impression 
3 that if SSDC is moved to Red Stone, then we wouldn't have 
4 room for ATCOM there; we wouldn't need ATCOM to be there. 

5 That is not true. There are no savings, none 
I 6 whatsoever that would result from the move of SSDC to Red 

7 Stone, and I thmk analysls IS belng run and has been run 
8 that would show that. 
9 So the return on the investment of the 

1 0  recommendation of SSDC to Red Stone is never in fact 
I I achieved. So I hope that issue doesn't confuse the members 
12 of this Commission. 
13 And let me, in conclusion, point out that again the 
14 BRAC process was established to reduce our military 
15 infrastructure by closing bases and consolidating a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s .  
16 This, of course, saves money. 
17 The savings ach~eved with these closures are 
18 crucial, again, to maintain military readiness and conl~nulng 
19  militar modernization. Right now on the floor of the House 
20 we're khat in  , the House Armed Services A u t h o ~ ~ t i o n  Bill. 
2 ,  T h ~ s  is r tou& atmos here here, and we're debatlng the very 
22 issues of inilltiiry r e d i n a s  in the field. 
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1 ained by continuing to use Long Beach Naval Shipyard in the 
2 fJavy7s ship repair program 
3 At the time that statedent was written 1993, 30 
4 percent of the Pacific Fleet home ported in San Diego. That 
5 percentage has increased to 70 ercent today. 
6 If an thmg, the value of b e  Long Beach Shipyard 
7 and its abiity to service the Pacific Fleet IS greater today 
8 than i t  was in 1993. 
9 Second, In addition to the cost question, I believe 

lo there IS a real chance that San Diego's port cannot 
I I reasonably be altered to absorb the capacity of the Long 
1 2  Beach Sh~pyard. Again, quotlng from a letter by the last 
13 C o m m ~ s s ~ o n ' s  Base Structure Evaluation Committee Chair, "The 
1 4  cornm~tment of the private sector to maintain the skills and 
I 5 facilit~es necessary to accom lish complex Navy workloads 
16  wlthout the ensured pr?fit o f a  continuous construction and 
I 7 maintenance workload 1s unknown. 
I X  Principal de endency on the prlvate sector to 
19 -ccornplish this worrload and to respond In un lanned emergent 

I urgent repair puts fleet readiness at ris! and outside 
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I So I think again, in today's atmosphere, we've got - - fact these lough decisions So wr ask you lo move ATCOM 

Ial Stone Arsenal. and don't he  fooled hy t h e  smoke  screen 
r SSDC. 

i f  you in  fact choose to close SSDC and move i t  
h ~ r n t , ,  Rcd St~)nc Arsenal, we can, in fact. accommodnte hnth 1 ' 1  

thwe commands. So I want to offer that as a final 
n alternative as well. 
9 Again, 1 want to thapk the Commission, I want to 

10 congratulate the Coqmiss~on for its patience, for this 
ractically thankless job and for hearing me now three times. t: R ank ou 

1 3   MISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you very much, 
i 14 Representative Cramer. Next we'll hear from Max~ne Waters 
/ I5 from the state of Cahfoma. 
116 REPRESENTATIVE WATERS: Thank you very much, 
1 7  Mr. Chairman, and members.of the Commission. I've very 
18 appreciative for the opportunity to testify today. As you 
19 may have uessed, I will focus my remarks on your report's 
20 proposed 8osing of the Long.Beach N?~al Shi yard. 

I am well acquamted wlth the rml~tary vgue and 
1;: the enormous economic impact the shipyard has not just in 
I - 
I 
I 
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i I Long Beach but throughout Southern California. The rationale 
' 2 for closing Long Beach is based on the assumption that the 

3 pnvate San Diego ort facility current1 in operation can be 
4 upgraded to meet tRe needs now serve& Long Beach. 

For several reasons I would urge t ie  Commission to 1 : carefully reconsider this Anding. First, there are 
7 significant questions about the cost estimates made by the 
x Commission associated with transforming the San Dlego 
q facilit 

1 ,  b a n y  familiar with the operations of both Long 
tch and San Diego's capabilities believe the overhaul 

I r e d  by San Diego could cost up to five times the Navy's 
I ginal estimate. 
14 At the same tlme, government savin s from closure 
15 of Lon Beach would be far less than the 3 billion over 20 
16 years tie Nav has projected. There.have also been serious 
17 mvironrnentarissues ralsed whch mght render the 
18 restructuring of San Diego's o c  unsafe. 
19 These concerns about croslng Long Beach are not 
20 just my own. I site enclosure to this Cowss ion ' s  report 
21 of two years a o. Wlth a majoqty.of the Paclfic Fleet home 
22 ported in San Biego, there are dlst~nct advantages to be 

y control: ' 

f Finally. I'd like to comment on one of the 
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I Commission's professed oals; that is the maintenance of a 
2 balanced work force r a c i d ~ ~ ,  ethnicaliy and in terms of 
3 gender. 
4 The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the most diverse 

base ~n the country. I've tned to put together 
6 some lgures that will be in my written testimony about the "Ii"? 
7 makeu of that work force. 
8 r&d while its ethnic diversity.is not in and of 
9 itself a reason to keep lt open, I believe t h s  factor helps 

1 0  us meet the Navy's expressed goal of diversity. 
I I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. I'm sorry: We've 
12 got eo le coming in and out of here. We're trymg to keep 
I3 trace o?the inventory who is in here, who is not in here. 
14 REPRESENTATIVE WATERS: I know. This factor along 
15 with the other reasons cited earlier in my testimony makes a 
16 stron case for maintainin the Long Beach facility. 
17 %I conclusion, L.ong%each has twice been judged 
18 essential by the Department of Defense and the Department of 
19 the Navy. That conclusion was affirmed-by an independent 
20 assessment done by the General Accounting Office. 
2 1 For these reasons, I ~mplore you to rethmk your 
22 preliminary decision to close Long Beach for the good of its 
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I employees, for the good of the entire Southern California 
2 reglon, for the economy of the state of California and most 
3 importantly for the ood of our military I'd like to please 
4 ask ou to keep the$ng Beach Sh~pyard operat~onal. And 1 
5 t h a d  you very much. 
6 COMMISSIONER KOBLES: Thank you, Representative 
7 Waters. Next we'll hear from Senator Pel1 from the State of 
8 Rhode Island. 
9 SENATOR PELL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this 

1 0  opportunity and I admire your patience and strength. You 
I I must be pretty enured to what we say, so I'll be extra brief 
1 2  and withrn the llmit. 
13 This marks the third time I've testified before 
14 this mandated Commission. My testimon today represents a 
1 continuation of what I've previously s t a td  and also more 
16 importantly reflects the contrnuity of the consecutive 
17 actlons whch were taken b your predecessor commissions. 
18 Two years ago, the dmmission determined to 
19 relocate surface shps from Newport and other coastal states. 
20 The move represented the departure of naval vessels that havt 
21 graced Narraggansett Ba for more than two centuries. 
22 At the same tlme, {owever, they contmued the 
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I consolida~io~ of functions at both -- in Newark and at ~ E T C  
2 thus sol~difying Newport's unlque role as the Navy's 
3 r eemen t  center for indoctmation, c~assroom instruction, 
4 &boratory research. 
5 At that time I conc1.uded that with the Comqission's 
6 decision Neyport has t r a m 4  sallors and trad+ sailors for 
7 science. Qulte frankly, I belleve that the previous actlons 
8 by the predecessor commissions worked out well for the Navy. 
9 for Rhode Island and more im rtant for the taxpayer. 

1 0  Given m brief time, 1'E&e to leave you with 
I I just two thoug$. I would ask that a co y ofthp full text 
12 of these remarks be made a art of the d?omrmssionys record. 
13 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: They will be made a part of 
I 4 the record. 
15 SENATOR PELL: I thank you. First, I strongly 
16 sup ort DOD's recommendation to relocate Newark head uarters 
I 7 in fiewport, the central functions from both Naval Qndersea 
18 Warfare Center Detachment to New London and the Naval 
19 Research Underwater Lab in Fort Orlando, Florida. 
20 The BRAC recomrnendat~ons are cons~stent with the 
2 1  Navy's stated desire to geographically. con~l ida te  full 
22 spectrum laboratones and tramng facilities m a manner 
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1 that simultaneously increases military value, decreases the 
2 infrastructure aqd reduces the o ratmg cost. 
3 Based on lnformatron at&kd from top Navy staff 
4 when I last visited ~ e w p o r t  fess than two weeks ago, I'm 
5 convinced of the accuracy of the official data provldg by 
6 the Navy and the analysis who ranked the Newport slte in 
7 Newark third out of 64 of all the Navy technical centers in 
8 terms of military value. Without an hesitation, I would r 9 urge you to sustain the recommends ion. 

10 Secondly, I strongly support the r eco~enda t ion  to 
11 relocate t r a u g  funct~ons from the Naval Tralnlng Center in 
12 Meridian. Mississippi, to Naval Education and Training Center 
13 in Newport. 
14 +s you know, NATC Newport is r ~ o g u z e d  as the 
I 5 crown jewel of excellence m naval education, training. and 
16 indoctmation. After the removal of the North Atlantic 
17 Fleet from Ne rt in the 1970s, NATC was formed as a large 
18 campus n o ~ y r  its excellent schools. 
19 The various commands currently at Ne 
20 the Naval War Colle e which dates back to %2&i2dge 
21 olds t  of i(n kind in k e r i c a .  I thank you for your 
22 consideration and, as I say, adrmre your abillty to hear so 
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1 You can certainly have the mana ement in Rhode 
2 Island and this function that exists in i$ew London kept in 
3 New London. I will ask you to look at that photo that we art 
4 bringing u to you now. 
5 Ln d w  London, we build the submarines. We have 
6 the submarine base with all of the submarine schools destined 
7 to be there, and if this Commission agrees with last year's 
8 Commission, iricluding the Nuclear Power School, and we have 
9 Newark. 

1 0  Now, what sense it makes to-take that function and 
I I ex end ma be 20- maybe $40 rmlllon more to put m Rhode 
1 2  1s&d, w id  all deference to Senator Pel1 doem t make sense 
13 to me. 
14 It doesn't make sense for the peo le who work there 
IS to either make them travel further or seyl their homes, up 
16 root their families. There is no benefit to the overnment. 
17 If anything, it's clear to me then is a cost to tge 
18 government. 
19 And it seems clear that this Commission wants to do 
20 the right thing for the government, as I think all of them 
21 have wanted to do. If. you look at the facts, make a decision 
22 that makes sense, not just one that, you know, follows the 
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1 everybody $ New York Fity, the most expensive real estate in 
2 the world. He says, Today there are no more floors for 
3 computers. The management's in New York City, but the staff 
4 1s in Nebraska because it's cheaper to have it out there than 
5 m New York Clty." 
6 The logic .in an era of computers and 
7 telecommu~~~cat~ons to take an isolated function that exists 
8 toda in New London and move it 45 minutes to an hour and a 
9 halfYu to IUlode Island makes no sense.when ou look at the 

10 cost of the pro ram, to build new buildln s wien there are 
I I erfectly gmd%uildings providing these Rnctions in New 
12 fandon 
13 In'an area where it is the individuals who make u 
14 the expertise, to. uproot those people or lose them will & 
15 far more dama m to the overnment and costly. So 1 will 
16 ask you to th& of what t fe  private sector does. 
17 The pnvate sector does not move all of its people 
18 into one facility, building new buildings and crammin 
19 in to ether just so they can say they're on one hysica B f lhem 
20 site. %ith computers, telecommunications and ma ern means of 
21 communication, you can have the staff in Nebraska, and you 
22 can have the bosses in Rhode Island. 
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1 many. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Senator Pell. I : Next we'll hear from Representative Sam Gejdenson from 
4 Connecticut. 
5 REPRESENTATIVE GEJDENSON: Thank you very much. 
6 I'll be very brief. I'm impressed by your sittin ability % 7 and b your kidneys to hang out as lon as you ave. 
8 3 just want to saya couple of qui& thln s. We're 
9 all coxung in here argum for our drstncts. d o  back, look 

10 at the numbers. I thnk t%t the BRAC decisions, and I have 
I 1 great admration for Senator Pell, frankly from the first day 
12 were based on faulty numbers. 
13 When ou look at where we are today, we see there 
14 are two new%uildmgs that the Navy is talking about adding 
15 to the Ne rt facility at a time when we have all these 
16 empty buxgs m New London. 
17 About a decade ago a friend of mine, Charlie Rose, 
18 a gentleman I Fet in New York who is a,builder said this to 
19 me. He says, I used to build buildings m New York C~ty,  
20 and those buildings would have every fifth floor for 
21 computers. 
22 And we had all our secretarial staff, and we had 
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I To now inidstream turn around and go into that -- 
2 you know, ~ t ' s  not as pretty as Connecticut countrystde, but 
3 ~ t ' s  fairly decent for the scrub they have down there, and 
4 tlatten it, hope you get throu h the environmental problems 
5 and then proceed to put in alfthc infrastructure you nccd. 
6 buildings, doesn't make sense. 
7 I ask you to look at the facts. I know you've got 
8 a lot before you. Each of us comes and says save out people. 
9 I'm saying only do rt rf it  makes sense for the country. I 

1 0  think we've made that case, and 1 thank you gentlemen tor 

--- - - . . . --- - 
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I flow. It will help government, and you'll help the ~~coplc ot 
2 the country. 
3 Let me riow go to the debate about the Nuclear Powcr 
4 School. I understand that others have come here and argued 
5 about that photograph. I think your staff has been down 
6 there. 
7 There is nothin in Charleston exce t for trees, 
a what a pears to be a %in road, and the onry debate exists as 
9 to whetier thers is real swamp in the background. Now. there 

1 0  is no infrastructure. There is no ,syers.  There's no 
I I telephone I~nes. There are no bulldlngs. 
12 This 1s the building in Connecticut, less than nine 
13 ears old. It is erfectly suited for the Nuclear Power 
1 4  gchool, and thi$ of fl ing peo le back up to Connecticut to 
15 do part of their work, {own to Eharleston to do some of their 
16 work. 
17 You can put virtually all the training in 
18 Connecticut where the previous BRAC said it made sense to do 
19 it. We have the space. We have physical assets in place, 
20 and we have spent $1 1 million of the tax ayer monles to 
21 redesi n these buildings to the standard ttat the Navy 
22 wantei. 

- - 
I I your time. 
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. Thank you 
13 Representative Gejdenson. Next we'll hear from 
14 Representative Ros-Lehtinen from Florida. 
I5 REPRESENTATIVE ROS-LEHTINEN: Thank you so much. 
16 Mr.  Chairman and members of the Commission. As you know, in 
17 1993, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission decided 
18 that a portion of Homestead Air Force Base would to function 
19 as the Homestead Air Reserve Base and would be the home of 
20 two mutually su portive reserve units, the 482nd Fighter Wing 
1 1  and the 301st l i r  Rescue Squadron. 
22 Working closing with the BRAC and other federal 

I I 1 
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agencies in the aftermath of Hurricane Andrew, Dade county 

- --norked out a dual use plaq for the base based on the military 
I civilian use of that facilltv. 

The cornerstone of that:redevelopment Ian was the 
nee of both the 482nd FI hter Wlng anBthe 30)st Air 

e aue  Squadron. Secretar #er.descnb+ this enstin 
- olan as an exemolarv mode of mi ltarv civlllan oartnersffio 
i f i r  future base cfos6res and realignm&ts. 
1 Undoing this careful plan not only undermines the 

t '  vlahility of thls project in. our home base of Dade County but 
will also serve to undemne other procedures to mtlgate the 

I irn act of the BRAC's decisions on aff~cted communities by 
: unxerruttin the reliability of your decisions. 

It IS tierefore unconscionable that even the 
- preence of the 482nd Fighter Wing has been called into 

qur;tton through the actions of a community whose joint use 
ration lacks efficiency and cost-effectiveness. 

.41 ow me to bnefly review the compelling reasons I "'""' op" 
0 that led to the current plan and how these reasons retaken 

11; therr force toda . - .  -. As in reafistate, the value of a base lies in its 
z location. and Homestead's location allows it to support a 

- 
I future viability of this Ian. 
2 Moreover, the reguilding lans which count on the 
3 move of the 301st would be deat a serious setb?ck and could 
4 have great negative implications for the economc future of 
5 our cornmunlty. 
6 Ln 1993, the Commission reco .zed the im rtance 
7 of our base to this nation's defense. %?t reality been 
8 reaffirmed by subsequent events, and t h s  base remains an 
9 essential part of .U .S. milita readiness. 

1 0  In conclus~on, I strongy urge pu and the other 
I I Commissioners to keep Homestead K r  Reserve Base o p  by 
12 retaining the 482nd Fighter Wing at Homestead and reaffmln 
13 the declsion to return the 301st to Homestead m 1995-'9%. 
14 These are the right decisions for the milita for 
Ir our community and indeed for our nation. I t h a y o u  very 
16 much for your patience. 
17 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Representative 
I 8 Ros-Lehtinen. Next we'll hear from Representative Kasich 
I 9 from Ohio. 
20 REPRESENTATIVE KASICH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I 
21 come before the Commission sometimes to recommend closing 
22 things, sometimes to dispute facts. I'm not here to keep 
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I squadron would be in a position to support a combat-ready war 
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: number of crucial missions. South Florida rests at the 
: crossroads of South America and the Caribbean. 

Neither the location nor the im ortance of these i a- has changed since the original ~ R A C  plan. This fact 
i was demonstrated during the Haitian operation when Homestead 
6 was used in the movement of troops ,agd supplies. 
7 Thus, Homestead remains a cntlcal forward base for 

rtant areas. The geo political importance of South : %%d,% been collaborated by the Defense Department's - %cision to locate the United States Southern Command here. 
When the announcement was made, DOD officials 

w e d e d  that this area was sim ly the only l o y l  choice. 
, 

e arnval of SOUTHCOM ayso reenforces t e ut111ty of t h~s  
1 base as a possibility su port facility. 

The mission of tl?e 3Olst Air Rescue Squadron is to 
h a t e  and recover Alr Force ersonnel and other defense 

- pemnnel lnvolved with the 8.S defense activities as well 
4 a.; prnvide rescue and recovery support for man fllght - clperat~ons. 

Thus. the declslon to relocate the rescue squadron 
t n  Homestead. home of the 482nd Fighter Wing fulfills a 

' -  ccmprll~ng operational and rna~ntenance lustlficatlon as the 

J fighthi unit. 
oreover. the 301st has traditionallv orovided air 
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I something open. It just de ends what the facts are. 
2 I'm here today to talfto you about the Newark Air 
3 Force Base for one reason. The Government Accounting Office 
4 and come out with, I'm told, the 0111 report that has 
5 criticired the BRAC fin~lbgs since d s  atuation started. 
6 And it says that contrary to the fact that we would 
7 save $3.8 million a year after the first eight years, they 
8 sa in the report that it might take somewhere between 17 and 
9 iJ0 years to et any savlngs. 

1 0  I donyt&now if they re ri ht. I think we need to 
I I look at it. I don't want you to So the wmng thing. I'm not 
1 2  asklng you to do the wnpn t b g .  I'm aslung you to take a 
I3 look at whether these numfers a n  right. 
14 The GAO, as C h a i ~  Dixon will tell ou, sometimes 
I S  they do great work. Sometimes therr work ~syess than great. 
16 Sometimes their work is flat out wron I don't know what i 
17 is in this case, although the peo le at t%e base obviously 
I 8 have done a lot of work themsefves. 
19 When Newark was first recommended for closin 
20 didn't do an thlng other than to ar & ~ m n  
2 1  that the nurn%ers a n  ,ht. This & 6 ~ ~ ~ ~ % l ? t o  mind 
22 the fact that we've just got to take a look at it. 

r rescue around the tip of Florida, thus its IGation at 
Homestead will allow it to respond uickl and effectively. 

5 Reality dictates that the decision of g ~ ~ ? s h o u l d  be 
affirmed. 

$ This Commission heard the arguments to relocate the 
9 squadron to Homestead and after careful deliberation reached 

:o the correct decision. Failure for this Commission to stick 
: I  to its decision would invite endless attempts to undo the 
:2  Commission's work and would threaten the entire mechanism for 
' 3  rationale reallocation of resources. 
:i To move the 301st Air Rescue Squadron should not be 
:j reconsidered, and beyond the obvlous lssues of rmlitary 
:6 efficiency, the reversal of the BRAC declslon would put in 
7 senous pen1 the future of South Dade and the reconstruction 
8 efforts of this community. 
l The South Dade community has worked tirelessly to 

suild our community after Hurricane Andrew, and the center 

YW these efforts lie in the base. Stopping the move of the 
I st to Homestead would severely put Into questlon the 
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I If in fact the Base Closing Commission, which I 
2 stron 1 sup rt --.I wrote art of the bill that created 
3 it -- if &ev G e n e  that t i e  savines w l l  be there and it -- 

4 needs to 6e done, I will su port yo; 
5 But if you find out t&t the numbers aren't right, 
6 then I think you got to come back and take a look at it. 
7 I've been before the Commission two other times. One was to 
8 argue the closing of BCSC in the last year where our numben 
9 proved to be correct when we did. receive some consolidation. 

1 0  The first round of base closrng was to close the 
1 1  base in Columbus, Ohio, and I came before the Commission and 
1 2  said I was pre ared to support that. 
13 So I'm Rere today not as an advocate other than an 
14 advocate of anything other than the process. I 'ust think 
1 5  that when a report comes out that shows these h d  of 
16 distinctions -- and it's my understanding the Commission is 
17 alread aware of this. 
18 ~otakealookatit.Ifitturnsouttobesmart 
19 to keep the operation open, then I'd urge you to do that, if 
20 it's golng to save the taxpayers money. 
2 I If, in your judgment, the GAO is wron then you 
22 got to close it.  going to pnvatize it there, anrfihat's what 

I I 

?age 45 1 - Page 456 Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 



Page 458 
1 Our argument for keeping the Stratford plant o en 
2 is a simple one. We  belleve the Arm has substantlaGy 
3 understated the military value of the &rat ford plant, and it 
4 has substantially unit estimated the cost of closing the 
5 facili and reconstituting its capabilities elsewhere. 
6 %t me first address the ml i ta  value question. 
7 As you know from revious testimon x e  AGD 1500 engine will 
8 be lo use in the  grams tank for tke next 30 years. and the 
9 Anpy has no other tank engine in development, no other tank 

10 engme m development. 
11 Historically, the Army rocured two spare engines 
12 for every tank produced. With t!e Abrams. the Army procured 
13 only one spare engine per three tanks. So not only must 
14 tanks uipped with the AGD 1500 last for 30  more years, they 
15 must 2so make due with fewel spares. 
16 The Stratford Army Englne Plant is the only lace 
17 in the country where we build the AGD 15.00 an$ Friticarspare 
18 parts such as the recuperator. In my vlew, ~t 1s a 
19 tremendous risk to national security to close this plant and 
20 to lose its uni ue capabilities given the continuing 
21 dependency 07 our tank fleet on the AGD 1 SW. 
22 We need the Stratford plant to extend the life of 
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I The Arm is committed to investing $47.5 million in 
2 this program. T& employees of the plant, the union members 
3 and the management have joined together to make the plan 
4 work. They are cutting costs, improving productivity and 
5 diversifying the product line lnto the commercial 
6 market lace. 
7 &is dual use approach maintains the vital military 
8 value of the Stratford Army Engine Plant while reducin costs 
9 to the Army b expanding commercial use of the $ant. 

1 0  This IS t i e  best optlon for national security and 
I 1 the best opt~on for the taxpayers. That is our case, Mr. 
12 Chairman. We ho e that the Commission will support us, and 
13 we thank you anBsincerely thank you for all of the ttme and 
14 consideration that you have given to us. Thank you very, 
15 very much for lettlng me come by today. 
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. Reprcscn~i~~~vr 
17 DeLauro. Next we'll hear -- 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Chainnan. I understan~l ~ h a ~  ti 

19 member of the conference has a conference with you. and I'tl 
20 be glad to takt: the next two witnesses while you undertake 
2 1  your obligation. 
22 We re delighted [o  have Representatrve Charlez 

w 
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1 the en ines that are now in use, to buil? critical s ares, to 
2 rovlrk field erper t~se  to resolve the unlque prob?ems of the 
3 gattlefield and to quickly build new engines should that be 
4 required by a military emergency. 
5 The second pornt I want to leave you with is that 
6 reconstituting the capabilities of the Stratford plant 
7 elsewhere simply is not feasible. Stratford is not just an 
8 Anpy en ine plant. It is a dual use military and civilian ,; faclllty$ at manufactures a wlde ran e of roducts. 

ese range from the excluslvt% rniharv AGD 1500 
1 1  tank engine to tLe exclusively c o w e i c i a l  jet ingine. In 
12 between there IS a continuum of hel~conter and hover craft 
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1 we're oing to have to live with, but I felt an obligation to 
2 come %ere and say that with t h s  kind of a report raislng 
3 these . h d  of uestlons ~ t ' s  necessary to bnng ~t to your 
4 attent!on, and? think man peoplq would l ~ k e  to have the 
I questions answered. So d m n u s s ~ o n e r ,  thank you. 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you very much, 
7 Re resentative Kasich. I'll guarantee ou have looked at it, 
8 aniwe'll continue to M e  a good, h a r i  look at that 
9 articular report you clted and the whole tssue of Newark. 

1 0  !hank you. Next we'll hear from Representative DeLauro from 
1 1 Connecticut. 
12 REPRESENTATIVE DeLAURO: Mr. Chairman and 
13 distinguished members of the Commission, I a preciate the 
14 o portumty to test12 today about the pmpostxfclosure of 
15 t& Stratford Army , qgine Plant 
16 Between the v~s t t s  to Stratfbrd by Commissioners 
17 Comella and .Klin and our presentation.at the New York 
18 regional heamg,  f know that the Comrmssron 1s fammllar by 
19 now with the issues surroundin the Stratford plant. 
20 Rather than repeat all of t%e detalls, I want to 
21 highlight several ke  o ink that I urge you to keep in mind 
22 during your final deligerations. 

13 engines with both military and c o w e i c i a l  a plications. 
14 The Army has roposed movtn the hey~lco ter work to 
15 Corpus Christi and t f e  tank work to L i s t o n .  Phis is much 
16 simpler said than done. The same equi ment and the same work 
17 force teams at the plant produce mi$ry and commercial 
18 products for both aviation and for ground use. 
19 All but two of 11 manufactunng cells are dual use, 
20 as is the vast majority of the machinery. As those who work 
21 at the plant like to say, s litting this capability is like a 
22 very bad dlvorce in whi% one spouse takes the dining room 
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1 table and the other gets the chairs. It will be very 
2 expenstve to get a com lete set a ain. 
3 The third point tRat I waul% like to leave you with 
4 is that the Army has substantially underestimated the cost of 
s closlng the lant. The greatesf cost !s for environmental 
6 cleanup. TR~: Army's calculat~ons dld not include any 
7 environmental costs, but a November 1994 study conducted by 
8 the Army Co 1s of Engineers estimated a minimum cost of $17.5 
9 million ust '(or environmental stabilization of the lant 

1 0  ~ $ e  study estimated that cleanu sufficient 8: . 
I I plant reuse could cost as much as $425 million. T h ~ s  is but 
1 2  one of several costs that were understated b the Army. The 
I3 lant's operating contractor, Allied Si nal ierospace. 
14 gelieves the Army also has u ? d e m d  closlng .. costs. 
15 recurring costs to secure the facility, relocation costs and 
16 personnel costs as well. 
17 Alto ether, the contractor estimates that clostng 
la  the plant tfe cost $100 million over the next 20 ears rather 
19 than save$80 million as the Army has concludei The much 
20 better optlon for the Stratford Army Engine Plant is to 
2 1  continue the work underwa to downslze the facilit , complete 
22 its conversion into a duaruse manufacturing prant. 
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1 Canady of Florida. Congressman Canady, we're pleased you 
2 could come. 

REPRESENTATIVE CANADY: Thank you, Mr. Chairnian. 
4 Mr. Chainnan and members of the Commission, I want to begin 
5 by thanking for the op ortunity to testify today. 
6 My pu ose in offering a statement toda is to urge 
7 your sup o 8 o r  the redirect of MacDill Air d r c e  Base m 

9 
P 8 Tampa, F orida, as recommended by the Department of Defense. 

The continued health and well-being of MacDill is 
10 very important to my man constttuents who are employed at 
1 I the base. Throughout its l%n and distinguished history 
12  MacDill has contributed mucg to our natlonal security. 'The 
13 facilities there have accommodated many diverse missions over 
14 the years from a home base for a fi hter wing to massive 
15 airllfis ofrrsonnel and equipment b r i n g  Operations Desert 
16 Shleld an Desert Storm. 
17 It boasts easy access to a first-class training 
18 facility and bomblng ran e at Avon Park In Central Florida. 
19  Genqrations of fighter pifots have honed their skills there 
20 and In other t r i ~ ~ n ~ n  areas over the Gulf of Mexico. 
2 I In my view, t i e decis~on by DOD to redirect the 
22 1993 B ~ I S C  CIOSIITC Co~nnlission's r~co~n~nc~lc l i~l io~~ w~tll  r~.zi~r~I 10 
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I I want to close, Mr. Chairman. by stressing the 
2 cnmrnltment of the Tam a Ba area community to our Air Force 
3 base. The citizens an: leadkrs in our art of Florida know 
r that a fully operational MacDill Air &rce Base will make an 
5 ~mportant contribution to our success as a community. 
6 We appreciate the affirmative steps taken b the 
i military to maximize the use of its assets at ~ a c d i ~ l .  We 
8 urge you to support the recommendations of the Department of 
9 Defense with regard to the MacDill redirect. Thank you, Mr. 

I0 Chairman. 
I I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Congressman Canady, and 
12 we are alwa s indebted to a distinguished member of the 
I3 Congress wbb does it inside five minutes. We appreciate it. 
14 CONGRESSMAN CANADY: Thank ou very much. 
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Congressman k d y  Jacobs of 

116 Indiana. We're deli hted to have your here, Representative 
1 17 Jacobs. Thank you for coming. 
( 1 0  REPRESENTATIVE JACOBS: Thank you, Senator. I note 

the paper that the Hello Dolly is joining a renaissance, 
so I would like to say to you it s not to see you back 

ere ou belon 
22 ZHAIRMWN DIXON: Thank you. 
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I "?cDill make strategic and operational sense. Recent massive 

ift operations such as last year's deployment of 
onnel and uipment to the Persian Gulf have demonstntcd 

i w c l e a r  needTor a fully operational military run runway at 
1 j MacDill. 
/ MacDill is a unique asset amon military 
I 7 facilities. It is the on1 installation wtich is home to two r 3 joint unified commands rom which national command authority 

9 missions are directed. U.S. Central Command and U.S. Special 
,:o Operations C o w d  are both headquartered at the base. 
' I  I The contnbut~ons of these commands to our 
!2 country's securit in recent years is well known. An 
:I inte ral part of tieir success has been the first-class 
:r facitties a! M?cDill. 
: j  Earher m thls process, you heard testimony from 
:6  General Wayne Downtng of Special Operations Command and 
: 7  Lieutenant General Butch Neal of U.S. Central Command. Both 
;a have indicate that airfield support at MacDill is critical 
19 to thew mlsslons. 
10 The Deputy Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of 
:I the Joint Chiefs of Staff have both validated the command's 
13 requ~rernents. The Air Force. for ~ t s  part. has performed 

i 

~ . 
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1 tnternal studies which have determined that the best fac~lity 
1 to sup ort these requirement is the MacDill airfield. 

ram confident you will reach the same conclusion 
1 and sup ort the Department of Defense's recommendation that 
r ou W I ~  return the MacDill Airfield to MacDill Air Force 
6 Lase. 
7 Another action you have before you is the 43rd Air 
8 Refueling Group's transfemng to MacDill. As you know, the 

-rce structure review found a shortage of alr refueling 
'1s in the Southeastern United States. 
r 27 percent of the demand for tankers is found in 

' l k r a s  area, and only 9 percent of the supply is located there. 
13 These figures, along with the Secretary of Defense's 
14 recompendat~ons to support the unified command's needs at 
I5 MacDlll created the op rtututy to relocate a tanker unlt 
16 from the asset-rich nor tgrn  area to the south. 
17 The location, the iqfrastructure and the, physical 
18 plant at MacDill make it ]deal for the relocation of tanker 
19 aircraft. Havin met with the principals and toured the 
10 base, I am c o n h e n t  MacDill can accq-odate the 43rd Air 
1-1 Refueling Group and other a~rcraft u n ~ t s  In need of 
12 relocation. 
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I after 50 days of due consideration he wrote back and d d  me 1 2 they reported that those -- according to regulation could 
3 only be used on ram s to highways. 
4 That ver day ? received that letter one more man 
5 was killed on tiat curve, and I picked up the phone and 
6 called the Governor and said, "Are you p a d y  to employ a 
7 little common sense?" He said, "Quite. 
8 (md they put the chevrons.up. There has not been 
9 an accident, let alone a fatallty smce, and that's several 
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I REPRESENTATIVE JACOBS: 1 incorporate my reference, 
2 which you alread know, about Mayor Goldsmith's proposal not 
3 to obstruct or ogject to the closing of the Naval Warfare 
4 Center in Indianapolis but to close it in a wa that is best 
s for the Navy, best for the country and i n d d  best for the 
6 cornmunit . 
7 As funderstand it an issue here is whether the 
8 Commission has the.authority tp use this innovative proposal, 
9 rather l ~ k e  the traditional question of whether you can get 

10 there from here. 
I I I have written to each of you, but just to mention 
12 again the former Base Closure Commission came to Indianapolis 
13 with a recommendation that Fort Benjamin Harrison be closed 
14 and no recommendation that the Army Fiance Center located at 
15 Buildin One, the second largest building in the United 
16 States &ovevemment9s inventory anywhere be tom down or  be 
17 discontinued. 
18 One of the Commissioners took a tour of that 
19 building, came back to the Comm~ss~on meetmg and insisted 
20 that the Commission recommend that that enormous building be 
21 razed, and that was not recommended by the Army. 
22 As a matter of fact, the Army had asked for an 
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I appro riation to refurbish it. If that isn't precedent 
2 enougt, I really don't know what would be. 
3 1'11 just add thrs sim le thin , two simple things 
4 about whether it's practici, whetfer yo" can do what is 
5 best, whether you can accom lish a sensible oal. 
6 Bill Malden, in one of &s World War fi cartoons, 
7 shows four GIs on a jeep in a clearing, And Germany small 
8 arms rounds are cormn in puffing up all around, and the 
9 driver, obviously, is refusing to move the jeep into the 

I o woods. 
1 1  And the ca tion is, "I hate like hell to run on a 
12 fla!.. And I mig& add, t m ,  that a, few .ears a o they 
I3 fin~shed the downtown inner loop m IndIanapf& and they 
14 had what the called Dead Man's Cue ,  because tt went under 
15 several bndYges, overpasses, and it just kept turning and 
16 kept turning, and truck drivers were beimg killed, about one 
17 every 30 days on that turn. 
I8 I wrote to Governor Bowen, then Governor Bowen of 
19 Indiana, and sug ested that they use the ramp chevrons whicl 

l? 20 indicate to ou t at you kee turning q d  don't speed up 
11 where ou &ically would t h  ou m ht. 
22 d e  turned it over to his higgway Zpartment, and 

lo  years ago. 
11  So I implore the Commission do  the practical thing 
12 here. Hel the Nav . Help the country, which includes 
13 Ind~ana oEs.  had ou ve much. 
14  LAIRM MAN DIKoN: Z d  bless ou. Thank you very 
I5 much, Congressman. We appreciate &e resentatwe Jawbs' 
16 contribution. We're delighted to have &Presentative Tim 
17 H u t c h s o n  of the great state of Arkansas. 
18 REPRESENTATIVE HUTCHINSON: Thank you, Mr. 
19 Chairman. +t me first.of all t h e  you, as chalrrnan, for 
20 your leadership on t h ~ s  important Issue and the job that 
21 you're doing. 
22 During the few minutes that I have, I would like to 

L I I 
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1 oint out the adverse economic impact that the closure of 
2 Fort Chaffee Arkansas would have not on the local communities 
3 but rather on the training of our a rm4  forces. 
4 As you all know, as enunciated m the policy 
5 guidance issued by the Secreta of Defense for the 1995 BRAC 
6 round, it was directed that sen reviewing the potential 
7 action to be taken at a certain installation priority 
8 consideration be given to the fundamental military c,riteria, 
9 whch lncludes the current and current msslon requirements 

10 and impact on operational readiness of the Department of 
1 1  Defense total force, the availability and condition of land, 
12 facilities and associated airspace at the potentjal receiving 
13 locations and the cost and manpower a pllcatlons. 
14 There could be no doubt that if tge annual training 
15 which is current1 conducted at Fort Chaffee 1s fort+ to be 
16 relocated to anoder major tramln area that there will be 
17 extensive addjtional costs involvs 
18 In additipn to the monetar icrease, our reserve 
19 component uolts would be facedYHlth a loss of traming time 
20 due to additional travel coupled with the limited 
21 availability of maneuver trarnipg areas at alternate sites. 
22 It 1s also my understanding that these moves will 
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I At that meeting Major General Derouge contended 
2 that he, "Needs ranges, maneuver training areas and rm act 
3 areas for individual md uvit training on weekends. d e s r  
4 Army officials stated that In fact their recommendation to 
5 the Department of Defense did not include the words "training 
6 areas" as part of the enclave because they were inadvertently 
7 edited out. 
8 In addition, the Arm re resentative stated that 
9 the Department has idsntif& f20 million t? pay for enclave 

1 0  expenses at several major tralning areas to include Fort 
1 1  Chaffee. Bri adier General Shane stated at the completion of 
1 2  the rneejing tiat, "The Arm as an obligation to ensure that 
13 the Natlopal Guard and the keserve can tram. I strongly 
14 concur wlth General Shane's observation. 
15 In conclusion, let me sa that clearly the 
16 statements by these officials Lmonstrate that Fort Chaffee 
17 can continue to provide the necessary facilities to allow for 
18 the pro er trainln of our armed forces. 
I9 &ing that !%e Army has already determin$ how to 
20 allocate the fundin for keepmg t h s  post operatm 
21 nation will be the kser of our armed services are $;I%$ the 
22 opportunity to use the unique training areas provided by the 
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I violate the travel r uirements in United States Army forces 
2 Command ~ s t i o n a s u a r d  Regulation 35 1. 
3 It has been.estinyit+ that traveljng to alternate 
4 annual training sltes wlll involve a m l m u m  of two 
5 additional training da s per soldier per year. Obvious1 
6 additional funds wourd be required to pay for these addh  
7 days. 
8 And let us also not forget since these troo s are 
9 Reserve or National Guard "nits they're still herd 

10 accountable for the extra training days by thelr full-time 
1 I private sector em lo ers 
12 Currently, %e &at;onal . ~ u a r d  can o erate Fort 
13 Chaffee at a cost of $6.9 ~ l l r o n  a year. A i s  includes real 
14 propert and operations maintenance costs for 1 million 
15 s uare &, an environmental and training area management of 
16 6!!,000 acres. 
17 If the National Guard or U.S. Army Reserve units 
18 are forced to relocate to Fort Sill, the total funding 
19 increase for annual individual training will be between $6.75 
20 million and $1  1 mlhon. 
2 1 Relocation to Fort Riley, a distance which would, 
22 in fact, preclude Inactive duty training, annual costs could 
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1 exceed an additional expenditure by the Army of $3.5 rnillior 
2 per year. 
3 A third option that has been mentioned is Fort 
4 Polk, and it does not even have the facllitles to train any 
5 additional units from Fort Chaffee until the ear 2001. 
6 1.11 tell ou that these fi r e s  whch I lave us* 
7 were ObtamedYfrom Army of&als. Obv~ously, tralnlng and 
8 readiness will be reatl de raded for those units that 1 9 normall drill at fo r t  B a r k .  

10 ALO, the 188th Tac!ical Fighter Group, which is 
1 1  based at the Fort Smth Airport, would have to have their 
12 trainin areas reassigned with projected cost increases of 
13 over $800,000 annually to utilize the nearest alternate 
14 aerial bombing or strafing site. 
15 This figure does not reflect additional cost of 
16 other aerial com onent units training at alternate sites. 
17 Tbe need for sufficient training areas for the reserve 
18 components was recognized by the Director of the U.S. Army 
19 National Guard, Major General John Derouge, and the Director 
20 of Management for the Office of the Army Chief of Staff, 
21 Bn adler General James Shane dunng a meeting on June 8th 
22 wit% staff members of your Commiss~on. 
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1 post. 
2 I believe that a rigorous cost benefit analysis 
3 will reveal that the lon term cost of a shutdown of Fort 
4 Chaffee will far ercee&ny apparent short-term savings. 

Therefore, MI-. Chairman, members of the, Commission, 1 
6 strong1 urge you to keep thls valuable tralnlng rnstallatron 
7 availahre to our citizen soldiers, and I thank you. 
8 CHAIRblAN DIXON: Congressman Hutchlnson.  we're. 
9 indebted to you for that very tine contrlbutron on behalt of 

10 ths great, state 01 Arkansas. And we're plea.sed to haie with 
I I us t e Drstln ulshed Con ressman from the great statc of 
1 2  California, &ngressmim tevs Horn. 
13 

% 
REPRESENTATIVE HORN: Nice LO set: you aga111. M r .  

14 Chairman, and Commissioners and all visitors to Long Bcach 
1s We're going to get the Chairman there yet.. . 
16 I represent the 38th Congresslona Dlstrlct ot 
17 California that includes the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, which 
18 is the closest public ship ard to the lar est fleet 
19 concentration in the worfd.with over 7.8 ercent of the 
20 Pacific Fleet home orted ust 81 nautlca? miles away. 
2 I I'm concernel that the Navy and the Department of 
22 Defense substantively deviated from the future force 
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1 structure Ian and the reestablished final.selection 
2 criteria wRen they m a g  the recommendation to close Long 
3 Beach. 
4 First, the Navy uses a new force structure plan as 
5 the justification for no longer needin D Dock No. I .  In 
6 1991 and 1993, the Nav stated that %ry%ock No. 1 was 
7 essential as the prima hes t  Coast aircraft ~ a m e r  emergent 
8 dry dock and that the%avy could not fulfill ~ t s  Paclfic 
9 Fleet mission r uirement without Dry Dock No. 1 .  

10 What has%anged.! Frankly, nothing. There arc 
I I still six carriers ln the Paclfic Fleet. The percentage of 
12 large deck shlps In the new force structure IS Increasiily. 
13 Dry Dock No. 1 is on? o f  only two dr Jocks o n  the entire 
Ir West Coast capbls 0 1  docking every S ~ I  in ths Nar). 
15 Wrthout Long Beach a carner wouk have a) travel 
16 1.100 nautical mlles to Pu ct Sound from San Diego or  2,600 
17 nautical miles to Pearl tfarbor for repair, and they can't 
18 handle the work they alread have on t~me.  
19 I t  is essential that the long  Beach Shrpyard Dr) 
20 Dock No. 1 be kept open. History shows that inothballing o r  a 
21 overnrnent-owned, contractor-o crated approach for preserving 
22 8ry docks simply doesn't wor!. 

I 1 
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I selection criteria between 1993 and 1995, yet only Long 
2 Beach's military value scores substantiall changed from its 
3 consistent positlon as a nron third in &taty value 
1 behind only Puget Sound and~or fo lk .  What has changed? 
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5 Nothin . - - 
- 

6 &urth, the Navy badly underestimated the cost of 
- closure at on1 $74 5 million with an immediate break-even 
q oint and R 2Zyea; return on investment of at least $ 1  .s 

gillion. Internal a documents reveal something else. a 
I d ~ e t  reouest of 43?million or six times the amount now 
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I Economic vitalization is denie? a community whlch 

Y already lost thousands of jobs wlth the closure of the 
al station, the naval hospital and the economy generally, 
the N a y  is unable to maintain the dry dock in a way !hat 

ould be o any value in a time of need. Once thls asset 1s 
n Imt. ~ t ' s  lost forever. 

Second, the Navy justifies its recommendation to 
u c l ~ q c  Lon Beach and not Portsmouth Naval Shipyard by staring 
0 that the &ture uncertainties of the force structure prevent 

10 the closure of Portsmouth. 
I I I'm not here to denigrate Portsmouth, but Public 
I I b w  101 5 10. which is our charter. clear1 states that the 
I i force structure plan for Fiscal Years I995 t&rough 200 1 are 
1 4  not some mythlcal formulat~on, but that enod IS what counts 
1 5  in the decisro?-making, and that's to be &e basis for making 
I 6 recornmendatlons. 
17 Third, the base structure analysis team developed 
18 data call scenarios, rmlitary value cntena and then 
19 evaluation criteria in a p m e r  that was prejudicial and 
20 cause? Long Beach's uutlal value scores to be lower by over 
21 10 po~nts m 1995. 
22 The Department of Defense did not establish new 

, 
~ k e d  b$ the Nav to thls Commlsslon. 

elther the d v y ' s  fictional figure glven to you 
d the rest of us nor its partially realistic internal 

1 4  firure lncludes over 500 million of addit~onal workers's 
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I largest ship concentration in the Pacific that can dry dock 
2 the carriers q d  amphibious shlps that are the heart of our 
3 force rojectlon capability m the Paclfic. 
4 b n  the ments, based on the rml~tary criteria, Long 
5 Beach deserves to stay o en. It's an irre laceable asset 
6 that we cannpt afford to Pose, and I t h a d y o u  very much for 
7 the op ortunlty. 
8 f i r .  Chairman, I have submitted a letter to the 
9 Comqissioners for the record with a fey  attachpents 

1 0  lncludlng the lay, that guldes.the Comrmss~on w t h  which I'm 
I I sure ou re farmliar, but I thnk you will find the 
12 attaciments that spell out the substant~al deviation most 
I3 helpful, and I belleve staff has it here. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We have the letter. Thank you, 
15 Representative Horn. 
16 REPRESENTATIVE HORN: You have it. Very good. I 
17 thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I know and I'm confident 
18 in this group you're going to do the right thing. Thank you. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Congressman Horn. And 
20 we're delighted to have the Distinguished Con resman Erom 
21 the great state of Connecticut, Representative &IS Shays. 
22 REPRESENTATIVE SHAYS: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman 

I <  c&npensation. Neither their fictional one or the real one in 
I6 thelr files from the shipyard doesn't say a thing about the 
I - half billion dollars in worker's comp costs over 20 ears 
14 Ask Charleston, ask Mare Island what those hYgures 
10 meant and what they are now when the were closed. Us~ng the 
20 realistic cost of closure numbers, a ire&-eve? point is 
2 1  about 40 years out rather than the Navy's clalm of an 
22 immediate return on investment. 
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I and members of the Committee. I appreciate you for afi you1 
2 hard work and the tough decisions ou'll be making. And let 
3 me say to you that whatever your %ision on the issue that 
4 I'm most concerned with, and that's Allied Si al, I intend 
s to support the process and know that we've alpbeen given a 
6 fair hearin and ho e you agree with m conclusions. But 
7 whatever tfey are, f intend to su port tbk Base Closing Bill. 
8 Chairman Dixon and memLn of the Commission, I 
Q apprwiate this opportunity to testi before ou today 

1 0  regardin the reco.mpendatlon to c ", ose the tptford Army 
I I En me Want. Thls is an extremely Important Issue not only 
12 to &e state of Connecticut but to our country, and that's 
13  the reason for which I'm here. 
14 As I'm sure you are aware, .Connecticut as a 
I S  distingu~shed history of contnbutm to our national 
16 defense. From alrcraft to tanks anfsubmames, Connecticut 
17 plays an integral role in maintaining our national security. 
18 At a time of scarce resources and absolute 
19 necessity for the implementation of a plan to balance the 
20 budget, we must ex lore every option to help in achieving 
21 this goal. Your efgrts and suggestions will play, 
22 obviously, a major role in this effort. 
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I Finally, the Navy recommended the closure of Long 
2 Beach and not Portsmouth despite the fact that the Navy 
3 consistently in 1991 1993, now 1995 ranked Long Beach higher 
4 in military value than Portsmouth. 
5 The BRAC ,1995 final selection criteria are weighted 
6 heavily toward mlltarv value. as thev should be. The Navv 
7 contends that nuclear Cssues SI ficahtly outweigh the 
8 established selection criteria. '%erefore. Portsmouth should 
Q not he closed. 

1 0  Slnce this is a substantial deviation from the 
I I established selection criteria, if Portsmouth remains open, 
11 then Long Beach should also remain open. Is the Commission 
I ?  ready to close the one public shipyard that complied with the 
11 Department of Defense guidance to install more efficient 
I ;. rnanapement and reduce overhead. the only public shipyard tc 
1 6  return mone to the taxpayers SIX years In a row? 
I - Long ieach a the only publlc shipyard operating in 
I S  the black. If closed, what kind of a message does that send 
1 0  4 7  the taxpayers of the United States and those in charge of 
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I I've repeatedly o posed increases in national 
2 defense spendrng and &I Congress has an histonc 
3 opportunity to make meaningful reductions in the amount of 
4 money we s ~ n d  on defense, hence my support for the concept 
5 and your ettorts. 
6 And there is little doubt military spending will 
7 decrease m real terms over the c o m g  years, I thmk also in - - 
8 absolute terms, obvious1 . 
9 Make no pistake, support a strong national 

1 0  defense and belleve our forces should be re ared to deal 
I 1  with whatever threats they may face, but the e o l f ~ a r  is over 
1 2  and America has won. 
13 The fall of the Berlin Wall, the dissolution of the 
14 Warsaw Pact, the break-up of the Soviet Union and the spread 
1.5 of democracy In Eastern Europe and the Soviet Republics are 
16 harbin ers of a new era. 
I7 Wow we can and should reduce defense spending and 
18 determine the best way in which we can save money. However, 
19  it must be done in a fashion whch Dreserves our national 
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I er federal facilities that are attempting to become more 

w c i e z : d  it's the only yard within 1.100 miles of the 

20 security interests and reali s milidry objectives to meet 
21 the threats of the post ~ o l r w a r  era. 
22 The Stratford Army Engine Plant is a perfect 
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1 half. Aside from making an effort to diversify Stratford, 
2 ~ t ' s  extremely important that weremember -- and t h ~ s  1s the 
3 ke point, I thlnk -- the value thls plant has to the 
4 m i i t y . .  
5 t 1s the oply plant that produces vital parts, such 
6 as the recuperative lates for the AGT 1500 and IS the source 
7 of repair parts for t i e  engine, which is expected to be in 
8 servlce for at least 30 more years. 
9 While the Army ma su gest it has the capability to 

10 repair engines elsewhere, 1 &[eve this point proves that 
1 1  theory incorrect. While 1 was not at the hearing in New York 
12 last month, I'm aware of Commissioner Cornella's questions 
13 regardmg the amount of tlme an overhauled engine can last. 
14 I believe the response of between 1,200 and 1,300 
15 hours if done in Stratford compared to 400 hours in com leted 
16 at the Alabama depot again illustrates the value of tRis 
17 facility. 
18 As ou may know, man of the machines needed to 
19 produce &e engines such as ~ { ~ , A G T  1500 and aviation 
20 roducts, are owned by Allied Slgnal and that most are used 
21 For the roduction of both. The use the machine to prodyce 
22 both. "herefore, the Army wouid be unable to separate thls 
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1 conditions rovide a real ability to train our troops for C i winter war&. 

It permts rigorous testing of advanced weapons ,and 
4 supports systems in an arctlc weather envrronment whlch 
5 cannot be replicated in a test chamber. The proposal before 
6 you has been called a safari concept. It attem ts to operate 
7 thr Mssions current1 performed a! Fort ~ r e e ! i ~ ,  partlculady 
8 trarnln and testmg, from Fort Wainwnght 
9 8ommon sense dictates that this is an-inefficient 

1 0  system and destroys the training proficiency of the 
1 1  operation. There is also one ovemding slgn~ficant obstacle 
12 to the Fort Greely scenario, because the bulk of the safari 
13 concept will take place dunng our long, dark Alaska winter. 
14 It is n~ght all along, all night u there. It's dark all 
15 night u there dunn the penof; of this time. 
16 {ansiting l ~ d m i l e s  to and from the Greely 
17 training area in subzero temperatures in nighttime 
I8 conditions, co ing with ice, fo and snow conditions is like 
19 traveling the &stance between Phe snowy siores of h k c  
20 M~chigan  in Chicago and the placc I was born in 1ndiunapt)lis 
21 You now how far away that is. 
22 Now, they would do that on a steady has~s. More 
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1 exam le of how we can achieve both. As you are aware from 
2 the & 5th presentation m New York Stratford ~s ju s t  more 
3 than just a tank engine lant. 
4 Not only are prJuc ts  manufactured exclusively for 
5 the military, such as the ACT 1500 engine used in the Abrams 
6 Tank M-1 produced at the plant, engines like the LF-507 Turbo 
7 Fan which powers the Averme regional jet aircraft are also 
8 built at tlus site. 
9 Through a dual use program, Allied Signal, which 

l o  conducts operations in the facility, has the ab~lity to 
11 produce engines for both the mil~tary and commercial sector, 
12  and b next year they explect to have a production rate of at 
13 least 30 percent commerclal and 30 percent mlitary. We 
14 think it may actually go up to 80 ercent commercial. 
IS As ou also know from the k e w  Yprk pr.esen@tio?, 
16 stratford i a s  ,en steps to downs~ze wh~le ma~ntalnmg ~ t s  
17 ability to mduce these.necessvy products. This Ian will 
18 reduce miyitary roductlqn capaclt from 200 tp 18 engines 
19 per month, cut %e occupled area $om 1.8 rnlll~on to I 
20 million square feet and decrease the number of machines owned 
21 by both Allied Signal and the Army by nearly 50 percent. 
22 As a result, the costs are expected to be cut ~n 
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1 bombed Alaska and killed 25 Americans in a barracks. and also 
2 the second largest number of people on both sides in the 
3 Pacific Theater next to Iwo Jima was lost in the great state 
r of Alaska. 1 read the book from cover to cover. Excellent 
S book. I thank my friend from Alaska. 
6 SENATOR MURKOWSKI: It was a ood book. That 
7 gentleman went on to be a good novelist. d a n k  you very 
8 much. 
9 Let me you and your staff for the fine work 

l o  you've done to try and make this a fair process. Since the 
I I regional hearing In San Francisco, I've worked with the Delk 
12 Junctlon Comnunlty members on senous concerns over the 
13 realignment of' Fort Greel . 
14 Congressman Don Young testified before you 
15 yesterday. 1'11 try not to duplicate his comments. My point 
16 IS this is not just a realignment. It really is the closin 
17 of a small community in a remote part of the United !&tc\ 
18 that 1s economically dependent upon thr Department of 
19 Defense. 
20 Fort Greely provides the Army wlth a training and 
21 testin base that is roughly half the size of the state,of 
22 New fersey. a post in whlch varied terrarn and arctc 
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1 manufacturing capability and, obviously, the cost savings as 
2 well. 
3 With all the concerns associated with closing the 
4 plant, including ~ t s  mllta value and the cost of closing 
5 ~t -- excuse me. With all %e concerns associated with 
6 closing the plant, including its military value and the cost 
7 of closm it and reconstitutin its capabilities to other 
8 a r m .  I &'t believe it wouldbe in our best Interests, our 
9 count s best interests. 

10 ?don't see the logic behind the Arm 's suggestion 
1 1  that they close the lant. Simply stated, l i e l ime  the A p y  
12 has mscalculated tEe true costs and benefits of closlng thls 
13 facility and request that ou reject its proposal to do so, 
I4 and I thank ou both, allthree. 
15 C H A I L A N  DLXON: Well, we thank you very much, 
16 Congressman Shays, for that important contribution on behalf 
17 of the great state of Connecticut. +nd we're now delighted 
18 to hear from the Dlstingulshed Senlor Senator from the state 
19 of Alaska. 
20 And as he moves towards the odium, 1 want to say I 
21 thank him for the book on the 1,000 Miye War That war began 
22 53 years and 10 days ago on June 3, 1942, when the Japanese 
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I im ortantly, from a human pers ective, the safan concept 
2 d $ s  further risk.to our men a n ~ w o m r n  who are rqulrrd to 
3 shlft their operattons back and forth between these two 
4 bases. 
s You've also heard about the devastating impact of 
6 this proposed realignment on the community from Don Young, as 
7 1 said, the si nificant loss of jobs and economic viability, 
a but the pver$l economic impact on this community is a 
9 staggering 70 ercent. 

10 I don't tRmk there is any other base reali ment 
I I or closure concept before the Commission thatgts  that 
12 level,. 70 ercent of the economy of this area will be 
13 ellmlnated" As you know, that IS a real difficult 
14 proposition. 
15 If it were a true realignment, the community would 
16 not face extinction. 1 ask you to examine, really, thls 
17 catastrophic Impact on this community and see ~f something 
18 can't be done. 
19 I think there are alternatives to reali nment, 
20 retaining ortions of the mission a,t Fprt &eely. I think It 
21 could be &rgely a governmental-crvll~an o eration retalnmg 
22 the core functions currently performed at fort Greely and 
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facilities. To abandon them in the middle of an Arctic 

< REPRESENTATIVE ORTIZ: Thank you. Mr. Chairman and 
: Cnrnm~ssioners. 1 appreciate the opportunity to a pear before 
: you this afternoon. I will focus on those faci t ies  that 
I ha\  e hcen impacted by the Department of  Navy's base closurc 
X rcc .mrnendations. Naval Air Station Corpus Christi and N:lvnl 
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.41r Statton Klngsv~lle. 

Naval Air Station Kin sville with its outlyin i field and i p  neighbor, ~ a v a f  Air Ststion Co d r i s t i ,  can 
meet the single-sited T-45 strike trainlng nee?;Zf the Navy, 

: offers best weather, uncongested airspace, plenty of runways. 
7 good outlymg fields, protected from ~nfnngement, access,to 
- over-water training areas, strong community support and its 

: 1 highest naval air training rating make this statement 
possible, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. 

1 7  I am aware that criticism for the Nav plan has 
surfwd regarding the ability pf the Sputh %exas complex to 

i : meet t h s  smgle-sited T 4 5  stnke requirement. Uslng the 
2 mpst conservative capacit estimate of the most ex ensive 
. .  tmming requirements w i d  generous surge include$ south 
:! Texas remams the most cost-effective alternative for advance 
i stnke trainm for the Navy. 

~ a r e f u f a n a l ~ s i s  the demonstrate that Naval Air 
i Station Kingsville and Naval Air Station Corpus Christi have 

-vfficient capacity to meet the strike training needs of the 
hould the Commission have concern about this abilit , 
suggest that the OLF, a current Navy asset courd be 
surge capability. 
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keep them there without the costs that have been indicated be 

=cessary at Fort Wamwnght. 
We. became aware recent1 of significant military 

-ructlon requirements that &e Army m Alaska say are 
ectssary if this realignment takes place. That raise 

7 serious concerns over the true cost of the pro ram. 
I've asked that that memo be made avaiable ro you ; and your staff, and I've asked the General Accountin Office a 1 to review the discrepancy in the information that has een 

1 1  pro\-ided to us from the various portions of the Army. But 
the specific details of the Army's plan need, I think, review 

: by the Comqission, and I would ur e ou to do so. 
In closmg, if you find it absokte! essential to 

realign t h i ~  community. at a minimum, 1 im lore you to look \ - at the reall ment time line as proposed by t e Army. 
The r r m y  now plans to abandonthe facilities at 

Fon Oreel during,the next Alaskan wlnter. Hundreds of 
I millions ordollan in investments made over the years in 
I t h ~ s  hase ~nfrastructure will be destroyed in a matter of 
:' months. 

This effectively eliminates any real chance for the 
/~: r$r7---lllnl!y or Della luncfion to dcvcloll ;I reuse plan lor those 
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1 endorse this proposal which serves to advance the Navy's plan 
2 to co-locate its mine warfare assets to secure maximized 
3 trainin opportunities ax@ operational advantages. 
4 A i s  1s a small redirect action that is 
5 noncontroversial and reaps enormous economic benefits for the 
6 taxpayer. 
7 I strongly.support the retention of the T-44 move 
8 the engine. traivng at N?val Air Statlo? corpus.&sti. 
9 Joint multi-engine mantime tralnlng w t h  the A r  Force has 

1 0  alread begun at Naval Air Station Corpus Christi. 
1 I fn those studies of maritime tralolng conducted b 
12 the Department of Defense, NAS Corpus Christi has the highest 
13 military value. The T-44 used for multi-engine training is 
14 already single-sited at NAS Corpus Christi in corn liance with 
15 the Secretary of Defense and the Secrepry of h a v y  policies 
16 that functional pilot training be consoli+?ed. 
17 Transfer of this undergraduate trauyng function 
I8 could only result in disruption to pilot tramlng pipelines, 
19 duplication of facilities and expenses and the unnecessary 
20 incumng of a significant military construction cost. 
2 I The increased NFO PTR requirements and on oin 
22 activities at NAS Pensacola make the transfer of the%-4$ 
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I Naval Air Station Kingsville is the Navy's finest 
2 pilot trainin facility with tremendous capacit and growth 
3 potential. #AS Co us Chnsti has consistent& demonstrated 
4 superior military v a x e  and versatile utility for our 
5 nation's military. 
6 It is home to the three aviator trainin 
7 essentials uncongested airspace, good weaber and lenty of 
8 concrete for runways and outlyin fields. It is a fe&ral '! 9 complex housing 47 tenant comman s, including Customs, the 

10 Coast Guard, a major joint DOD research center and the Corpus 
I I Christi Army Depot, the world's largest helicopter repalr 
1 2  f a c i l i t ~  . , 
13 addrtion to its cuvent mission as an 
14 Undergraduate Pilot T m m n  base far Navy, Marine and Air 
IS Force ilots, NAS Corpus d r i s t i  serves as the home to the 
16 Navy h i n e  Warfare Command. It is a ke com nent in the 
17 ongolng Navy plan to establish a center o?excegnce for 
18 njne warfare in Squth Texas that, combines all elemen+ of 
1 9 mlne warfare training and operations m a central 1.ocation. 
20 The Nav has recommended the transfer of its West 
21 Coast mine warire helico ter assets to NAS Corpus Christi in 
22 support of the mine warfare center of excellence. I strongly 
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I 6ss ion  to Pensacola quite complex,, most unsafe and 
2 impossible from a ca acity standpo.mt. 
3 The Navy's su&antiall deviates from the base 
4 closure criteria in the transfer of the T-44, 
5 and I urge ou to rqect t k s  poAon of the Navfs proposal. 
6 The South k x a s  community has reluctantly decided not to 
7 o pose the transfer of primary dot training from NAS Corpus 
8 8hristi to NAS Whitmg ~ i e P d  in order to accommodate the 
9 single-siting of g r i m y  air training. 

1 0  I support t e ana ysis that asserts that both 
I I strike train~ng and nmary tralqng may be consolidated 
12 based on the 1994 &TR rates wrth a -onable sur e, 
13 However, it must be noted that the smgle-sitmg okpnmary 
14 air training results in a much tighter management o aviation 
15 assets that the single-siting of advanced stnke training 
16 since a much greater access capacity currently exists m the 
17 trainin facility. 
la  bwant to briefly discuss ~d I'll fini!h in a few 
I9 seconds, the Navy recommendat~on to real1 NAS Co us 
20 Chcsti to a naval a/r  facilit in su port of I$As Kmgsv$e. 
21 ~ h l s  seems i t e  an mternal k a v y  Secision on the operational 
22 status of this facility. 
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1 witnesses, I will, in fact, condense my remarks which are 
2 made part of this record and just say to you that I believe 
3 that at the outset the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM 
4 exaggerates the savings in annual overhead cost. 
5 The origlnal estimate of 17.6 million has now been 
6 re-estimated to 3.5 million. In addition, the close of ATCOM 
7 is premature and would cost more than $100 million in moving 
8 and relocation costs, an? it would place the Army's, aviation 
9 mission In turmoil at t h ~ s  moment when, in fact, th~s  

l o  decision should be deferred until after the Department of 
1 1  Defense has decided on a site for department-wide aviation 
12 acquisition or anization. 
13 On the $rice Support Center named after a mutual 
14 friend of ours who gave a life of public service in support 
15 of the armed services, I would sa that I hope ou'll 
16 consider that the estimated cost of realigning t ie  Price 
17 Center would result in savings of 8.6 rmllion a year, and, in 
18 fact, the Army has over estimated these savlngs by about 6 
19 rmlllon. 
20 First, the Army estimated sav~ngs of 1.8 million 
21 for closin the mlitary famly houslng. Local data has 
22 assigned t ie  figure of I million instead of 1.8. 

w 
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1 rendering. 
2 I might say at the outset, Mr. Chairman, this last 
3 Spday  in a paper you're familiar with, the St. Louis Post 
4 Dispatch, there was an excellent article pnnted about the 
5 two facilities that I'm discussin by Mr. Harry Levins, 
6 including a Yery nice picture o?the Chairman, and I would 
7 recomrqend it to you, and I'll leave ~t if you would like to 
8 look at it lnfonnally or as part of the record, because I 
9 think it sets out in detail the importance of the two 

l o  facilities 1'11 discuss today. 
11 These facilities are the Aviation Troop Command, 
12 beUer known as ATCOM, in St. Louis, and the Charles Melvin 
13 Price Su port Center in Granite City. I am from the Illinois 
14 side of $e river, but we have a reg~onal approach to these 
15 issues as we did with Metrolink .and.man others, a@ we are 
16 hoplng that your Comrmssion will vlew t k s  as a regional 
17 asset m both instances. 
18 The Army's recommendation to close ATCOM and 
19 realign the Price ,Center does not fairly and accurately 
20 represent the rmlita value of these facilities and 
21 exaggerates the resging return on investment. 
22 To follow an admonition I have given so many 
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I Specifically, under the DOD recommendation, the 
2 750th is bein realigned to Falcon. The research grou or 
3 De!achyent Lk, will movz to another facility in a,'non-f3&4~ 
4 act~on. And the rematning to secret tenants will remain at 
5 Onizuka until no longrr needJand  then just go away. 
6 Under any 9efinltlon that I can Imaglne, the 
7 absence of all unlts from a facillty is a closure, and that 
8 1s exactly what is going on here. 
9 Mr. Chairman, let me explain why the Air Force has 

l o  gone to such lengths to define its r uest as a realignment 
I 1 and not as a closure. Just last year%e Air Force studied 
12 the cost of closing 0ni.mka. It studied five options for 
13 relocating the three unlts at that facil~t . 
14 Thls very Alr Force study, whlci I have before me 
I5 right now and have now handed to the Chair of the Commission, 
16 shows that the one-time costs of closing Onizuka is $699 
17 niill~on. 
18 Mr. Chairman, the reason the DOD recomme~idatlon 
19 w~th regard to Onizuka Air Station is being called a 
20 realignment IS tht: Air Force knows how much it would ctr>a l o  

I 
21  $lose. the base and to deal with each of its occupants. md ~t 1 
22 1s dolng everything i t  can do define away those costs from ; 

I 
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I full. Will staff please obtain the remarks from the 
2 Distinguished Congressman. Thank you very much, Congressman 
3 Durbln. 
4 And we're delighted to have Congressman Norm Mineta 
5 from the great state of California. 
6 REPRESENTATIVE MINETA: Mr. Chairman, if 1 might 
7 approach the desk to Ive ou a report, sir? 
8 CHAIRMAN D~xoJ;: Thank you, Norm. 
9 REPRESENTATIVE MINJ3A: Mr. Chairman and members of 

10 the Comrmssion, it really does give me an honor and a 
11  privilege to have this opportunity to appear before you 
12 today. 
13 Mr. Chairman, 1 am here this evening to bring to 
14 your attention information which seriously calls to questlon 
I5 the credibility of t h ~  Air Force and unless acted upon would 
16 challen e the credibility of the BRAC pnaess. 
17 f i e  Department of Defense's recommendatlun that the 
18 750th.Space Group "realigned" LO Falcon Air Station s h o ~ l ~ i  hc 
19 descnbed as what i t  is, a base closure. There are three 
20 principal occupants at Onizuka Air Force Base, and the DOD 
21  recommendation calls tor two to move and one to eventually 
22 d~sappear. 

I I 1 
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I However, let me suggest that this may, in fact 
2 hinder the future operation of the base and the well-bein of 
3 numerous tenants. e recommen+tioq to r.ealign ~ a v a f  Air 
4 Station Co us Chnsti to a naval air facility IS based on 
r its pro J s t a t u s  as an outlying field 
6 E w e v q ,  I do not believe that &is ro osal takes 
7 into full consideration the complexrty of t i e  fase as a 
8 federal facility. I appreciate the Commission listening to 
9 me today, Mr. Senator, Mr. Commissioner. 

1 0  Good to see some of my friends on the Commission, 
1 1  and I know and I have all the faith that you will do what IS 
12 best or our country, and I just wanted to relay some of our 
13 concerns of my constituents back m South Texas. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you vey much, Congressman 
1s Ortiz. We're delighted to have you. We re pleased to 
16 welcome the Distinguished Con ressman from the great state of 
17 Illinois, Congressman Dick hurbin. 
18 REPRESENTATIVE DURBIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
19 Let me at the outset thank both you, Mr.. K!ing, whom I know, 
20 and the other members of the Comrmssion for your service to 
21 your country in this regard. It is a momentous task, and we 
22 are most appreciative of the public service which you are 
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I Second, the Army,failed to take into account the 
2 cost of relocatin the Pnce Support Center farmlies which 
3 would be about 81.45 million 
4 Third, the Army did not' include the reimbursable 
5 amount they now receive from tenants, which is almost $1 
6 million ayear. In fact, the Army has admitted to the 
7 Cornmisslon is miscalculated the savings of reali ning the 
8 Price Center over the implementa!iop period by 810 4llion 
9 from an original estimate of 35 mlllon to a revlsed estlmate 

1 0  of 25 mill~on. 
I I In sum, Mr. Chairman and members of the Comm~ss~on. 
12 the best alternative for the Arm is not to c!ose,ATCOM or 
13 the Pnce Support Center. The gest alternative IS to 
14 esttiblish an aviation command in St. Louis and retain the 
I5 Price Support Center. 
16 I appreciate the opportunity to speak with you. 1 
17 urge the  Co~n~niss~on tu reject thc Army's rccommcndations. and 
18 I ask that my written remarks be entered in the record of 
19 this hearing. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you so much, Congressman 
21 Dick Durbin, the Con ressman from the great state of 
22 Ill~no~s, and h a  remarfs will be reproduced in the record in 
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I tbe time and the effort that you have put the last severa' 
2 months in the issues that are facing this Commission and wish 
3 to thank all of you for our very fine and hard work. and 
4 thank ou a ain, Mr. ha i rman .  E H A ~ M A N  DIXON: Well, thank you very much, 
k Congressman Norm Mineta, a Distinguished Member of the House - hnm the great state of California, and we welcome his 
8 c-lleapue and friend Representative Anna Eshoo from the 

.*ate of California as well. We've heard her before. 
lk forward to hearing her again. 

REPRESENTATIVE ESHOO Thank you. Mr Chairman. for 
u~;lt-m welcome and t o  the members orthe Commission. It's 

1 3  wonderful to hear about the great states that we come from 
14 and the great members of Congress that you think we are. 
1 5  Let's hope that you find our testrmony to be great and 
1 6  ~rnportant. 
17 It's a privilege to appear before ou once again, 
1 8  and I'd like to follow-up on some o f t% points my colleague, 
19 Con ressman Mineta, did make. I want to express to you how 

'20 tmu%led I am by the actions of the Defense Department, 
the Air Force,, with respect to Onizuka Air Force 
e ~mphcatlons ~t has for our natlon's 
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Mr. Chairman, I know that the Commission w o r k  : under a strong mandate to reduce defense costs while ensuring 

I 3 a strong natlonal defense. I support your mission, and my 
I 4 support must include the Comrmssion closing redundant and 

5 unnecessary facilities throughout this country, including my 1 6 district. 
7 But in fact the operations at Onizuka Air Force 
8 Base are very different, but in the name of savings for its 
9 own line item, the Air Force has provided an incomplete 

10 picture and faulty numbers to Congress and to the Commission 
I I ttself. 
1 2  Its answer to substantive uestions about real 
I 3 costs is to assert it will have answer by the time we 
1 4  need it. I urge the C o m s s l o n  to reject this ap roach and 
1 5  r uire the DOD to provide a more convincing k ~ ~ a l  case 
16 b2ore indeed our ~ntelligence gathenng capabilities are 
17 reduced. 
18 The Air Force has made its choice how it wants to 
19 proceed in this manner. I believe that BRAC must insist on 
20 more. Thank you once again for the opportunity to provide 
2 1  testimony to you and for the work that you are engaged in. I 
22 know that it IS difficult, but I trust that your judgment 
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I t h e  start. 

It  I S  the responsibility of this Commission to 
CSI consider thc impact o l  a DOD rccornmcndation on ihc 

hoth financially and from a national security 
q yr.;pt.ctrvc. 

The .;tudv 1 have before me shows that the Air Force 
- know\ :xactly how much its request would cost and is 
u anernpttn to redefine the effort ~n such a way to hide its ; w nrst K%~ems. 

e numbers ~n this study must he ser~oi~sly 
I s-t am~ned. and  we Inus1 recognize tha l  what 1s being re u~sled 

I : 1s really a stealth closure and not a reali nment. dr : '  
I ?  Chairman, in my chairman, if it looks l g e  a duck, quacks 
1 4  like a duck and walks like a duck I! I S  probably a closure. 
1 5  We strongly urge the C o r n s s t o n  to conslder how the 
16 W D  recommendation actually differs from a base closure and 
17 to then use the Air Force's own numbers to examine what the 
18 true costs of a closure really are. 

1 9  Again, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity 
20 to ap ear before this ve distinguished C o m s s i o n  to 

2 1  ~ 6 t 1 $  t h ~ s  evemng, andy really want to thank all of the 
22 members of the Commission for the very. very hard work and 
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I intelli ence gatherin ca abilities. I 2 

k think that we%aBa ve fine discussion qn this , 3 very issue when ou were in Zl i fomja ,  and I th~nk  very 
4 important ground;.ork was laid on th!s very pomt. 
r Throughout this rocess, the Arr Force has provided 
6 us with a set of costs tRat show the saves our govemmrrnt 
7 could make by closin Onizuka. In March, my staff d~rectly , 8 asked the Air Force kor any other studies that were done by 
9 them. and we told there were none. 

/ I O  Again in April, Senator Fienstein's staff asked the 
I I I h l r  Force in writ~ng whether there were any studies done on 
1 2  the costs of closing Onizuka. Both times the Air Force satd 

1 3  there were none, yet last week Mr. Mineta and I recelved an 
13 .Atr Force report -- and not from the Air Force, obviously -- 
I 5 v.ph~ch demonstrates that just last year the Air Force did a 
I 6  study on closlng Onizuka, and the costs were astronomically 

/ I 7 tugher than the figures we had been given. 
I I R  Not only does it show there are no savin s in 
i wng or even reali ing Onizuka. it shows tfat unless 

some ma ic E l l e t  developed our intelligence 
g capabihies would be more costly and less 
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I Essential] , the Air Force sa s not to worry, and 
2 althou h we diYn9t tell you abqut tKis report, whrch 
3 cqntra%icts our o,wn numben, ~t doesn't matter because we 
4 will have a classrfied ca mbll~ty that makes the report you 
5 found out about insigni/icant. 
6 I ask can the Air Force guarantee this capabilit 
7 b the time the President must decide to proceed wit{ an 
8 dbizuka mothballing? Evidently, the answer is  no. 
9 Mr. Chairman and <:ommiss~on members, as recently as 

1 0  two months ago the GAO criticized the Air Force for its 
I I credibility regarding figures it has provided in the BRAC 
1 2  process. Now again there is another case of the Air Force 
13 essential1 boiling the books. 
14 In t i e  process, a Unrted States Senator and at 
15 least a few members of Con ress were misled, and upon further 
16 inquiry regarding the conbicting cost figures that the Air 
17 Force has iven us they are relyin on unfounded assum tions 
I8 that it wid be capable of plovi8mg an qrchitectu~e t iat  
19 would reduce costs, an architecture w h c h  intellr ence 
20 source! raise serious questions as to estimates o? 
2 I operational capability with t to the so-called savings 
22  that would be reallzed u n d e ~ O n i z u k a  closure. 
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1 will be a sound one. Thank ou. 
2 CHAlRMAN DIXON: Je l l ,  we appreciate very much your 
3 valuable contribution, Representative Eshoo and you and your 
4 collea ues who have so abl contributed to our efforts on 
r behaltof the great state of Easfornia. Thank you very 
6 much. 

- 
7 REPRESENTATIVE ESHOO: Thank ou. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Congressman Dan 8u,n of the 
9 great state of Indlana. 
10 REPRESENTATWE BURTON: Great state of Indiana, 
I I Senator. 
1 2  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good to see you, Dan. 
13 Representative Burton. 
14 REPRESENTATIVE BURTON: Thank you, Senator. I want 
1s to thank you and the committee for permitting me to testify 
16 before you this evening. I ap reciate the o portunity to 
I7 support a very innovatwe maunique privatzation p r o p o d  
I8 for the Naval Air Warfare Center m Indiana . lis. 
19 Thrs roposal was developed by an In&apolis task 
20 force whicRincIuded Mayor Goldsmth and has received 
2 1  ositive reaction from the highest levels of the Pentagon and 
12 f believe from BRAC Cornmiss~oner Lee Kling, who I scc here 
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1 today and had an opportunity to meet with when he was out In 
2 Indianapolis. 
3 In fact, I have in front of me a letter from 
4 Richard Dansig, the Undersecreta of the Navy, that he has 
r forwarded to ou, Mr.. ~hainpn,%hairman Dlxon, which 
6 ex resses the kavy*s mterest m working with the City of 
7 In!ianapolis on thls plan. 
8 As some of ou ma know, I have been a fiscally 
9 conservative memLr of'zon ress, and I consistentl look for 

10 ways to eliminate the was t ed  use oftax ayers' dolzars. 
1 1  The partnership plan for the Naval h r  4arfare Center I 
12 believe does exactly that. 
13 It actually saves more money, it saves more money 
14 than.the DOD's recommendation to com letely close the 
15 facility, The.actual cost for clos!n the fiaval Alr Warfare 
16 Center m Indianapolis 1s $226 ml& or almost three times 
17 what the DOD estimate in its most costly COBRA analysis. 
18 We are not talking about small change here. We re 
19 talking about an unnecessa , and I want to emphasize 
20 unnecessa expenditure 07184 million taxpayers' dollars if 
21 the DOD ?&I is used. 
22 On %e other hand. by complementing the partnership 

Page 508 
I them to the ro er source. This will be in your credit, Sam. 
2 REpRisERTATivE GIBBONS: All "hl. Thank you I 
3 represent MacDill Air Force Base. I am from Tampa, Florida, 
4 and obviously I am here to talk about MacDill. And all 1 ask 
s ou to do about MacDill is to follow the request of the 
6 Lefense Department and of the Alr Force 
7 The Air Force wants to kee ~ a c ~ i l l  open to prov~de 
8 the K ~ V I C U  that the must provi& for the two oint 
9 commands that are leadquartered at MacDill, !&cia1 
10 Operations Command and Central Command. 
1 1  We're honored to have those two very important 
12 installations there. They need an airport to accomplish 
13 their mission. The cheapest and best way is to allow the Air 
14 Force to continue, as has been recommended to you, to operate 
15 that airfield and of course to allow the Commerce De artmen 
16 to have their NOAA operations there their air win &ere. 
17 There is plenty of room at ~ a c b i l l .  I he lAbu i ld  
18 it in 1939, opened it way back then. As a colle e student, I 
I9 laid concrete for thqse runways. I'm very fami$ with it. 
20 I became a second lieutenant on actlve duty there m 1941, 
21 and I have had it as my charge ever since. 
22 Plenty of room. If you want to put some more 
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I lan, the costs of clasure are r4uced by that $184 @l&n. 
2 bnder the partnership plan, the lmplemgntatlon tlpe 1s also 
3 much shorter. It is hard to understand lm lementlng a plan 
4 which will cost taxpayers an unnecessary 0150 mill!op when 
5 there is an alternative plan which will save $184 mlllion. 
6 I have two requests for you, the members of the 
7 BRAC Commission, today. First, I reqsest that the Commission 
8 alter the present DOD recommendation by inserting the 
9 artnerslup plan m ~ t s  place. At the very least, the 

10 eommission must make fi clear that the partnership proposal 
1 1 is the referred closure option. 
12 h e  C o m s s l o n  has nothing to lose b doin this. 
13 The plan saves taxpayers' dollars. ~ e c h n l c a h ~ ,  a sosure 
14 has been achieved, and the plan will protect and reserve a 
15 very vital art of our national security and, I mi&t add, 
16 the jobs o!ne.rly 2,500 of m constltu~n!~. 
17 And second, I request tbk Comrmulon establish a 
18 time frame in which the negotiations between the city and the 
19 Navy must occur, perha s maybe a year. This would set a time 
20 period within whch t ie  Navy and the city would be required 
21 to structure the agreement upon which the partnership must be 
22 based. 
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I tanker wings down there, we can take care of all of them that 
2 you got, and as you know. the United States is short of 
3 tanker wings in the southern part of the country, and the 
4 northern art of the country is over tanker-winged according 
5 to the D ~ D  estimates. 
6 So ut as man tankers there as ou want. We'll be 
7 glad to taRe them alror an body else tiat you got that you 
8 need a home for and just db what !he Depacment of Defense 
9 has asked you to do as far as keeplng MacDlll open and 
10 upcrated so Central Command and Special Operations C o ~ r ~ m a n d  
I I can both carr out their n~issions. Thank you very much Any Y 12 questions, I I1 be glad to answer them. It's nlce to see you 
I3 back. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON We have no quest~ons. We've been 
15 down to your fine base and had a look at it. We thank you. 
16 Re resentative Sam Gibbons, for your great contribution on 
17 belalf -- 
18 REPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS: And I assume that my 
19 formal statement will be a art of the record. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXO&: Your formal statement will be 
21 reproduced in the record in full. Do we have it? 
22 REPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS: Yes. If you don't, 1 will 
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1 These are two significant requests but are both 
2 within the scope and jurisdiction of your Commission. I hope 
3 ou agree tlus alterna!ive makes good sense and that you will 
4 rmk with favor on tlus proposal. And wlth that, 
5 Mr. Chairman, I'll be happy to try to answer any questions 
6 YOU mi ht have. 
7 &AIRMAN DIXON: We have no questions 
8 Re resentative. Burton. We are very much aware ofihe plan, 
9 an iwe  appreciate your valuable contnbut~on. It's under 

10 serious consideration. 
1 1  REPRESENTATIVE BURTON: Thank you ver much. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very kinhy. We're 
13 delighted to have my old fnend the great Congressman from 
14 the great state of Flonda. Representative Sam Gibbons. Good 
I5 to see OU, Sam. 
16 JEPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS: Mr. Chairman and 
17 Commissioner Kling, I first of all want to thank you for the 
18 job ou're doing for our country. It's very important, and 
19 we &ow you'll do a good . o b  Secondly -- I've found 
20 somebod 's lasses here. ! don't know whose they are. 
21 C ~ A I # M A N  DIXON: As the si n of ;m honest 
22 politician, he found some glasses, and &'s going to return 
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I hand you one right now. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, you're going to ive it tl 
3 the director right there. You're wing to the top dgo 
4 REPRESENTATIVE GIBBoAs: All right. Good. %anL 
5 you very much and have a nice day. 
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: God bless you. Good to see you,  
7 Sam. Re resentative Gibbons? 
8 REPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS: Yes, sir. 
9 CHAIRMAN,DIXON: 1.just wanted to ask do y o u  st11 
10 get any of that Schlltz around? 
I I REPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS: I've go1 C ~ I . \ C S  < ) I  SCI~IIIY 
n now. you know that? 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I read that artlcle. It'x gettlnp 
14 k~nd of hard to get Schlitz. 1 was just wondenng . 
IS REPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS: Well, y o u  know. I c h d n ' ~  
I6 know they made Schlitr :lny more. M r .  Chairman. I was iiown a~ 
17 the White House before the 50th anniversary of D-day. We 
18 were supposedly briefing the President on what i t  was like, 
19 and after the dinner the waiter came in with a silver tray, 
20 and on the tra were two cans of Schlitz beer. 
21 C H A I R ~ A N  DIXON:  I love i t .  
22 REPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS: So I took thein back to 
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I CHAlRMAN DIXON: My apology to you, Congressman. 
Z REPRESENTATIVE PORTMAN: Not at all, Senator. I'm 
3 just from the reat Midwest like you, and I'm proud of it. 
4 CHAI&AN DIXON: Well, I can tell by the cut of 
5 yourjib. 
6 REPRESENTATIVE PORTMAN: There you PO. I'm very 
7 pleased to be here. Thank you for having me. I m here to 
8 talk about Brooks Air Force Base at San Antonio and Wright- - "stterson Air Force Base in Da ton. Ohio. 

1 don't re resent Dayton h h i o  I do represent 
uthwestern &io and have some interests in being sure that 

Mright-patterson continues to he vlable Air Force base and 
I cont~nues to he given the respons~hil~tles I think that i t  
1 4  deserves based on its rating. 
I And you've ot a lot of tough decisions to be made 
I &  here. 1 served in tfe White House hack in the Bush 
1 - .4dm1nrstration when the Base Closure Comm~ssion was first 
I S  yttlngdo$. and 1 understand I think as well as anybody 
l o  t e nee to eep I! h~ artlsan, nonpartisan and apolitical, 
20 and I think you shouPd make the decisions on the merits and, 
21 you know, there is a good reason to appolnt an Independent 
22 commission, and I support entirely. 

~ulti-pageTM 
JUNE 13, 1995 BRAC HEARING 

Page 515 
I a more efficient organization while preserving the abilit to 
2 protect our reat nation, and /n t h ~ s  case they ve decidd 
3 that consoli8ation will result in the best mlitary value for 
4 the Air Force. 
5 So I urge you to consider the merits of the cost- 
6 effectiveness of the measure as you review the Air Force 
7 recommendation m accordance wlth the Defense Base Closua 
8 and Realignment Act. 
9 Sound decisions are based on sound olicy -: I 

1 0  don't have to tell you all that -- dlvorced A m  polrtrcs 
I I and I know that you will carry out your responsibiliti&, but 
12 I hope that in t h ~ s  case those sound decisions will he1 make 
13 your recommendations and the work of this Commission a{ the 
1 4  more credible and all the more ersuasive to the American 
15 people as we're going through &is tough downsimg. 
16 I thank you very much for allowmg me to say a few 
I 7 words here today, Senator. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, Congressman Portman, thank 
19 you very much. I'm sorry that I hadn't had the pleasure to 
20 meet you during my servlce here, sir. You've made a very 
21 fine presentation on your behalf and the State of Oho. I'm 
22 pleased to advise you you are the 200th member of the 
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"omandy and drank them with my family at the same spot on 

road to where I had consumed the first ones 50 years ago. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: My god, you done the right thing. 

' u l f n .  
5 REPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS: This time I didn't leave 
6 the em tie\ thou h. - $HA~RMA% DIXON: Bless our bones. 
r REPRESENTATIVE G I B B O ~ S :  Good to see you. 
I: CHAlRMAN DIXON: Thank you. T h a n k  you. Sam.  Wc'rt: 

I., del~ghted to have the Distinguished Congressman from the 
I ,  grc;tl \1;1tc ~~rcalifornia. Congressman Roh Portman. here. ; tntf  

1: we're pleased to hear from him. 
I : REPRESEN,TATIVE PORTMAN Thank yo(!, Senator I'd 
I I like to cla~rn Calrfornia as my own, hut I'm actually from 
I Ohio. 
I6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, let the record show that 
I -  that's the first mistake the Cha~rman has made in about 46 
1 8  years, and I want the record to be eminently clear now that I 
1 9  charge my Commission to understand that this Distin uished 
20 Congressman, Rob Port-, IS from the great state of 0hio. 
2 1 REPRESENTATIVE PORTMAN: There you go. There you 
22 go. 
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I I applaud the Commission, in fact, for its role. f 
2 think you ve been a very constructive force, and you've mad( 
3 a lot of difficult decisions in tenns of downsivng whlle 
4 maintaining our readiness and modernization. 
5 So I'm here toda not to support a parochial view, 
6 although I tend to t h d  consolidat~on works better than 
7 another but instead simply to urge you to act on the merits 
8 m this situation, and that s what the Commission IS all 
9 about as I see it, and that's what you've done so well. 

1 0  Ip accordance with BRAC, the Air Force has 
1 I determed ti+ it's necessary to reduce ~ t s  laboratory 
12 research facrlrt~es around the country to carry out ~ t s  
13 mission in the most thorou h and cost-effectwe way, and I'm 
1 4  sure you're very aware of &at. 
1 5  And to do this the Secretary of Defense has 
1 6  recommended consolidating Brooks Air Force Base in San 
I -  Antonio with Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in Ohio. in 
l V  Qayton, Ohlo. 

This declsion I think is consistent with both the 
g-term force structure plan as well as the selection 

leri;l under the Base Closure and Realignment Act. Indeed, au 
2 2  the Air Force has rated Wright-Pat as a Tier 1 base, and 
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I Brooks was rated as a Tier 3 base. 
2 Furthermore, the Air Force has indicated that 
3 Wri ht Patterson and the surrounding area have sufficient 
4 levef o i  clualified personnel, expertise sup rt, technical 

6 Wright-Pat efficiently and effectively. 
i? S facilities to incorporate the activities from rooks at 

7 The one-time costs of closure and consolidation 
8 should be more than offset by the long-term savings that the 
9 study indicates that would be associated with reducing 

1 0  personnel and reducing infrastructure. 
I 1 The ,Air Force,hv also determined that 
1 2  consol~dat~on wlll e l le ia te  almost tw~ce as many positions 
13 as the cantonment pol~cy suggested by supporters of Brooks, 
14 almost ?ice as.man positions. 
I S  Thls fact ~n adition to the reduction in overhead 
16 and other costs,, is expected to result in an annual savings 
17 of about $32 rmllion compared with only $10.5 million in 
18 annual savin s associated with the other ap roach. 
19 All of Wese are Air.Force data, minB 
20 aren't fine. It comes stra~ght from DOD. xz~e%:g~ 
21 including the Air Force, I think ou've correctly been given 
22 the discret~on to detemne how lest to restructure forces in 
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2 so far, and you've discharged your obligation very well, and 
3 we thank you for it. 

REPRESENTATIVE PORTMAN: I think you are very 
5 patient with us, and I a reciate ou're getting the input. 
6 CHAIRMAN D ~ R :  T h a d  you very much Congressman 
7 Portrnan. Ladles and gentlemen who have had tfne stamina to 
8 stay -- I hope you guys are getting overtime over there at 
9 that table. God bless you. 

1 0  Now, we have two more coming, one member of the 
1 1  House and one in the Senate, and they're on their way. And 
1 2  should they show up in a t t~me, whch I'm sure they will, 
13 we're oing to accommo&te them 
I4 Wow, earlier in the day the & a t  state of 
15 Pennsylvania encountered difficulties because a substantial 
16 number of members from the House were here and had to return 
I 7 for a vote, and one of them demonstrating his devotion to his 
I 8 district and his state, havin sped back to the House, having 
19 cast his vote, having s e r v d  h ~ s  constituency all day coming 
20 back here tonight, and we're del~ghted to see Congressman 
2 1  Phil English from the great state of Pennsylvania. 
22 REPRESENTATIVE ENGLISH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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1 effects of such a base on the loca1,economy to that of a 
2 siNficant company. This is particularly significant in 
3 view of the fact that this region of Pennsylvan~a has 
4 expenenced a very substantial downturn In recent years and 
5 hasn't fully recovered from the recession of the early 1980s. 
6 I am here to em hasize the support and injtiat!ve 
7 of the 910 personnel t iat  they have given to their Air 
8 Reserve station. The have an exceptional operational record 
9 recognized regularly gy the Department of Defense. 

1 0  My view 1s that after reviewing the Ypungstoyn Air 
I 1 Reserve Stat~on's m l ~ t a r y  value, its capabil~tles and its 
12 strong communit support this Comlnission will see the merits 
13 of its continudservice. 
14 Currently, the 9 10th qirlift Wing consists of two 
15 tactical units, the 757th Airl!ft Squadron, the 773rd Airlift 
16 Squadron as well as the Aenal Spray Branch and its 
17 supporting units covering all facets of Air Force 
18 requirements. 
19 It is under the command of the 10th Air Force at 
20 the Bergstrom Air Force Base in Texas and the Air Force 
21 Reserve Head uarters at the Robins Air Force Base in Georgia. 
22 To briehy give you a sense of its size, the 
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1 cold drink. Let your conscious be your r i d e . .  . 
2 SENATOR KENNEDY: Well, with t at I will s ~ t  down, 
3 I think. I'll just really take just a moment or two, First 
4 of all, to thank all of you for the wonderful attention that 
5 you've given in performing an extraordinarily national 
6 servlce. 
7 I think, Senator Dixon, and Lee Kling and General 
8 Robles and General Davis have all had distlnguishej and 
9 wonderful careers, and the fact that you've been wllllng to 

10 run through this whole process and rocldure you deserve thc 
I I highest commendations and the m d l s  of our country for 
12 servlce to our nation, and I say ~t ve sincerely. 
13 1 thank you, and 1 want to t h d  Mr. Kling and 
14 Generally Rob1t:s for coming up through Massachusetts. General 
IS Davis as well. Ever one in those communities are enormously 
I6 rateful, and thry feel that you've given attention. You've 
17 i s t e n d  to their case 
18 I am a great believer, in the case that has been 
19 made and a great believer in the credibility of the case that 
20 has been made, but I want to tell you that part of this whole 
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1 I'm grateful for the o portunity to testify, and 1 appreciate 
2 the fact tha the Base &sure and Realignment Commission has I 3 to make some decisjons that would qhallenge $e wisdom of 
4 Solomon. 1 appreciate the o portunrty to test~fy on behalf 
5 of the Youngstown-Warren j l r  Reserve Station that currently 
6 serves the Pennsylvania Chenango Valley. 
7 I believe that this facility IS a si 
8 resource for our national defense, ancf?&g:e my 
9 collea e, Mr. Traficant, is going to be offerin or has 

1 0  offer$testimony to the Commission to that e f k t  
1 1  What I wanted to do in support his comment& since 
12 I cannot c l am to be an expert on all aspects of mlita 
13 pre aredness, is  to relay to the Commission the signi?cance 
14 of %e Air Reserve base to the Mercer County Pennsylvania 
15 comrnun~ ty . 
16 Over 400 reservists =.well as nearly 150 cjvilian 
17 employees from Pennsylvma work at or otherwise utilize the 
18 910th. The Youngstown Air Reserve Station has become one of 
19 the.areals largest single employers, and its loss would have 
20 senous consequences upon the local comrnun~ty and on the 
21 regional economy. 
22 I believe that one could compare the beneficial 

2 1  process was etting out and listening and &king peo le 
22 questions and asking their participat~on. This really\as 
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I Con ressman English, for your fine contribution. We thank 
2 you for  the statement youtre lacin in the record, and we 
3 appreciate your efforts on befalf ofyour  district and your 
4 state. Thank you very much. 
S REPRESENTATIVE ENGLISH: Thank you, Mr. Chainyn., 
6 and again I appreciate all of the efforts of this Comm~ss~on 
7 and wlsh you well. 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: .Thank you., Congressman. Now,, let 
9 me say that the man who will be last 1s a man from a famly 

10 that has always been first. What a great way to end two days 
I I of hearings by having an old friend who is always first come 
12 in here as our 202nd witness. 
13 He is last but not least the great Senior Senator 
14 from the reat state of Massachusetts, Ted Kennedy. 
15 SEt$ATOR KENNEDY: What an introduction. We missed 
16 you out in our home state esterday, Mr. C h a i r p n .  
17 CHARMAN D I X O ~  That's in your cred~t, Mr. 
18 Senator, in your credit. 
19 SENATOR KENNEDY: That's indiscreet for me to 
20 mention that iit this time I know I'm the last thmg between 
21 you and a wonderful dinner somewhere. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You're quite right, Senator, and a 

I 1 
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1 Youngstown Air Reserve Station,emplo s nearly 500 people. is 
2 u t i l i d  by 1,100 reservists, sits on $30 acres on the north 
3 side of the Youngstown-Wamn Regional Airport while using a 
4 total of 1,300 acres when counting all of the facilities 
5 used. 
6 The mission of the 910 is two-fold. In wartime, it 
7 de loys the C-130H in the combat operations of tactical 
8 plAn. ~ h e s e  operations include low-level infiltrat~on 
9 lnto combat environments where the aircraft can deliver 

10 personnel and ~patenals b airdrop apd air-lan? techniques. 
1 1  In peacetime, the d ing ' s  msslon is to cl~rect the 
12 organizin equipping and training of Air Force Reserve air 
13 crews in f i e  tactlcal airlift tactics and techniques and as 
14 required, the unit will also be available to provide 
15 nonmilitary hum+itaric assistance. 
16 In t h ~ s  capacit since February of 1993, the 9 10 
17 Air Wing has p rov i&t  airlift and p e ~ n n e l  for h~manitarian 
18 fli hts to Bosnia. Having offered t h ~ s  generpl test~mony, 
19 an% I welcome you to revlew the balance of I, in a 
20 submission, I would love to field any questions you might 
21 have and a preciate the opportunity to participate. 
22 CHAPRMAN DIXON: Well. we thank you very much, 
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1 served the process well. 
2 To you, Mr. Chairman we thank.you for residing 
3 pver this. From the decks o t t h e  Intrepid to the galls here 
4 in Congress, your service has been exem lary as always. 
s Let me just finally mention this. +ere was a 
6 rocedure that was established by the Defense Department that 
7 gelieved it was in the best interest of the securit of this 
8 nation and that is that the were going to treat txe r e s e ~ e  
9 bases and the active duty iases  as two different kind of 
10 entities, and they did so with the exception of the South 
1 1  Weymouth. 
12 As you well know and as the record as we'vt.  one 
I3 over reflects. the Brunswick Station was to be closed. South 
14 Weymouth to remain open, and then, on the bars  of 
15 interventions and, quite frankly, the CINCLAN Fleet's 
16 opinions ought to be listened to. 
17 But at other times when his advice was sought,, ~t 
1 8  had reached a different conclusion, and all we're saylng is 
19 that the record has been made or not made with regards to 
20 that intervention we Go not believe that this Commrss~on 
21 iving the conslderat~on of all these other factors should 
22 jeviate from what has been a tested, tried, evaluated process 
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I wh~ch says consider the active dut operation bases an 

nsider the reserve bases in a difrerent scale. 
'f 

Now, I'm not here to revlew where South ,Weymouth 
dmes out I. the reserve bases other than to say a s a 

base and with regards to the mannin Issue, though a 6 are men and women who are ready to serve t e reserve 
7 function. 
8  There is no real competition between what is 
9 available at South Weymouth and at other reserve bases. 1 

10 respect the demogra hic issue as it relates to other bases, 
I I but with regards to &e different criteria which were used in 
12 terms of the reserve, that South Weymouth makes that and 

113 makes it in a strongway. 
14 What we are sayin? is that -- and I think General 
15 Robles, Mr. Klin , Genera Davis when they were out there and  

1 6  listened to the kta i ls  and went through the various 
17 presentations that were made to them in terms of the assets 

1 8  of that base, and not to denigrate others, but the fact of 
19  the matter is when you look at all the other reserve bases we 
20 ought to be one that IS mainta~ned. 
2 I That was the ~ n l t ~ a l  recommendation, That, is the 
2 2  one that ought to he followed. If at some other tlme there 

t - - - - . 
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2 reserve in operation and bringing a different k i n t o ?  

' 
3 critena, then so be it. 
4 But to single this out as the only situation in the 
5 whole BRAC procedure that deviates from the clear, specific 
6 requirements which were established, and when the clear, 
7 specific requirements were established they reached a certain 
8  result, and when they ctrcumvented those procedures., they - -eached a certain result in the terminat~on or the closing 

11 south We mouth. 
, And w e k l i e v e  that we have base with men and 

o m e n  t a t  will erform that funct~on, the reserves, with 
13 great distinction. fthank you very much. We have responded 
14 to all of the various sort of questions. I thank the members 
15 of the community, Representative Haley, the others that are 
16 here. 
17 I think Generally Robles, Mr. Kling, General Davis 
18 would feel that m that time of that presentahon reall 
19 important information and analysis was made availahYle by 
20 these really outstanding citizens. 
2 I As you know, Representative Haley flies planes as a 
22 part of  the military servlce, takes great pride, as all our 
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I resen lsts do ,  but 1s someone who probably has assets In 
! terms of understanding these relationships with an insight 
3 which is really very s ecial and very unlque. 
4 And I want to tRank him and to !hank our whole 
5 group very much for be~ng here and y~eld  whatever t ~ m e  
6 rernalns back to our Chair. I thank you very much. You're 
7 wonderful to permit to me and the other members of the 
8 Committee to testify, and we know whatever the results we've 
9 been treated fairly and with respect, and we're very, very 

I0 grateful to ou. - I I I C H ~ M A N  DIXON: Well, Senator, you continue to 
12 ive your complete devotion to your state. Ithonors us all 
13 b a t  you do that, and we thank you for coming here with you, 
14 friends on behalf of your great state of Massachusetts. 
15 The great Senior Senator from Massachusetts, 
16 Senator Ted Kennedy, leads me to say that t h ~ s  meeting is - 1;; adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 7:30 the meeting of the Base 
'osure and Real~pnment & a t t e e  was adlourned.) 
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I P R O C E E D I N G S  
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good mornine. ladies and 
3 entlemen, and welcome to this hearing of  the Defense Base 
4 closure and Realignment Commission. My name is Alan J. 
5 Dixon, and 1 am cha" ian  of the Commission khich is char cd 
6 with recommendin to the President which domestic m8itary 
7 installations shouldclose o r  be realigned. 
8 With us today are m fellow commissioners, Al 
9 Cornella, Rebecca Cox. J.B. Davis. S. Lee Kling, Benjamin 

10 Monto a, Joe Robles, and Wendi Steele. 
1 1  Xe are in. the Anal w e k s  of ou! assignment. Final 
12 deliberat~ons wtll begtn June 22 here In thrs room. In the 
13 15 weeks since w e  received Secretary P e m ' s  list of 146 
14 proposed closures and reali nments,-the Cbmmission has 
15 conducted 12 tnvestigative fearings in Washington -- 13 
I6 including today. - - - 
17 W e  have also taken some 8 5  hours of  testimony at 16 
18 regional hearin s held aU around the country including Guam 
I9 and Maska. i t  those hearings, w e  heard presentations from 
20 communities from 3 5  slates plus Guam and Puerto Rico. 
21 Yesterday and the da before, w e  heard testimony from more 
22 than 200 members o?cong- whose stat- and distActs are 

Al.. Dhom 

N t o n  W. Cornel la  

R e b e c u  G .  Cox 

J.B.  0 . ~ 1 ~  

5. Ifc N l n q  
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Josue  Nobles 
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I affected by the list. 
2 In addt t~on to conducting 29 hearings, the 
3 commissioners have amon them made almost 200 visits to some 
4 75 bases on  the clpsure k t ,  and CoMNssipn staff has made 
5 another 7 5  ba5e vtsrts to gather a d d ~ t ~ o n a l  ~nformatton. 
6 As everyone in this room robably knows, on May 10, 
7 the Commsston voted to add 3Sbase.s to the 1s t  for 
8 consideration for closure o r  further realignment. In the 
9 months since then, we  have visited all those installations 

10 and conducted regional hearings at which the affected 
I I communities were heard. 
12 Today, w e  have asked Department of  Defvnse 
13 officials to come here, tn part, to state thew p o s ~ t ~ o n s  
14 regarding the bases we  added to the Secretar ' s  list. 
IS However, w e  will be glad to hear from the department 
16 regarding any base on the list, and w e  will ask some 
17 uestions ourselves about some of the installations on the 
18 %arch 1 list based on what w e  have learned at our base visits 
19 and re ional hearin s. 
20 &e will hear from the three military departments in 
21 three separate panels and then conclude with a panel of 
22 witnesses froni the Office of  the Secretary of Defense. We 

P ~ p e  3 

C O W T ~ W T S  

R ~ E S K W T A T I ~  OF: PACE 

s e c r e t a r y  7-0 D. w e m t ,  J r .  7 

General Gordon R .  s u l l l r l n  18  

~ . s i s t m n t  Secre tary  N ' t e  Walker 22 

Brlqadler General James S h m e  22 

major ccnerml John R .  ~ ' ~ r - u j o  18 

Secre tary  s h e l l a  R .  Yldna l l  96 

General Ronald R. F O ~ I - n  10s 

major General Ja), D .  UI- 134 

J-. l W t r l g h t  137 

seccetu). J O ~  R. -Con 191 

General car1  K. mndy,  J r .  205 

m r m l  J.M.  e.oordr 21 1 
A8s l s tant  s e c r c u r y  Robert 8. P l r l c  210 

s e c r e t a r y  ~omhu- ~ o t b a t m  260 

Deplty A 8 s l s t m t  s e c r e t a r y  Robert I(. N y a r  271 

Page 6 
I will begin with the Army from now until 10:00 a.m. Wc will 
2 hear from the Air Force from 10: 15 to 11 :45 a.m. and then 
3 break for lunch unhl 1:00 p.m. 
4 From 1:00 to  2:30, w e  will hear from the Navy and 
5 then from 2:30 to 3:30, w e  will hear from the representatives 
6 of the Secretary of Defense and the Defense Logistics Agcncy. 
7 We are fortunate to  have with us  a distingutshed roup of 
8 witncqses from the Office o f  the Secretary of the &m 
9 Secretary o f  the Army TO 0 D. West Jr., will & 

10 with us today. W e  also have c f i e f  of  s taff  of the Army 
I I General Gordon R. Sullivan. the 1-lonorable Mike Walker. 
12  Assistant Secretary for lnstallations, Lo istics and 
I3 Environment: Brigadier General James Ehane, Director oI 
14 Management in the Office o f  the Chief of Staff; and Md or 
I5 General John 1)'Araujo. Jr . ,  Director Army National zuard 
16 As always, I must remind you that the Base Closure 
17 Law r  ires me to swear in witnesses before they lest11 
18 before%e Commission. If the Army reprerentaltves w l i  
19 please stand and raise their right hands, I will now 
20 administer the oath. 
21 Witnesses S W O ~  
22 LHAIRMAN DI$ON: General Sullivan. I understand 
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I SECRETARY WEST: Mr. Chairman, members ot the 
2 Cornlnibsion, we appreciate this second opportunity to discuss 
3 with you your alternatives for closure to our 
4 rrconl~ncndations. We h o p  our comments will be helpful to you 
j in your deliberations. 

Obviously. these have been painstakingly develo al 
us. IS has the analysis of yourself and your staffs. b u r  
Islons were not a m v l d  at easily, nor were they made in 
t r .  They build upon the work o f  three previous 
mmlssions and leave us with the infrastructure n d e d  to 

I k=p our Army trained and ready Into the 21st centur 
1 We recognize, of course, your duty to revlew ti&e 

pa~nstakingly and to consider chan es  to the list. We hope 
4 th.il we can offer you inforrnatlon &at will assist you in 
5 that wa . 
o l?l may turn .to the reposed addition: that affect 

thc Army to your irst. 0tRer than Fort Hallbard, Maryland, 
3 (hi  .Army does not offer a s u ~ y r t  to you for adding any other 
4 installations to the o n  ina 1st. After the DIS does 

:ti d ~ p r r t  from Fort ~ a l i f a r d ,  we have no further use for the 
I! pri)pzrt 
-- .- d;th respect to the other alternatives recommended, 

~ u l t i - ~ a g e ~ ~  
Base Realignment & Closi~re 
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I alon with the program executive office missile defense onto 
2 ~ e d k t o n e  Arsenal at r later date. A decision, then, to 

/ 3 relocate space and strategic defense command from l e a s 4  , 4 spa& would be a poor substitute for terminating the lease 
5 and disestablishing and redistributing the assets of  the 

1 6 aviation and troop s rt command. 
7 If we are not a g e  to execute this plan as 
8 recommended, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, thc 
9 Army will forfeit substantial savings from reductions in both 

10 management and facility overhead. And we would, of course, 
1 I forego the operational advanta es of aligning those functions 
12 that are related in research a n f d e v e ~ o ~ m e n t  centers a other 
I3 locations. 
14 Makin these chan es, in summary the above four 
15 changes, to t i e  original {st proposed by ~ O D  on behalf of 
16 the Army would cost a proximately 5200 million more, would 
17 save up to 545 million ress than had been recommended in our 
18 original list and, of course, would provide a greater 
19 operattonal nsk.10 the Anyy. 
20 Investing In altematlve BRAC recommendations that 
21 produce fewer savings would be at the expense of Army 
22 radiness and of Army plans for force modernization. On this 

Page 7 
ire from the Army in just six days. On behalf 

2 of the Commission iind the country I want to thank you for 
3 5 ndlng time with us during your fast week on active duty. 
4 \r: o)n  lratulate you, sir. and we  honor you for our 
i outstmhng career service to the nation and the ,&my uvrr 
s th= past 3 ears. Thank ou  sir. 
7 C E N ~ R A L  SULLIYAN: 7 h m k  you, sir. 
3 CtiAIRMAN DIXON: Secretary West, we are delighted 
9 and honored to welcome ou back. 
o SECRETARY W E ~ T :  m u l ~  you, sir. 
I CHAIRMAN DIXON: And you may proceed at your 
2 Ic~surz. 
3 SECRETARY WEST: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good 
4 rmjming. This 1s a reat day to be art of the Department of  
j the Arm . n i s  is t f e  Arm 's 22019 birthday. 

a &AIRMAN D I X O ~  Happ birthda 
i 7 SECRETARY WEST: And so 1/1 might, [would like to 
18 join you in your tribute to General Sullivan as the 

resentative of the men and women in unifonn of the Army, I: LTof those who have participated in the security of  this 
21 narion over rts hlsto 
- 7  -- CHAIRMAN 8 1 x 0 ~ :  Amen, my friend. Anlm. 
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I assesses Tobyhanna as  the number one Army depot. 
2 With respect to Letterkenn , DOD's roposal to 
3 realign Letterkenn preserves ~ 6 ~ ' s  missile consolidation 
4 effort. achieves suisbntial savings for a reasonable 
5 invcstmcnt, and reduces the overcapacity in ground equipment 
6 maintenance in the depot system. 
7 Alternatives to move tactical missile maintenance 
8 to Hill Air Force Base, in the Army's view, would incur cosls 
9 anywhere from four to nine times greater and produce 

1 0  s~gn~ficant ly less In the way o f  savlngs. Extenslve facility 
I I upgrades would necessary to support tact~cal mrssile 
12 maintenance at Hill Air Force Bas?. For that reason, we d o  
13 not recommend thls as a more feastble o r  desrrable 
14 alternative to the recommendation you have from DOD and the 
I5 Army. 
16 With respect to the s ace and strate ic defense 
I7 command, the Anny has m a 2  a concerted efton to move o r  of 
18 leased space when it is cost-effective to d o  so. Our 
19 analysts shows that movin space and strategic defense 
20 command to a nearby i n s d ~ a t i o n  would have significant costs 
2 1  and take over 30 years to pay off. 
22 It would disrupt preexisting plans to move SSDC 

I I 
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I we some views. Oakland Arm Base. W e  studied t i e  
1 fwslbl l~ty of  closing the ports at b o t i  Bear and Oakland. 
3 We concluded that the loss of Oakland represents for the Army 
4 an operational risk that we would rather not have to accept. 
j We need this critical port facility to support the rapid 
3 drplo ment of  equipment during p i c e  and war. 

b e  need it for the de  loyment of  our CONUS-basal 
I forces to respond to any nutonal sesunty threats that could 

emerge in the Pacific refion,. In our  view, its closure would 
4 )  leave us without a p o r t  aclllty on the West Coast, and the 
. financial savlngs slmpl d o  not justify that nsk. 

With respect to q o b  hanna, the Arm has made the 
j hard choices to divest i t w k o f  excess deporcapacity, 
4 malntenance capaclt and consolidate workload from five to 
; thric depots, g m u n t a i r ,  and commun~cations electron~cs. 
.: DOD's recommendations, which are ours, as well, on 

- :crkcnny and Red River provide the optimum savings while 
porting our corps wartime requirements. 

They have earned the support of the SEC DEF's 
ross-servlce group. Tob hanna's our center of excellence 

::I for conlmunications and eiwtronics. Closing it, we believe, 
'2 would Jircctly contradict the Army's own military value which 

Page 1; 
I score, then, on these proposed additions, we  urge you to 
2 weigh this assessment carefully, the assessment that the Arm: 
3 has offered you. 
4 We would hope Mr. Chairman and members of the 
5 Commission ou will agree with us that these changes ought 
6 not be u r s u d .  
7 6 n e  word about our original recommendations. 
8 You've nuide extensive visits, you and your staffs to our 
9 installations over the past f e y  months-to observe thei! 

1 0  operattons and l~s ten  to the slncere vorces of  communrties 
11  and elected representatives. W e  in the Army have been 
12 Iisteni3, !oo. , . 
13 elr conv~ctlons, their fervent opposition have 
14 our admiration. It is moving to,witness the pnde  our 
15 friends have and our ne~ghbors  m the Army and the 
16 installations that serve them. Even so, Mr.  Chairman, with 
17 little exception, we are unaware of com elling arguments thal 
18 would cause us.to change our  initi,al mi&ayludgements. 
19 We have m some occasions ~n some rnstances learned 
20 new information that makes one realignment and two closure! 
21 no longer viable in our  view. We have provided our 
22 rwommendat~ons to the Office of the Secretary of  Defense, 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well. we thank you. Y o u r  
specific, and that's very 

w' 
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I larger area than is available for constnrction at Fort 
2 Hamilton. 
3 Valley Grove West Virginia, area maintenance 
4 su port activity. The Army recommended closing and , s r e k a t i n g  this facility to Kelly Support Center in 

: 6 Pennsylvania. W e  have srnce learned that Congress added a 
7 construction project, about $6.8 million in value, to build a 
8 new maintenance shop at tlic Wheeling Ohio, County Airport. 
9 This prqject is now underway and thus obviates the need for 
10 us to move to a new fac,il,ity at.Kelly Support Center. 
I I A word about addttronal ~nformation that would 
12 adjust in a minor way other of our  recommendations. At 
13 F~tr~. imons,  we  recommended closing this fa~ility,.Fitzsimons 
14 Medical Center in Colorado, and relocating 11s o tlcal school 
15 and associated laboratory to Fort Sam Houston. %e have 
16 learned in the Army that.the Assistant Secreery of  Defense 
17 Health Affatrs IS evaluatrng more costeffecttve alternat~ves 
18 to relocate that school, the optical school elsewhere. 
19 W e  would suggest that modifying the language of the 
20 recommendation s o  !t does not specify a precrse location for 
21 the optical school mlght help us  as the Assistant Secretary 
22 goes about his work. 

7 that location. ( ; General Sullivin. 
With respect to the Bayome Military Ocean GENERAL SULLIVAN: Thanks, .Mr. Chairman. I 

9 Terminal, the Army has recommended closing this facility, 9 appreciate very much your remarks, and 11's good to he back 

- - - - - - -- 
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1 Army's overall housing strategy. T l ~ c  Army is closin Iious~ng 
2 areas that su port small gar"a)ns and small hea$uarters 
3 units and is Leeping those that support major troop 
4 concentrations. 
5 It is  a business judgement and an effort to d o  thls 
6 in a businesslike way. And thus, for us  in the Army. the 
7 challenge is to balance overall quality of  life for our 
8 soldiers against readiness and modernization of the U.S. 
9 Army, hopefully achieving the maximum in all three of those 

10 areas. 
1 I At Fort McClellan, w e  have furnished the 
12 environmental permits for Fort Leonard Wood in su II ofthe 
I3 training missions transferring from Fort M C C I ~ Y G .  We are 
14 now confident that we  can make !he chan e, that we  can 
15 accompl~sh the smoke trainln mtssion wblle at the same timf 
I6 exercising Nd envl ronmend stewardship. 
17 Mr. chairman. members of the Commission, you've 
18 heen patient with me as  I've gone through these. I wanted at 
19 the outset if I could, to try to put on the table as  mimy of 
20 what we think are the issues as possible as you prepare to 
21 question us. Thank ou for your aticnce, thank you for your 
22 ttme, and it's goodYto be back b o r e  you agaln. 
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I and we  mention them now. 
2 Dugway Proving Ground. The  crux of our 
3 rvommendation to closc Dugway centered on the relocation of 
4 the chemical biological testing elements to Aberdeen Proving 
s Ground and smoke ob!curance luting elements to Yuma Proving 

7 these two sites, thereby obvtating the relocation of those 
6 Ground permit restnctrons, preclude conducting testing at 

8 testin elements. 
9 s f f o r t s  to transfer the English Villa e, the 

10 housing area to  the Utah National G u a r d i a d  been underway 
I I rior to  the development of  our  BRAC Itst and would, 
12 herefore, requlre no a c t ~ o n  by the Commission to effect that 
13 disposal. 
14 Craven Point, New Jersey, U.S. Army Reserve Center. 
IS The Army has recommended closrng and relocating this facility 
16 to Fort Hamilton, New York. While we were planning for this 
17 implementation we  discovered that new construction, 
18 approximately $10.5 nlillion worth, is required to execute the 
19 move. 
20 T h e  minor savings, Mr. Chairman and members of  the 
21 Commission, about 1137.00 annually, simply docs not justify 
22 this expense. Moreover, the new facility would require a 

L I I 
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I that they include probably the followin issues that I wlk 
2 just touch briefly: Leased facilities. d e  Arm? h?s. 
3 rformed a o i l t b r y  value anal 4 s  on i d  actltttes and 
4 gs concluded, essentially, t h a t i y  and Iar e, they have had 

low milita value in the instances in whict  we  made 

7 
2' 6 recommen ations. 

W e  have provided a detailed p ~ r i  tion of our 
8 assessment regarding the l u s e d  factllty t e t  houses aviation 
9 and troop support command in a letter to you and the 

10 Commission on April 14, 1995. Our conclusion then, that 
I I this lease facility had low military value, c o u p l d  with the 
12 resultin tinanytal savtngs ~d o erational adv?ntages, 
I3 formed ?he ba..is for our ong~naf recommendat~on  
I4 Depots. The Army's recommendatipn to close Red 
15 River Depot and realrgn Letterkenny elimnates excess 
16 capacity and achieves significant savings. A single ground 
17 combat depot, Anniston, will support our peacellme 
18 requirements. It will meet our surge requrrements in the 
19 event there are two major regional contingencies. 
20 Famil housin . Divestiture of famly  housing 
21 quarters r d c e s  bur8ensome maintenance and repair costs 
22 where we have made those decisions and is a major part oC 111c 

10 relocating thc ~ a s t e m  Area Command Headquarters and 1301si 
I t Major Port Command to Fort Monmouth and retaining and enclavc 
12 for Nav tenants. 
1, ~ { e  Army Military Traffi.c Managagement Command js 
I4 considertng an tnternal reor antzatlon whtch could result In 
15 the mer er of their commanjs  at another Eastern installation 
16 beside f o r t  Monmouth. And the Nav has indicated a 
17 preference for moving its activities. ?herefore, if the 
18 Commission were to modify the Ian uage of our recomrncndation 
19 so  it does not specify the particufar gaining location or  
20 retention of  an enclave, then that would be helpful. 
2 1 W e  know you have some questions, lots of questions, 
22 for the Army in a numbcr of amas of our recommcndelton and 

10 heie a ain. - 
I I k the Secretary noted, today's the Army's 220th 
12 birthday. And needless to .sa I am very proud to be the 
13 Chref of Staff of the United &trr Army. I have hcm. iind I 
14 an1 particularly proud today to re rcscnt the men and wolllcn of  
15 Amer ica*~ Army. active G u a r j a n d  Reserve. 
16 I would note that 1 completely a ree with the 
17 Secretary of the Army's remarks, and? would just ltke to adc 
18 some comments of  my own. First of  all we  are counting on 
19 the savings from the original recommendations that we made 
20 We are, as you all know -- certainly everybody in the room 
21 knows -- we're spendrng a histortcally low amount on the 
22 Army, and 1 mnst get every bit of leverage 1 can out of the 



3 stnlcture, quality of  lit2 for our soldiers, and, of course, 
4 modzmizatton. Since 1989, we  have lost about 40 cents on 
5 every dollar that we had programmed lo kcep this organi.urtion 
b rrainsd and ready and modernized. Missions have gone u 300 
7 percent. So thts has been a very challenging period for us. 
a .And this BRAC submission is very i m p r t a n l  to us. 
Y I don't see much value in altemattve options, 

1 0  although as the Seeretar pointed out there are some minor 
I 1 a Justments which shoufd be made. but frankly, some of  the 
12 ~ltrrnat ives would cost the Arm more and save us less. And 
13 in this kind of an envtronment, [can't afford that. 
I4 I would reinforce what Secretary West satd about 
15 Oakland Army Terminal. Oakland Army Terminal is im 
16 for u s  on the West Coast. It provides US a port frCiG%' 
17 project power into the Pacific. Tobyh?nna is the nu&r one 
18 depot in terms of  rmlttar value. It IS tmportant to the 
19  U n ~ t u l  States ~ n p y ,  a n 2 1  want to re~nforce that. 
20 Now, I r e a l t u  that there are very difficult and 
21 ~mportant decisions involving maintenance depots. What we 
zr i r e  trying to do is rely on a stngle ground combat vehicle 

3 you. 
4 SECRETARY WALKER: Thank you. Good to see you. 
5 Mr. Chairman, 1 have nothing to add. I join General Sullivan 
6 in endorsing Secrelllry West's remarks. And I want tqjoin 
7 them, also, In thanking you for your servtce to the nat~on.  
8 You've taken on a trcmcndous job, and we thank you for doing 
9 that. Thank ou. 

10 C H A I ~ M A N  DIXON: I thank you Secretary Walker. 
I I Brigadier General James E. Shane jr., director of 
1 2  management, Office of  the chief  of  staff.  General Shane, do 
13 you have an thin to sa at this time? 
14 ~ N E I A L  SHANH Mr. Chairman. 1 have one thing to 
1 5  say. I would like on behalf of  my staff to tell you our 
16 staff has accepted the challenge. They have put 11 $rough 
17 rigorous chan es And we a pmiate that, worktn with them. 
18 And we thin6 end p n J u c t  will be the, best tor  our 
19 country. And tt has been a pleasure serving the country in 
20 this ca acit and the Army. 
21 8HAlbMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, general. And 
22 if you are all willing, we will now begin a questioning 
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I Jspoi. And I think we can d o  what we have to d o  with one 

&pot. We go from three to one. 
3 Closing Red River and realigning Letterkenny to 
4 Tohyh;inna and Anniston, as we recommended, account for about 
5 a th~rd  of  the savings that we're counting on. So that is an 
h tmportant adjustment for us. 

If we had to d o  some of the alternatives, frankly, 

. . 
6 suhmlssion. 
7 The objec! of the exercise was to save money, get a 
x e i rd  return on Investment. I think what you have rs a good 
Y 6u>tness rogram here, a 104 business pp roach to the  

o lururs. $here is som? risk in st, but 1 th ln f the  nsk 1s 
. I mnagzable, and I thtnk it's acceptable. 

7 And 11's a risk which I believe is prudent that we 
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r i d  with the distinguished commissioner to my left, : &mdssioner  s t e l e .  

3 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: Good morning. Thank 
4 you for addressing so many o f  these issues up front. As you 
5 can imagine, we still have a p i l e  of questions for you. But 
6 1 a preetate you at lulst ge t t~ng  out some of the answers 
7 righ at the beginnin here. 
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1 a preciate what it i s  that you all have been through. As the 
2 S%retary said, we  apprectate the fact that you have traveled 
3 around and looked at us. I think you will see merit in our 
4 subn~ission to you. And since this is  the last BRAC, as  l a s t  
5 as  far a s  I can see, I really ask for your support in our 

3 rnut h k r  to keep the United States Army tiained and ready so 
4 t h ~ t  we can do what it is ou ask us to do, fight and wtn 
i o u r  wars and serve the dnited S a t e s  of  America, which we 
a Xavc done roudly for 220 years, and I have every reason to 

w t  we'g d o  for as long as  there is a Republic. Thanks. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank ou for that ver excellent 

w n t a t i o n ,  General Sullivan. d e  a n  i n d e b t d t o  you. 
I : We're delighted to have Robert Walker, the 
/:I Ais~atant Secretary of  the Army for Institllations, Logistics, 
12 and Env~ronment. 
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1 can meet that and accept that j s k  and also just the fact 
2 that there could be a natural dtsaster o r  a man-made dtsaster 
3 and how the Army or the Department really could afford to put 
4 all its e gs in one basket in this case,.even if it is -- 
5 what dl% you say, a third of your sav~ngs? I'm very 

concerned about that. 
- 

SECRETARY WEST: C0,mmissioner Steele, you raise 
what is always for us a tough p o ~ n t ,  and that 1s the questton 
of when we  decide to reduce. ~ e r h a v s  even to eliminate. what 

8 And also, ,ha& you and the service in general for 
your help along our journeys. I've visited many of your 

1 0  ~nstallatrons, and everybody truly has gone out of  their way 
I I to address our many questions and to be extremely helpful. 
12 So thank you for that. 

Let s just start with Red River, one depot. In 
our opening statement, Mr. Secretary, you mentioned that you 

15 e the Aqny is retaining core wartime requirements. 
some tough choices here, and we are, 16 However, in your forecasts, there w ~ l l  be a 46 

117 m fact, takin what I feel is 'ustitied risk. And we have 17 shonfall tn wartime requirements if you d o  all re'z:k in 

may be duplicative o r  rnaybe'6ven tSplicative capabiliti;?s, 
whether we are reducing to the point where we leave ourselves 
open and vulnerable to suree reauirements that we  can't d o  I 

la  to man. le ri& during periods like this. Losin 40 cents on 
i IP every d&?r and seein your missions gq up 3& percent is 
20 pretty s,pnlficant. An$ this subrntuton IS very important to 
21 I.k. 
'-2 Let me just close by saying, number one, I 

- .  
13 with wbat we  have left. 
14 And I think that's what we have tried to address. 
IS Red River, A ~ l i s t o n ,  Letterkenny, all with a ground vehicle 
16 maintenance ca acity, leave us wrth more than w e  need to d o  
17 "ht n o w .  the question is, how when w e  shiR around 
18 these actrvrttes we  can ensure both that we  are as low as we 
19 neal  to be to be efficient but still as robust as we need to 
20 be to meet the surge. 
21 The first answer, incidentally, about this is we  
22 simply can't afford to keep golng on as we do. h e  simply 

18 , 4 ~ 1 s t o n .  
19 Our staff says that would require Anniston to 
20 operate two etght-hour shifts seven days a week to support 
2 1  those requirements. 
22 I would like you to address both how you f e l  you 

I J 
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I cannot fund these. W e  believe that we can meet the surge 
2 r uirement as needed. Those are the reasons we  d o  these 
3 C ~ B R A  analyses, the reason we  make these military value 
4 a m m e n & .  
5 If you need a specific answer to  the sug estion 
6 that in order to meel a sur e ,  we  would have fo work -- as 
7 you said. I'm goin to d e k r  to General Shane in 'ust a 
8 second. But I n A t o  assure you that we  don't $e these 
9 decisions to go  down from, sa , three that are doin 

10 relatively similar.lunctions, alrbough different k i n d  of 
I I vehicles, to one Irghtly. 
12 D o  you want to add anything to that, General 
I3 Sullivan? 
14 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Just in general, I think the 
I5 Secretary has made the int. We can surge at Anniston or up 
I6 in Pennsylvania. w e r a v e  capability to surge there, if 
17 necessary, natural disaster o r  oin to war and two MRCs. 
18 And thelr.alignment tank faci8ty ayso could d o  some. 
19 I thrnk ~ t ' s  an acce table nsk. We don't have the 
20 do l lan  to  keep it o n. h a t ' s  an insurance policy that I 
21 don't think we nee%eto pay. 
22 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELB: I'm glad lo hear bolh 
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I of you are at a level of comfort. 1 must admit, I'm not 
2 there yet. 1'11 let my colleagues follow up on that, because 
3 IVve been to some installations that they haven't, so  I would 
4 like to  dig into some of  their -- 
5 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Well, I'm sure there are other 
6 views o n  it. We're taking a risk, and I understand that. 
7 And my name is on the l ~ n e  on it. And I don't say it 
8 li h!l . This is  sworn.testrmony. And I ,just told you that 
9 I king w e  can take a nsk.  

10 M A D e E  COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you, general. A 
I I lighter subject, Sierra Arm5Depot. It's the only 
12 rnstallatroo at w h ~ c h  STAR Treaty mandated destruction of 
13 rocket motors may be carrred out. You did address Sierra in 
14 the sense of  changing our recommendation to allow for 
15 storage. But how would the Department meet those treat 
16 obligations if the reali nment wrth that change is acceptd? 
17 GENERAL SHINE: Let me refer to my staffjust for 
I8 one second on that issue. My staff ha.. informed me number 
19 one, y h i c h  I knew, was the treaty had ?ot been ratided. But 
20 more rmportantly, there are other locatrons at which that 
21 work can be done if w e  need+ to d o  it. S o  there is a 
22 spillover capabrlrty, Commrssroner Steele. 

1 I 1 
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1 S o  I won't deny that it wouldn't be harmful to have 
2 that capability that you mentioned, but if you ask the 
3 professional jud ement of my staff officers who have worked 
4 the COBRA anafysis, who have worked the back process, the 
5 answer is, no, w e  don't need that. 
6 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm no( eurc we have 
7 done this and I would like to know if you have, the costs 
8 and beneAts of  savrng addrtronal outdoor storage for that 
9 which ou can't derml versus keeping Sierra and getting rid 

10 of  it. h a v e  ou addressed that at the Army? 
1 I SECRZTARY WEST: I think we have addressed thc cost 
12 implications. If you want more numbcrs from us. I'm surc wc 
13 can provide them for you. But m sense is that havin l o t ~ k w l  
14 at it. w e  have concludul-- andlet ' s  don't misungerstand it. 
15 We will come to you for permission to retain only the bare 
16 mlnlmum. 
17 And what you're saying is, wouldn't we really 
18 rather keep more? Yes, I t h ~ n k  we have addressed the cost 
19 implications. I don't have the number answers right here for 
20 you, but w e  can provide them to you. 
2 1 MADAME COMMlSSlONER STEELE: If we could do thal, 
22 only because I remember during that visit, the COBRA was off 

1 
I 
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I by half on the amount of  personnel that would need to stay. 
2 So the savings had already drama~icall decreased. And we 
3 were talking about a ve limited n u m L r  of personnel to be 
4 able to retarn that ca ab%t for the Department. 
5 SECRETARY \eALKlR: Commissioner, if l could, add. 
6 our ori inal savin s was 29 million. Our current savlngs is 
7 28 milfon annual&. So w e  have revised them, and that's the 
8 latest estimate that w e  have. 
9 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. 

10 Mr. Chairman 1 defer the rest of  my time. 
I I CHAIRMAN ~ I X O N :  1 th?nk.the distinguished 
12 cornmrsstoner for her lrne o f  questronrng. 1 would want to 
I3 observe before I recognize the next commissioner that I think 
14 we're all here with a con~plete  understanding of why we're 
I5 here. We would all like to  have more. 
I6 I was chairman of Readiness in the Senate A m 1 4  
17 Scrviccs Committee, and you know ITIY raord whcn I wa, III tI1a1 

18 place. And they have reduced the a propriations and 
I9 authorized amounts 40  percent; In t& force level, 30 
20 percent. And if we  did ever thin on this list, we would 
21 reduce your excess capacit % 2fFereent. 
22 And they did the buJget reso utron week before 
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1 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: All right. Sicrra's 
2 demil capability is 22 percent of all of the amrnun~tion demil 
3 capability and 43 percent of the o n demil capabilrty. 1 
4 also understand that there's a pen%g 10-year permit for 
5 doing all that open detonation In Cal~fornra. 

Given the increasing volume of ammunition that will : need to be dem~lled,  if we're already changing the 
8 rccommcndation on Sierra, would it not make sense to keep the 
9 installation open to allow the D e  artment the flexibilrty to 

lo use those o n pits, which I mig& add, I thorou hly enjoyed 
I I with your f%ks.out there blowing up  things in a g  14 o f  them 
12 the da I WE. vrsitin 
I3 YEcRETARY \&EST: I don't think we need them. Our 
14 problem with laces like Sierra is that we  can make an 
15 ar ument for feeping almost everything we have on our list. 
I6 d haven't offered up almost anything a.5 to which there is a 
17 universal opinion it should go. We arc making hard decisions 
18 here, commissioner. 
19 And I would say to ou, yes, it probably wouldn't 
20 hurt. But the fact is, w e  611.1 need them. And what we d o  
21 need is  the savings w e  can get from these closures to fund 
22 the thrngs we absolutely d o  need. 
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1 last. And our friends, Senator Thurmond and Nunn, spc:~king 
2 for, I lhink, the two most powerful positions in erther party 
3 in the United States Senate. r v e  the Senate an opportunity 
4 to increase the authorized an appro riated amounts, and the 
5 Senate rejected it 6 0  to 40. 1 thrnk $e message is pretty 
6 clear. It ~sn'! there. And that's why we're here. 
7 Commrssioner Robles. 
8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Chai rn~an I'm 
9 goin to follow up on the depot question, because it is 

lo clearfy the most pervasive issue we're dealing with in this 
I I pnrticular round, in m personal judgement. 
12 And just to set 1% record straight, we're not 
I3 challenging your assertions. All we  re telling ou is, 
I4  there's ~nconsistenc between the services, an2wet re  trying 
15 to figure out what t i e  right level is. 
I6 S o  having said that as  a backdrop -- and I 
17 understand risks, General Sullivan. I work in m civilian 
I8 jrh rn the risk twsiness. I'm ~n the business of inancirl 
19 r ~ s k  and operat~onal risk also. And I d o  the risk 
20 assessments. And so  i'l( ask the uestion in this way. 
21 As you h o w ,  we have put &tterkenny down as a 
22 possible closure. Just assume that Letterkenny was closed. 
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Page 3 1 136') now. you are down to one ground d r r t .  one air d rpu ,  vnd 
, - one communications *and electronic epot. And I just have to 

3 say that in the civilian world, you don t put all your 
i conlptrtlng wer o r  all your capacity power at one location. 
5 Yoa tr to E d  what they call a contlngenc offset 
6 i n d  I know there are some analogs. b;t in tl;e 

#round combat vehicle world, there are not many analo ~s in : h e  civil!an wor ld  There a ~ e  in the,cornmunicatlon a n t  
Y electronrc world, there are In the av~ation and maintenance 

10  world, but they're not allowed !n the combat vehtcle world. 
I t I And so I worry about natural d~sasters,  explostons, other 
1 2  things that could occur. 
13 And I understand you lost 40 cents on the dollar. 
I 4  I know that as well as anybody, and that you think the risk 
15 is acce table. But I'm not sure that we think the risk is 
I6 accrlfla~le. So hare you ral ly  run some scenarios what would 
17 ha pen if you were down to .ust those three de  !s with no 
t a o t e f  depot as a backup m d  had to d o  a natura/%sister 
19 excursion or an explosion excursion and what that would do to 
20 your f ~ ~ t u r e  readiness? 
?I SECRETARY WEST: Do you mean an ex losion lhat took e, ? Z  ~ L I I  one of our depots'? Is that what you mean. 
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1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes. You had a tornado. a 
2 hurr~cane. You had an explosion, a fire. That is not 
3 unhrard of. Tinker had a fire not too long a 0. And if that 
r did 11 to one of your depots and you h?d no tackup -- let's 
5 say L.etterken was gone -- d o  you st111 fmI as  comfortahle 
a as yo~r said be&re on our "sk? 
7 SECRETARY XEST: Well, I hesitate to answer too 

ulckly here commissioner. because quite frwkly, one of  the 
.st things that occurs to me is, there are just some rtsks 

we can keep on tryrnj 10 guard against, and we  w ~ l l  just 
out of mone to guar igalnst them. 

12  You're rigit  that there s less "sk that there will 
13 be three explos~ons to take out three ground depots than that 
I I  there is one that will take out one, But it strikes P e  that 
I5 trylng to d o  that particular analysts, the "what if, may not 
16 really help us in what we're tryln to provlde for you. 
17 I understand your point 1s t&t it will help in 
18 what you're trying to do, and I'll see what.my colleagues say 
19 about that. But for me, at the outset, the nsk that by 
20 oing from three at this point clearly redundant ground 
21 !ePots to one, essentially, w11l l a v e  us somehow unable to 
22 do what we need to do in an emergency is one that my 
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I as the Chief Staff of the Army has pointed out, we  just had 
2 almost 50 percent excess capac~t  , two depots' worth. 
3 And, as  you tackle that a n i  you present these 
4 scenarios -- and you presented one ,a a natural disaster. S o  
5 now, you've got a situation whlch ~mpac ts  on the national 
6 securit of  thls country. 
7 % naturally, Department of Defense is oin to 
8 rally to that and the Marine Corps m d  ~ ~ ~ ~ j a c i k i e s .  And 
9 our pnvate sector would rally to 11. And I thlnk the 

10 resource is out there to accommodate that unpredictable risk 
I 1 that you se  to us. 
12 COGMISSIONER ROBLES: Good I just want to make 
13 sure we're on the record here, because this will give us the 
I4 baseline for other service discussrons about this particular 
15 issue, which is, very candidly, not uniform across the 
16 Services. 
17 GENERAL SULLIVAN: You know that in the last big 
IS war, we  did a lot of  that maintenance in Ja an. We did a lot 
19 of  maintenance of some of those vehicles, rrack vehicles in 
20 Japan, as you know. 
21 SECRETARY WALKER: Cornmissioner, may I just add, at 
22 the early stage of development of thz proposal, we were 
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I asking the same kinds of ( uestionr that ou are asking. 8ve 
2 went to our war fighters. b e  went to tie deputy C h e f  of  
3 Staff for operations. 
4 And we said, "What is your view on this?" And his 
I view -- the people who have ultimate r e s j i b i l i t y  for 
6 providin Army equipment for the war ht said it was an 
7 acceptabe "k. And that was the basis o f  our 
e recommendation. 
9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. I just want to make 

lo sure we're all on the same sheet of music as  we g o  through 
I I this ver tou h issue with the rest of the services. 
12 S&CRE%ARY WEST: I would like to add one more word. 
13164~1662Y And I know you want to move on. I think, frankly, 
14 analysis tells us that the Department of  Defense is bleeding 
I5 depot money. We are just spending money on capacity that we 
16 simp1 d o  not need now. 
17 j f  we  have to make our contribution from the 
18 Department of  the Arm oint of view, it is clear what it is 
19 we need to retain. ~ o d ; R a t  is, perhaps, the most important 
20 thing to us, the way in which we have retained the ones -- 
21 Tobyhanna to do i s  mission, consolidaing our ground vehicle 
22 maintenance at one depot. 
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I professional officers tell me they are  pre ared to  undergo. 
2 Havin said that, let me now turn them. R 3 GENE AL SULLIVAN: Commissioner Ro,bles, I think 
i it's a manageable risk. You've got LlMA -- I ve got LlMA 
5 where I could turn. I could turn to the civilian sector to 
6 do some of it. 1,believe the United States Marine Corps has 
7 some ca ability ~n that area. 
I Ofall  ot the roblems we have got in the 
9 surtalnment of the force -- the sustainment of the force, now 

1 0  - -  this IS probably the one that's the most manageable. And 
I I 1 thlnk that the insurance bill to kee depots which are -- 
I *  or ihc hill. not the insurance bill. Shut's your business 
I3 not nllntr. The b ~ l l  to keep depots which are si nificantiy 

under qpacl ty IS loo high, given the amount o f d o l l a n ,  to 
15 the charrman s po~nt .  
16 You know, we have got an organization to hold 
17 together here. And that's where I am. I think Jimmy has got 

that our 
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I W e  know what we  need, and that is the key thin 
2 But we  simply cannot continue to keep open capacity g a t  we 
3 are not presently usin . And yes, we d o  have to d o  some 
4 thinking about what ck we d o  m a cnsls. And w e  Link w e  
5 have done that. 
6 COMMlSSlONER ROBLES: Okay. I would like to switch 
7 to an equally noncontroversial sub'ect. It htls to d o  with 
8 the movement of  the chemical facility from Fort McClel1.o tc 
9 Fqrt-Leonard W d .  1 was at  Anniston last ,F+day m d  got a 

10 bnetlng from the McClellan folks. And their Issues are two, 
I 1 and I would just like you to address those two issues. 
12 Issue number one, they're concerned about the 
13 permits. Understandin that the State of Mlssoun said 
14 they're going to issue t i e  pemuts md there are all the 
I S  ermi!s they need and that eve t h ~ n g  is good t o  go, but 
16 lhere is some concern that may!& all the pernuts were not 
17 issued and they were issued too hastily and not a proper 

I '  me -- 
Well, I just wanted -- Mr. 

General Shane -- to add to that. We did look irt 
the nsk associated wjth 

as we look at the excess capacrty, 

I 
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18 analysis was done. 
19 In some cases, they whited-out the permit from 
20 three o r  four years ago m d  inserted them. And there's going 
21 to be a legal challenge. Ant1 the environmental groups are 
22 startlng to get up in arms, et cetera. So that was one 
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I of  you are at a level of comfort. I must admit, I'm not 
2 there yet. I'll let my colleagues follow up on that, because 
3 1:ve been to some installations that they haven't, s o  I would 
4 11ke to d ~ g  into some of their -- 
5 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Well, I'm sure there are other 
6 views on  it. We're taking a risk, and I understand !hat. 
7 And my name IS on the llne on 11. And I don't say ~t 
8 li htl . This is sworn.testimony. And I just told you that 
9 I b t n i  we  can take a risk. 

10 MADAME COhlMlSSlONER STEELE: Thank you, general. A 
I I lighter subject, Sierra Arm Depot. It's the only 
12 installation at which STAR$ Treaty mandated destruction of  
13 rocket motors may. be carried out. You-did address Sierra in 
14 the sense of changlng our  recommendallon to allow for 
15 storage. But how would the Department meet those treat 
I6 obligations if the reali nment wlth that change is accqptd? 
I7  GENERAL SHINE: Let me refer to my staffjust for 
18 one second on that issue. My staff has informed me number 
19 one, which I knew, was the treaty had not been r a t i d d .  But 
20 more rmportantly, there are other locatrons at whlch that 
21 work can be done if we  needed to d o  it. S o  there is a 
22 spillover capability, Commissioner S t e l e .  
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1 by half on the amount of personnel that would need t o  stay. 
2 So the savings had already dramaticall decreased. And we 
3 were talking about a ve limited n u m L r  of personnel to be 
4 able to retarn that ca abTit for the Department. 
5 SECRETARY ~ A L K ~ R :  Commissioner, i f  I could add, 
6 our ori inal savin s was 29 million. Our current savings is 
7 28 m i l k y  annual&. S o  w e  have revised them, and that's the 
8 latest estlmate that we  have. 
9 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. 

10 Mr. Chairman, I defer the rest of  my time. 
I I CHAIRMAN DIXON: I t h ~ k J h e  distinguished 
12 commlssroner for her llne o f  questlonlng. 1 would want lo 
I3 observe before I recognize the next commissioner that I think 
14 we're all here with a complete understanding of why we're 
IS here. We woul? all like to have more. 
16 I was charrman of Readiness rn the Senate Armed 
17 Scrviccs Committee, and you know my record when I was in that 
I 8  place. And they have reduced the a propriations and 
I9 a u t h o d  amounts 4 0  percent;,in 1% force level, 30 
20 percent. And if we  drd eve thln on this list, we  would 
21 reduce your excess capacit X 2 8 
22 And they did the bu&erresoct%n"!&ek before 

w' 
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I MADAME COMMISSIONER STEE1,E: All right. Sierra's 
2 demil.capability is 22 percent of all of the ammunition demil 
3 c a p a b ~ l ~ t y  and 4 3  percent of the o n dernil capability. I 
4 also understand that there's a pencnng 10-year permit for 
5 doing all that open detonation in Calrfomla. 
6 Given the i n c r ~ s l n g  volume of ammunition that will 
7 need to be demllled, ~f we're already changing the 
8 recommendation on Sierra, would it not make sense to keep the 
9 installation open to allow the D e  artment the flexibilrty.to 

lo use those o n pits, whlch I m l g e  add, 1 Lorou hly enjoyed 
I I with your f%ksSou.I there blowing up  things in af/ 14 o f  them 
12 the da I was vrsrtrn 
I3 YEcRETARY &EST: I don't think we need them. Our 
14 problem with laces like Sterra IS that we  can make an 
15 ar ument for almost everything we have on our list. 
16 \$e haven't offered up almost anything as to which there is a 
17 universal opinion it should go. We arc mnking hard decisions 
18 here, commissioner. 
19 And I would say to ou, yes, it probably wouldn't 
20 hurt. But the fact is, we  &n*t need them. And what we d o  
2 1  need is the savings we  can get from these closures to fund 
22 the things we absolutely d o  n d .  
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I Inst. And our fricnds, Senator Thnrnlond and Nunn, sj>c;lking 
2 for, I think, the two most powerful positions in erther party 
3 in the United Swes Senate, y e  the Senate an opportunity 
4 to increase the authori7d an appro riated amounts, and the 
5 Senate rejected it 6 0  to 4 0  1 Llnk t!e message is pretty 
6 clear. It ~ s n ' t  there. And that's why we're here. 
7 Commiss~oner Robles. 
8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Chaimian I'in 
9 goin to follow up on the depot question, because i t  is 

IU clrrrfy the most pervasive issue we're dealing with in tllis 
I I particular round, in m personal judgement. 
12 And just to set t k  record strailht, we're not 
13 challenging your assertions. ,411 we re telling ou is, 
I4  there's ~nconsistenc between the services, andYue'rr trying 
I5 to figure out what t i e  right level is. 
16 S o  having said that as a backdrop -- and I 
17 understand risks, General Sullivan. I work in nly civilian 
18 job in the risk business. I 'm in the business of  financial 
I9 'risk and operational risk also. And I d o  the risk 
20 assessments. And s o  I ' I ~  ask the uestion in thts way. 
2 I As you know, we have put i!xtterkenny down as a 
22 possible closure. Just assume that Letterkenny was closed. 
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I cannot fund these. We believe that we  can meet the surge 
2 r uirement as needed. Those are the reasons we do these 
3 C ~ B R A  analyses. the reason w e  make these mllltary value 
4 assessments. 
5 If you need a specific answer to the suggestion 
6 that in order to meet a sur re, we  would have to work -- as 
7 you said. I'm goin to d e k r  to General Shane in .ust a 
x sccold. But I n e a f t o  assure you that we  don't $e these 
9 dec~slons to g o  down fyom, say, three that are doin 

lo relatively similar.funct~ons, although different k i n d  of  
I I vehicles, to one 11 htly. 
12 D o  you wanf to add anything to that, General 
13 Sullivan? 
14 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Just in general, I think the 
15 Srcrehry has made tho ?in\ W c  can surge at Annislon or up 
I6 in Pennsylvania. We ave capability to surge there, if 
17 necessary, natural disaster o r  oin to war and two MRCs. 
18 And t h e ~ r  alignment tank facilty afso could d o  some. 
19 I think 11's an acce table nsk. W e  don't have the 
20 dollars to keep it o en. h a t ' s  an insurance policy that I 
21 don't think we  n J  to pay. 
22 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE I'm glad to hear both 
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I S o  1 won't deny that it wouldn't be harmful to have 
2 that capability that you mentioned, but if you ask the 
3 professional jud ement of my staff officers who have worked 
4 the COBRA anafysis, who have worked the back process, the 
5 answer is, no, w e  don't need that. 
6 MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'ni not sure we have 
7 done this and I would like to know if you have, the costs 
8 and txneAts of saving additional outdoor storage for that 
9 which ou  can't demll versus keeping Sierra and getting rid 

10 of  11. h a v e  ou a d d r w d  that at the Army? 
I I SECRA'ARY WEST: 1 think wc havc addrcssd tllc cost 
12 implications. If you want more numbers from us, I'm surc wc 
13 can provide them for you. But m sense is that havin lookcd 
I4  at it, we have concluded -- a n d ~ e t * s  don't misunjeerstand it. 
I5 '8.e will come to you for permission to retain only the bare 
16 m~nlmurn. 
17 And what you're saying is, wouldn't w e  really 
18 rather keep more? Yes, I think we  have addressed the cost 
19 implications. 1 don't have the number answers right here for 
20 you, but w e  can provide them h you. 
2 I MADAME COMMISSIONER STEELE: ~r we could do that, 
22 only because I remember during that visit, the COBRA was off 
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So now, you are down to one ground d e r t ,  one air depot, and 
one communications and electronic epot. And I just have to 

j s a y  that in the civilian world, you don t put all your 
4 con~puting rower o r  all your capacity +wer at one location. 
i You tr to lnd what they call a conttngenc offset. 
o A d  I know there are some analogs, but in the 
7 y o u n d  combat vehicle world,,there are not m y  analo 9s in 
a I F civ~I!an world. There are In t h e ~ c q m m u n i c a t ~ ~ n  an& 

clectrontc world, there are In the av~at ion and maintenance 
la world. but they're not allowed .in the combat vehicle world. 
I I And so I worry about natural dtsasters, explostons, other 
I: things that could occur. 
I ! And I understand you lost 4 0  cents on the dollar. 
1 4  1 know that as well as anybody, m d  that you think, the risk 
15 is acce table. But I'm not sure that we think the nsk is 
1. acrcpirG\c. So have you rally run some scenarios what wouH 
t i ha pen if you were down to 'ust those three de  ts with no 
1 8  ot&r depot as a backup m d  bad to d o  a naturafiisaster 
19 excursion or an explosion excursion and what that would do to 
20 your tuture readiness? 
2 1 SECRETARY WEST: Do you mean an ex losion that took s: 2 1  out one of our depots? Is that what you mean. 
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I as the Chief Staff of the Army has pointed out, w e  just had 
2 almost 5 0  percent excess capaclt , two depots' worth. 
3 And, as you tackle that a n i  you present these 
4 scenarios -- and you presented one as  a natural disaster. So 
5 now, you've got a situation whlch Impacts on the national 
6 slcurit of t h ~ s  country. 
7 & naturally, De artment of  Defense is  ying to 
8 rall y tp that and the d r i n e  Corps and L I M A  acl t t~es.  And 
9 our prlvate sector would rally to ~ t .  And I think the 

1 0  resource is out there to accommodate that unpredictable risk 
1 1  thatyou s e t o u s .  
12 cO~MISSIONER ROBLES: Good. I just want to make 
13 sure we're on the record here, because this will give us the 
14 baseline for other service discussions about this particular 
1 5  issue, which is, very ctmdidly, not uniform across the . - 
16 services. 
17 GENERAL SULLIVAN: You know that in the, last big 
I8 war, we did a lot o f  that matntenance In Ja an. We.did a lot 
19 of maintenance of some of those vehicles. t a c k  veh~cles in 
20 Japan, as you know. 
21 SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner, may I just add, at 
22 the early stage of development of the proposal, we  were 
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I professional officers tell me they are  pre ared to undergo. 
2 Havin said that, let me  now turn Po them. 
3 GENEILL SULLNAN:  omm missioner Robks, I think 
4 it's a mana eable risk. You've got LIMA -- I've got LIMA 
5 wherc I c o J d  turn. I could turn to the civilian sector to 
6 Jo soriw of it,. 1,believe the United States Marine Corps has 
7 -me ca ab t l~ t  In that area. 
u 0fa11  o r t h e  roblems w e  have got in the 
9 iustalnment of the force -- the sustainment of the force, now 

10 - this is probably the one that's the most manageable. And 
I I I think that the insurance bill to kee depots whtch are -- 
12 or  the h ~ l l ,  not the insurance hill. f i a t ' s  your busmas .  
13 not mine. The bill to keep depots which are si 
14 under c?pactty is  !m high, given the amount O B ~ % ~ A ~ %  
1 5  thc chalrrnan s p a n t .  
16 You know, we  have got an organization t o  hold 
17 together here. And that's where I am. I thlnk Jtmmy has gc 
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I CoMMlSslONER ROBLFS: Yes. You had ? tornado. a 
2 hurricane. You had an ex los~on ,  a fire. That 1s not 
3 unheard of. Tinker had r i r e  not too long a o And if that 
r did i t  e one of  your depots and you had no %afkup -- letls 
5 say ht terkenn was gone -- d o  you still feel as comfortable 
6 as you said be&re on our risk? - SECRETARY &ST: Well, I hesitate to answer t w  

wickly here commissioner, because quite frankly, one of  the 
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I We know what we  n+, and that is  the key +in 
2 But we simply cannot contmue to keep o n capac~ty &at w e  
3 are not presently usin . And yes, we  d o r a w  to d o  ?me 
4 thinking about what 8 we d o  in a crisis. And w e  thlnk we  
s have done that. 
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. I would like to switch 
7 to an equally noncontroversial sub'ect. It has to  d o  with 
a the movement of  the chemical facdity from F o ~  McClellan I' 
9 Fort Leonard Wood. I was at Annlston last Fnday and got a 
10 briefing from the McClellan folks. And their issues are two, 
I 1 and I would just like you to address those two issues. 
12 Issue number one, they're concerned about !he 
13 rmits. Understandin that the State of  Missoun said 
I4 Key g o ~ n g  to Issue t i e  permits and there are all the 

rrmts they need and that eve thing is good t o  go, but 1: Kere is some concern that mayr$e all the p e m t t s  were not 
17 issued and they were issued too hastily and not a p r o w r  

Pa e 3 5  
I asking the same kinds o f  uestions that ou are asking. %e 
2 went to our wa! fighters. %e went to t i e  deputy C h ~ e f  of 
3 Staff for operat~qns. 
4 And we s a d ,  "What is your view on this?: And his 
5 view -- the people who have ulttmate res 
6 prov~din Army equipment for the war f!%:%? !% an 
I acceptabfe risk. And that was the basis of  our 
8 recommendation. 

st thlngs that occurs to me is, there are just some rrsks 9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. I just want to make 
at we can keep on  tryin to guard agatnst, and we will just 10 sure we're all on the same sheet of  music as w e  g o  through 

run out of mone to guar8 a6alnst them. r I this ver tou h issue with the rest of the services. 
you're riJ J t that there s less risk that there will 12 Sl!CRE%ARY WEST: I would like to add one more word. 

be thrae explos~ons to take out three ground depots than that 13164xl662Y And I know you want to move on. I think f w l y ,  
there 1s one that will take out one. But rt stnkes r e  that 14 analysts tells us that the Department of  Defense 1s bfeed~ng 
trylng to d o  that particular analysis, the "what ~ f ,  m y  not I S  depot money. We are just spending money on capacity that we 
r a l l y  help us ln what we're tryln to provide for you. 16 simp1 d o  not need now. 

I understand your point e t d t  it will help in 17 I f  we  have to make our contribution from the 
what you're trying to do, and 1'11 see what,my colleagues say 18 Department of !he Arm int of view, it is clear what it is  
about that. But for me, at the outset, the nsk that by 19 we need to retam. is, perhaps, the most ~mportant 

o rolnc from three at this point clearly redundant ground 20 thlng to us, the way In which we have retamed the ones -- 
I aeptGs to one, essentially, will leave us somehow unable to 21 Tobyhanna to do its mission, consolidating our ground vehicle 

?? do what we need to do in an emergency is one that my 22 maintenance at one depot. 

L 1 I 
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m e  - -  - 

GENERAL SHANE: Well, I just wwted -- Mr. 
alrman, General Shane -- to add to that. We did look at 

We thorou thly understand the nsk associated w!th 
22 [hi\  Hut never tk~ess ,  as we loor at the excess capacity, 

. . 
I S  analysts was done. 
I9 In some cases, they whited-out the pennit from 
20 three o r  four years ago tlnd Inserted them. And there's going 
21 lo be a legal challenge. And the envtronmental groups are 
22 start~ng to get up in arms, el cetera. SO that was one  
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I but I understand why you raised it. 
2 The other two are more recent issues. Let me take 
3 the first of those two, which is permits generally, whether 
4 we're etting them and whether we're goin to get what we 
I pxd. bur  recommendation to the Secretary of%cfense -- and 
6 it was one that the Chief of Staff and I specifically placed 
7 our emphasis on as it worked its way up. to us  -- was that we 
8 would not move -- there will be no movlng unless we  get the 
9 permits we need to operate in the new location. 

1 0  That was the basis on whlch we  recommended that the 
I I Secretary send the list to you. And I think that is the wa 
12 that recommendation comes to you. That pled e on LC part o r  
I3 the Chief of Staff and on the Secretary of  t i e  Army remains 
14 in effect. Our recommendation to ou is that w e  not move, 
I S  that we  don't move unless we  get % permits. 
16 But the second part of that is, from all I 
17 understand from those who I trust and the Chief trusts to 
18 follow this information for us, we  now have those permits, 
19 every one of them, and to the extent w e  1 1 d  them to d o  our 
20 job. 
2 I Is that ri ht? 
22 GENERWL SULLIVAN: Yes. it is. And let me 
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I issue. 
2 The second issue is that !here will he a 
3 degradation of the smoke trainlng mission, mobile spoke 
4 specificall because the e r m ~ t s  they have don't let you d o  
s use fo o i r io  d o  some o r t h e  smoke training that's required. 
6 Ld the third issue and r o b ~ b l y  thq one that got 
7 m attention the most 1s that tRere IS a bellef by the 
8 d1it.1~ Police Corps and the Cbemical Corps that they're 
9 oing to become sezond-class citizens when they move to Fort 

1 0  f m n a r d  W d ,  that they have spent 20 years building up the 
I I infrastructure and getting the facilitias r uired to have a 
1 2  uality M P  force, which are always the2rs t  to deploy. as 
13 31 of US know, and the Chemical Corps that sort of bounced 
14 arnund for several y u r s  looking for a homo - and now, we'rc 
IS going to move them to Fort Leonard Wood, and they will become 
16 second-class citizens and take a step down and that mission 
17 will be subsumed. 
18 Those are the three issues, as candidly and as 
19 clear1 as I understand them. So would you please address d 20 them. 
2 1 SECRETARY WEST: LC me start there, since I was so 
22 directly involved in those d e c ~ s ~ o n s .  Let's take the last 
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I one first, second-class citizenshi . I think that there is 
2 no one more rateful. first of alf to the comnlunlt~es that 
3 have housed h e  Army over time, certainly to the community 
4 that has housed these schools. Our soldiers have been 

I'agt: 42 
I I unpredictable rocess. ' 2 And in tRat re ard, I've s e n  correspondence where, 

3 the moving of  the cfemical school could, in fact. jeopardize 
4 a remaining mission that you havc in mind for Anniston, which 
5 is the disposal of chem~cal  stockpile. 
6 The State of Alabama, 1 t l i~nk,  has written that 
7 part of the conditions that the had contemplatd in writing 
8 permits o r  awarding permits &r construction in later 
9 o eration was the assurances that there would be adequate 

1 0  c L n u p  o r  reaction forces associated with the chemical 
I I school if there were an accident or if there were a spill, 
12 what have you. 
13 And s o  they would reconsider issuing construction 
14 and operating errnits for our  disposal activity at the 
15 existin site. can you adJress that for me? 
16 ~ E N E R A L  SULLIVAN: Wcll, I don't bclicvc thcrc's a 
17 direct link between the two, althou h I understand that I'm 
1 8  sure there is someone somewhere w%o is trying to draw that 
19 link. But I don't believe there's a link between McClellan 
20 and Anniston in that regard. 
2 1 Now, to our other int, I'm not the lawyer here. 
22 There's a lot orattorneys E r e  in this mom, and there's a 
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I reinforce that, and then I'll get to the other one. To the 
2 best of my knowled e ,  we have the permits that we  need. 
3 1 understand teat because .Missou" is a regulated 
4 state regarding some of the environmental as ects of smoke, 
s that thelr permit is a little bit l a s  o r ?  %an R~abama,  but 
6 I believe w e  can get to the level of ralnln we  need with 
7 the permits as 1.understand them, now. $ou know, as I have 
8 seen them to t h ~ s  date. Now, certain1 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Could ?imempt at that point, 

1 0  general? You have legal counsel that advises you about these 
I I matters, I take it? 
1 2  GENERAL SULLIVAN: Ycs. sir. Yes. Now, regarding 
13 the second as t of  your question, I'm committed to 
14 maintaining t r e s s e n c e  of  Americaes Army. And i t  trouhles 
IS me, obviously, whcn someone says that thcy think a move such 
16 as this will put them into second-class citizenship in the 
17 Army. 
I8 We're certainly not oing to let that happen, and 
19 I'm sure General Rcimcr, if e wcrc hcrc, would say tlic s:llnc t 
20 thing. I mean, we  have seen a lot of  change here in the last 
21 four years, an enormous amount of change. And we have kept 
22 the vibrancy and the credibility of thls organization. 

Page 41 
1 And moving the chemical school and the M P  schcwl to 
2 Fort h n a r d  Wood, in my view will not be detr in~enbl  to 
3 that in the long-term readiness of the United States Army. 
4 And we will work -- and I know Gcncral Rcimer will; I'm surc 
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I'm speaking for him -- to ensure that that just doesn't 
6 hap n. But it's important for me to hear. It's feedback. 

~ n c b v i o u s l ~ .  1'11 take a look at it. 
8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. M y  

time has ex ired. 
C H A ~ R M  AN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya. 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Lel me stay on thc same 

topic for a moment, general, but come at it from another 
issue that has come to our attention, the issue of erniits. 
There's a real trap there. in that there in the wor& of. 

I S  environmental issues, you get permits to construct th~ngs  
citizens 16 which are fairly easy to obtain compared to permission to 

17 operate things. 
It's those operatin permits that generally don'! 

come till after you finisf construction or  nearly the time 
20 they have the status, they have.the -- and I think the other 
21 thin they're concerned about IS access to support that they 
22 wanf. I would say that that's not a m l  worry on our  part, 

20 construction is done that really tie your hands. And so I 
21 don't seek to tell you that you aren t getting ood advice, 
22 but I just mention that it's a long process anoka very 
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1 3  c;irclul about it. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And you can do h e  work, you 
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lot of attorne s that can handle the other aspects of it. 

I I'm aware o d h e  pitfalls involved in a move such as this 
3 with permits to  cbnstnlct and permits to operate. And there 
4 will he views on all of that. 
5 I think what the Secretary said is im rtant. We 

have proposed to move these two schools E m  Alabama to 
M ~ s s o u r ~  because we feel that 1s the mpst efficient way to 

3 o p c r a t ~  three schools and the most efficient way to be 
o p r i ~ t l n g  the Army. 

10  We are not going to 40 it if it will 'eopardize our 
I I m l u ~ o n .  And that -- we'll just have to d a y  thts out. I 
I! believe we have, what we need to d o  that now. Look, we're 
1 3  walking a fine ltne here. I've got to  gat the money to run 
t 4 this or lanization. And I think the way to d o  11 is to get 
rj out o f k l c ~ l e l l a n .  
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And general, 1 ncce ,t that 
I 7 on its face. i*m not p i n g  to quarrel with that. What /'m 
l a  suggesting is, there are p le in state overnment and '$! 19 there are environmental f o l k  that coul care less a b u t  your 
20 money, our mission. 
2 1  G ~ N E R A L  SULLIVAN: Right. 
21 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And they will stop you. A S  
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I in none of the other locations is there a military 
2 base such as Fort McClellan. So we  believe that it is not 
3 required for the safe operation of the plants that we  will 
4 provide exactly the level of support that is required. 
5 COMMlSSIONER MONTOYA: And I accept hat, too. The 
6 issue is, will Alabama accept that. And they're on record 
7 saying they won't. And we  have 50 inde ndent states like 
I you have 8 indqxndent comminsioners, and icy don't always 
9 work in concert. 

10 One uestion to the depots, and it's a substantive 
1 1  question. Xgain, looking at a tptal cost as we  look at these 
12  issues, we have some data that Indicates that the cost of  
13 unemployment compensation in the Army number is less than a 
14 million dollars; the communit 's estimating costs that could 
15 be in excess of  $SO milllon. Knd that presumes that none of 

ple or very few of the people will move from one place f : :? t rother .  
111 That has two implications -- that reat cost 
19 disparity im licdion. the other one is, h e r e  is s l u r l y  
20 workload a t g d  ~ i v e r .  Havlng heen there, there is a lot of  
21 work there and more work contemplntrrl. Two questions: Can 
22 you absorb the workload at Anniston that is there today? 

I I 
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I well underneath all of this, which is, "Why would you leave a 
2 place where ou've got all your permits where you are able to 
3 operate w i t k t  le  al impediment to  go to a lace where 
4 ou've got to go  tirough the process that noronly re ulators 
5 bYt those who come !n to influence regulators, the pu%lic, 
6 rn~ght somehow derail that effort?" 
7 And the answer is, .the logic of  the move, the 
8 savings, the intelligence in the way we can operate our force 
9 dictate it. That belng the case, we  have walked as carefully 

to 4 b  we know how throu h the permits. And at this moment, we 
I I i r e  encouraged. ~ e $ l i e v e  we are there in terms of  what we 
12 nwd now, and we  bel~evc we  will continue to have the 
I3 ctmperatron of the receiving states' authorities, even though 
14 there will from time to time be issues that arise. 
I S  SECRETARY WALKER: Commissioner Montoya, if 1 mi hl 
16 add one thing on the chemical demilitarization issue. h e  
' -  k r r t a r y  of the Army is the executive agent for the 

crltary of Defense to build eight such chemcal  
m~l~tarization plants throughout the United States. And 

t: Arm is committed in each one of t h o s ~  cases to provide U1 
21 exact1 t i e  amount and the level of support that's, o d d  for 
22 the safe operdtion of those chemical derntlitarization plants. 
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I think, with the people you've got at Anniston, o r  d o  you see 
2 some rowth in personnel? 
3 IECRETARY WEST: Yes. Your uestion about 
4 migration, for example, I don't know w h 3  our personnel 
5 expectations are. 
6 GENERAL SHANE: There's no uestion that we can do 
7 the work, Commissioner Monto a &e looked at that. We 
I coordinated that with tho Army L. atenel . C o m y n d .  The  
9 headquarters does that. Everything seems to In place. 

10 Your concern with re ards to the 1 0  million and $50 
I I million difference that you Brought up w ~ t h  regards to  
12 working compensation. let me comment about that. Our numbers 
I3 -- and this is a point I think we  need to kee in mind, that 
I4 the Army's numbers have been audited by the I n n y  Audit Agency 
IS and GAO at almost every step in the rocess. 
16 So I feel fairly comfortable wit{ the numbers., It 
17 doesn't mean that w e  haven't collectively made a m n o r  
1 8  mistake. But I think that those numbers are good for the 
19 Army. I 0  million is a good number. But regards to the work, 
20 no question. Anniston can assume that workload. 
21 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman 
22 CHAIRMAN DMON: 'Ihank you very much. Commieuioncr 
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I value of  leases. 
2 But the Missouri delegation and the communit have 
3 expressed their concern that the Army has not cornpied with 
4 thc Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of '90. Can you 
5 just explain why you believe that the Arm s recommendation 
6 concerning kases are consistent with tie force structure and 
7 the final selection criteria giving priority to military 
8 value? 
9 SECRETARY WEST: Yes sir. And there are several 

1 0  ints to be made here, and then think I will also defer to 
1 1  g n e r a l  Sullivan, a s  well. First of  all the question is, 
12 the military value of  what? Are w e  talking about the 
13 mtlita value of  the lease ttself and the facility, as we 
1 4  often % when w e  talk about the mililar value, say, of an 
15 Army installation, the. military value o ? ~ o r t  Bragg and all 
I6 those ranges and the I~ke?  
17 Because if we're talking about that, then the 
18 military value of  the leases in a building in essentially an 
19 office settin is simply not that si ificant. No, I 
20 overstated. q t9s  not stgn~ficant. g t h e  only other 
21 uestion, then, is the appropriateness of the economic 
22 Qecision made there, the business decision, on the one hand 
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I individual list, but we  did, not necessarily use the Decision 
2 Pad model o r  the installatron assessment plan to  d o  that. So 
3 when I read through what the dele atlon was sayln to me, I 
4 think there ma be a little bit of information here tiat was 
s kind of left ou( 
6 And that was the fact that they may just did not 
7 understand clearly with regards to what mrlitary value was 
8 and confused it with the issue of the installation Fsessment 
9 of leases. S o  once a atn, I would ask that for testtmony 

I O  today, that we  rovi je  for you o r  make ..matter of record the 
r I memorandum f rovlded to the Commsston's staff. 
1 2  COMMJS~IONER KLING: That would be fine. sir. 
13 SECRETARY WEST: Commissioner, there was one point 
14 left untouched, and I should just make a note. The other 
I S  polnt, the ut~l i ty  of actually separating those units out, 
16 scparating aviation from troop support, which is what ATCOM 
17 is right now. It's basically a combination of two different 
1 8  functions. 
19 What our roposal will d o  as part of the process 
20 is, we'll return h o s e  to like locations. Aviation will be 
21 with like activity. Troo sup ort will be, I think, with the 
22 solider support at Fort $adice. And that makes sense to us 
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Mont?cknissioner Klin 
COMMISSIONER KfING: One quick uwtion back to 

r the chemical. Will a general officer be h J i n  up the 
5 Chemical Corps if it moves to Fort Lmnard dd? 
6 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. 
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, it will be? 
8 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. 
9 COM hllSSIONER KLING: Thank ou. 

1 0  GENERAL SU&LIVAN: Yes. Each olUlc schools will 
I I be se arate and dtsttnct, I'm sure. Now. that doesn't mean 
12 that &ere wouldn't - -you know. I think there will be some 
13 management efficiencies which could take place, obviously, 
14 since there would be overlap m some of the -- 
IS COMMISSIONER KLING: We had just heard that there 
16 wouldn't be a eneral officer in that. 
17 GENE& SULLIVAN: You did? 
18 COMMISSIONER KLING: That there would not be, and 
19 that's really wh I'm asking you. Let me  turn to the matter 
20 of the leases, i f 3  could, a second. W e  have had a lot of 
21 back and forth information, and I'm referring to ATCOM, which 
22 you just, Mr. Secretary, briefly touched on the military 

1 likc com ncnt.. scems to us, again, to makc sense in tcnns o "fe 52 
2 B e  n d o f  the Army at that time. And on those alignments 
3 I think I'm re ared lo rr. along lo the Chief. 
4 CEN&Ar S"LLI!AN: 1 think Icascs, whilc irnpodant. 
5 I think we  need to just consolidate all of  them as much as 
6 possible. 
7 GENERAL SHANE: If I could? 
8 COMMJSSIONER KLING: Yes, sir, General Shane. 
9 GENERAL SHANE: Com~nissioncr Kling, let me I I I ; I ~ C  a 

10 comment on this. First, with regards to Missouri delegation, 
I I as you recall, I rovided I think.11 was a 14-pa e letter 
12 whlch laid out tRe Army's posltlon on that in fetatl. And 
13 what 1 think the bottom line of  that was is not a question of 
14 criterias. 
15 It's really a uestion of  process and how you ~ o ,  
16 about assessin an! goinqthrough the rigorous ana ysls of 
17 coming up wit% the term military v a l ~ e . ~  With normal 
18 installations, what w e  did, w e  use what we  call the 
19 "installation assessment plan." And we used a computer modcl 
20 called Decision Pad to come up  with a list of  ratings b a d  
21 on some attributes that were established. 
22 The difference is the fact that w e  looked at each 

I I 1 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page49 - Page54 

Page 5 1 
I and of  the implications of how we are organizing ourselves to 
2 d o  the defense business. 
3 That IS, should ATCOM remain together for the 
4 synergy of  its many component arts; o r  tf, as we're planning 
5 to sprn some things off, will tharmmehow lessen thetr 
6 abiltty to  d o  their job? And 1 t h ~ n k  maybe you want me to 
7 really el to that latter p o ~ n t .  
8 l o  first of  all, on the leases, as  a business 
9 matter, I would like to see the Amiy out of as man leases as 

10 we could get out of. Now, that's stm ly not possi&e to do. 
1 1  There are  too many instances in whicgwhen you look at the 
12 contrasting alternatives. it makes much better business sense 
13 to be in that lease there. 
14 That is not the case with ATCOM in St. k u i s .  It 
15 does not make better bustness sense for us  to be ~n those 
16 high-cost leases. It makes better business sense if we have 
17 a way consistent with the Chief of  Staft's force structure 
la needs, to be somewhere in space that is on a post o r  that the 
19 Army owns and where there can be some synergy with other like 
20 activities. 
21 And on the second part, a decision which 
22 essentially moves components of ATCOM to do like things with 
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I in terms of the s nergy of those operations. 
2 SECRETA~Y WALKER: Commissionc.r if I mi ~ h t  add 
3 just one.point on what the Secretary just s a d .  In aidition 
4 to that, 11 results in a substantial cost savings. The 
s annual savings,frorn the recommendation is $56 million 
6 annually once tt's executed. That's 9 percent of the entire 
7 savings of the entire package before the Commission. That i 
8 a substantial savin s in this one instance. 
9 C O M M I S S ~ O ~ E R  KLING: That's a ood lead-in. Mr. 

10 Secretary, to the second question. And h i s  really is 
1 I getting down more to it. The Arm estimates, as I understand 
n -- we have a slide here that we*; put up but the Army 
13 estimates that 786 civilian positions could be eliminated by 
14 combining the aviation troop command and the missilc command. 
15 However, the community helieves that the personnel 
16 savings are significantly overstated, and from the 786, only 
17 48 positions would be eliminated as shown on this slide in 
I8 whlch we may not be able to  see, but 1 believe you all have 
19 i t  in front of you. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do ou have the slide? 
2 1  GENERAL SULLIVAN: Jes 
22 COMMISSIONER KLING: 1 wonder if you might ju: 
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-comment on each of these categories as we go  down it. 

2 Szcrztar Walker o r  whoever. 
1 S ~ C R E T A R Y  WEST: We'll let General Shane. 
4 COMMlSSlONER KLING: General Shane? 
5 GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Kling, kt me discuss 

that. First of all, let me state that the A r p y  stands by 11s 
7 number 786. And let me explain why. Flrst of  all, at,every 
a juncture --  and 1'11 d~scuss each one of these points in just 
9 a minute. 

10 But at every 'uncture, once again, the Army 
I I Auditing Agency and GAO checked our numbcn. So thcy Ilitva 
12 hecn validated b some analysts and reviewed. So we feel 
13  pretty comfortable with regards to that. Let me give you 
14 just a take. 
1 5  First of all, we  start with additional force 
la structure reductions. I would like to  point out a couple of 
I7  t h i n ~ s .  T h e r u s e  in here the October '94 program budget 
18 gui dnce, w ~ c h  talks to man years and dollars and not 
19 authorizations. +d they talk -- plus the Februa command 
20 plan changes, whlch has not been confirmed by & Army. 
2 t So what we  used was what we  were directed to by 
22 DOD, and that was the November '94 ASIP. And oncc again, we 
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I stand by those numbers. The  205 you see here are not 'ust 
2 Army numbers. Those consist of Coast Guard, Air Force, kvY. 
3 and other DOD people. So the 205 number, we simply do no\ 
4 support that number. 
s The area support positions, the bottom line there 
6 IS the fact that once a w n ,  we  d o  not su port it because the 
I workload is being absoPdul elsewhere. An!we get down a d s  

b.st  two areas which talk about 90 and 387 as base OPS 
ersonnel. 

What they're saying is the fact that you d o  not 
recognlw any savings when associated with streamlining, 

1 2  downgrading, reeng~neering a headquarters, which was In our 
13 proposal. 
14 And we  simply have discussed this in detail with 
15 ihc major command, and they agree that these numbers here arc 
16 overstated. S o  !he bottom li"e is, the 48 number which they 
17 say which constitutes no savrngs for the Army 1s not correct. 
18 COMMISSIONER KLING: The biggest numbers are the 90 
19 and the 387. And what you're sayin to me, I believe, ~f 1 
20 would understand from a busmess l , d ,  is that you absolutely 
21 are going to be instructin when the move takes place that 
22 these positrons are not to$ filled, p e n a l ?  
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1 savings would be 46 million. We now calculate those savings 
2 to k 56 million annually after completion. 
3 SECRETARY WEST: So, the bottom line, commissioner, 
4 is ever time we review this, ~t looks better to us. 
I ~OMMISSIONEK K L I N G :  I*ve been told my time ha 
6 expired, so Mr. Chairman, I turn  11 back to you. And by the 
7 way, gentlemen, I certainly thank the,Arm In all the 
8 visits we  had, the ~ p l e  were splend~d.  &e Corps is 
9 wonderful. It has n a reat ex enence. 

10 GENERAL S H A N ~  ~ h a n &  you. 
I I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Kling. 
12 General Sullivan, you made an ~nterestin remark ~n 
I3 your presentation about the fact that this is  t h e f + t . ~ R ~ ~ .  
14 And, of  course, you and I know that under law, 11 IS the last 
15 BRAC. Have I shocked ou? You did M e  that -- 
I6 GENERAL S U L L ~ A N :  Yes. I d ~ d  
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, let mc make this observation. 
18 It cle+ly IS the last BRAC provlded by law. There ~ s n ' t  any 
19 quest~on that we have got a 40 percent r d u c t ~ o n  In 
20 authorized and appropnated amounts. There isn't any 
21 question we have got a 30 percent force level reduction. 
22 There Isn't any qurstlon we haven't come up  to the 
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I mark in this BRAC round even if we  exceeded the 
2  recommendations of the Ds artment of Defense to take care of 
3 the excess capacity. 1 befieve all that's a given. But ou  
4 interrupt me if I'm wrong. I'm shocked to see staff %w me 
s figures that show we're back down to about the 1950 level. I 
6 t h ~ n k  that's regrettable, IS it's factual. 
I But I t h ~ n k  the trentl does not look very good. 
8 Were 11 u to me, I would a d v ~ s e  d~fferently, but I'm 
9 satisfied tfmt Copgrrss is  doing nothing more but reflecting 

to the views of  thetr constituency and, for the time bemg, we 
I I have to live with that. 
12 In any event, ~t brings me  to this . 
I 3  Obviousl , no one would tolerate another B!%! in a couple of 
14 years. ?think eve body has a belly full of this for " ht 
1.5 now, and 1 can unzrs tand  wh . Certainly, Iho chair%= a 
16 belly full of  it. But i t  occurs t i a t  there's 1 lot of  excess 
17 capacit out there st111 to be look* at a am. 
1 1  d e r e  has been some d ~ u u s s r o n  a b u t  the 
19 possibility of rnaybe after a couple of  Presidential elections 
20 rntervene,and the dust settles and everybody has had an 
21 opportunity to revlew their own house a aln 
22 throwing out a figure of  something like %OOOl>E:?f rn 
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t GENERAL SHANE: That's correct. That's correct. 
2 COMMISSIONER KLING: So you stand by the fact that 
3 these -- we will not be replacing these numbers of  people 
4 when this move is done? 
5 GENERAL SHANE: That's correct. And I have 

rsondll gone down and talked to the commander of MICOM, 
G a j o i d '  eneral Link, and discussed this issue with him in 

8 talking about this in conce tual terms. And we feel 
9 comfortable with our  numper -- 786 is the right number. 

10 SECRETeRv WALKER: ~ommissioncr, if I pi@ add onc 
I I thtnf. ARer t h ~ s  l ~ s t  was submtted to the Comrn~sslon. the 
1 2  stat' continued to work on looking at the estimates to make 
13 sure that they were correct. This has been revised downward. 
I 4  The original estimate was for 1,022 personnel savings. And 
15 we have looked at,it agarn, and the current estimate 1s 786. 
16 So we have taken ~ n t o  account those concerns ~n the 
17 recommendations. . . COMMISSIONER KLING: I rucss the other wint is the 

I 1 1 
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1 election in '96, and !here's an election in 2000. 
2 And by that tlme -- and that's the end, 
3 incidentally -- I believe I'm correct -- that's the end of  
4 the reach of these BRACs, 2001. So it strikes me that out 

there six years away where nobody needs to lie awake nrghts 
6 right now, maybe we could look at this again. And I only ask 
7 you -- ou're leaving in six days. You don't have a dog in 
8 this fi i t .  What d o  you think of that? 
9 8BNERAL SU,LLIVAN: I think the way you're oing is 

10 robably the nght line of  reason~ng. Certainly, n o h y  , 
1 1  L o w s  what the dollars are going to do. But ~f the cont~nue 
12 to go down, the only way to do 11 is to have a B ~ C  
I3 Commission ln m view. 
I 4  C H A I ~ M A ~  DIXON: Well. 1 don't want lo have one 
I5 sitting around for six ears 
16 GENERAL SuLLvAt i :  No, n o  1 m a n ,  i f  you were to 
17 ask me, "Okay, what would you recommend?" I would recommend 
18 that after this all runs its course. then consider - 

SECRETARY WALKER: Yu. And as a result of that, 
e still found that the savings not only held up but 

22 incrcasd. The original rwommcndntion indicated that annual 

~ - -  

19 resurrectin the Commission. 
20 CHAfRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Le4 me ask you another 
2 1  thing. We have seen here -- I don t mean this as any 
22 reflection on you -- a lot of changes in the evolution of the 
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I BRAC process. You know, you take ofrlhings, you put them 
2 back on,  you realign, you realign a ain, you subtract, you 
3 add to. I m not findln fault wlth tiat.  
4 Now, there may b some of  that aRer this, and the 
5 question has occurred to us, without reaching out beyond what 
6 you've done, we are thinking we need to address how you make 
7 changes in B-RAC over the next six ears. If you want to come 
8 to US. sa We have kind of l o o b  at thrs again, and this 
9 needs a &tie bit more tuning up." 

10 S o  d o  you think that's somethin we  -- the reason I 
I I ask all these thin 9 Senator Thurmons has asked us to come 
12 in a b u t  the m l d a d  of July when the dust has at l u s t  
13 partrally settled ~f we  can et back into town, and we'll 
I4 wear bulletproof v y t s  a n t c o m e  in /n the d e d  of  nlght like 
I 5 Abraham Llnwln d ~ d  after the electlon that t ~ m e  over 100 
16 years ago. But if w e  d o  that, is that a thing w e  should he 

lookin -at? 
- 

~ E N E R A L  SULLIVAN: In m opinion, it is. I think 
the leaders of these organlzatlons n d  the flexlbilitv to 
mana e their assets soYthat they can hold these or  ahizations 
toletier. And I p n ' t  predict -- I don't think an %ody can 
p r d i e l  wbat's golng to happen here. And 1 thi& there has 

I'age 64 
I SECRETARY WEST: And Il~el's a correct assurnl~tton, 
2 sir. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, finally 1 want to makc this 
4 clear in my own mind. There's a lot o f  discussion here. All 
5 my colleagues have asked these uestions. These questions 
6 are in our mind. You have fivegepots out there and we all 
7 know we're looking at good stuff now. I've said from the 
8 beginning, "He . you have an '88 round; you have a '91 round; 
9 you have a '9 j  round.' 

10 I played baseball and sports when I was a kid -- 
I I not .so good -- but I remember, you had a bunch of cuts. B 
12 the time you got the cuts finrshed, you had what ou thoug& 
13 was our team left. And this is the fourth cut. d l  this 
I4 stufys good. M o s t p f  these places have had awards of 
I5 excellence and all klnds of tnbutes to  the fine work they 
I6 do, ri ht? 
n ~ E N E R A L  SULLIVAN: Right. 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, ou've got five dcpots out 
IP  there, and you're telling us  with t i e  excess capacit you've 
20 got, you can live with cultlng out two and having i r e e  left. 
21 SECRETARY WEST: Yes, sir. 
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And you are saying to us that 
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I to be some mechanism so  we can move things around. 
2 1 think Commissioner Montoya's question is 
3 certainly -- look, we're pa ing attention to that. Now, we 
4 don't want to slavishly hord to preconceived plans or 
5 preconceived notions ~f 11 doesn't seem correct. And locking 
6 us in, fencin us  in, will be dysfunctional. Could be. 
7 C H A ~ ~ ~ M A N  DIXON: And Secretary, you're nodding 
8 "yes." If ou have an thing you want to -- 
9 SECLETARY &ST: No. On a different matter, 

ICI comment about the Chief not having a dog in this figEyrof 
I I course, we know how he feels about the Army. He always will 
12 have a dog in this fi ht 
13 CHAIRMAN DfXbN: Oh, I understand that. Well. we 
14 r w p t  and love him for it. Now, I'm oing to ask two more 
15 questlons. They're highly repetitlous. B u t ,  you b o w  b 
16 now, let's all be  adults about this. W e  know what the h o r  
17 spots are around here. And everybody knows that some things 
l a  are not going to be a lot of trouble, and other things are 
19 highly controversial. Let's face that. 
20 Now, the fight between flabama and M i ~ s o u r i  has 
21 gotten ~ n t o  the natlonal ma avnes  and everythln else. And 
22 it's a pretty good fight, a n d l  respect both sides Bor going 
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I that's better than downsizing, so  far as the Arrily IS 

2 concerned, without any judgenient of what some other servlcc 
3 may do? 
4 SECRETARY WEST: Yes, sir. That is exactly what 
5 we're .sa ing. 
6 CXAlRMAN DIXON: You say you save monq try closing 
7 and not downs iz in~ .  
8 SECRETARY WEST: Yes, sir. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You've looked at downsizine? 

10 SECRETARY WEST: By "downsizing," yu mean simp& 
I I shrinkin the articular five to a smaller srze. 
12  C ~ A I & A N  DIXON: Get them smaller and in place. 
13 SECRETARY WEST: We have, and wc have concluded 
14 that that is  not the wav to e o  and that those who mav be 
15 going that way are noi m&ing as good judgements as we are. 

- - - - - -  
16 (Lau hier.) 
17 CHA~RMAN DIXON: Well. that's a stron er response 
18 -- I'm a luckler lawyer than I thought I w o u l f b e  on that 
19 one. 
20 (Lau hter.) 
21 CHA~RMAN DIXON: The Chair recognizes Comrnissioncr 
22 Davis. 
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Page 63 1 I at it and makin their best cases. Now, challenges are 
2 taking place before the conlm~ssions ri ht now st the 
3 administrative level. I have no doubt &is is  going into 1 4 courts and so forth. I'm a lawyer. That's how I make my 
5 living in my other life. 
6 But you fellows are here saying that you stake your 
7 reputations on the fact that what you have now, the permits 
8 you have now satisf the Army regarding this matter. 
9 SECRETARY &ST: To the extent we know and with the 

10 advice w e  have, which yes, as  you pointed out, does include 
I I our counsel. 
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, I want to tell you 
13 something. We're oin I to start voting next Thursday, the 
I4 ZZnd day o l  June. I n d P  ask you both, General Sullivan and 
I5 Serretary West -- let's see; ou're goin to leave here six 
I6 days from now -- but I youfd ask you 31 to let us know if 
17 there's an changes in thrs. Because as  far as the Chalr's 
l a  concern$ I indlcate not at all how weVll vote. There may 
19 even be divls~ons here. 
20 But the point is, 1 act on the assumption you're 
21 saying you're satisfied about the permits on whatever this 
22 chalrman finally will do. 
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I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: From thc Unitcd Str~tcs Air 
2 Force. 
3 (Laughter.) 
4 SECRETARY WEST: Who arc. incidentally. making finc 
5 judgements. 
6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Formerly orthe Air F ~ ~ r c c  
7 First, 1 would like to join my colleagues up here in wishing 
8 Gcncral Sullivan well. And wc hopc that h e  docsn'l go awily. 
9 that he rovidw his advice and counsel for years to come. 

10 RNERAL SULLIVAN: Thanks. 
I I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Secretary, I'm going lo 
12 have to beg your indulgence. You know it s a wonderful 
13 thing when -- the commissioners are ready worried that 
I 4  either a reeing with you or  not agreein with you would do 
I5 severe Jamage to your capabilit A ~ B I  recognize the job 
16 General Sullrvan and you have &ne in trying to map [hls 
17 strate py out. 
I8 9 also recognize that your budget flex is not very 
19 high and that if you don't get the savin s ,  you probably 
20 leopadlze your readiness and our mofernimtion accounk, 
21 ulhlch is reall very critical. $; the same token, as you c?n 
22 see. weVre norup  here to challenge the U.S. Army on thelr 
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I .And that's really what we're after. 

And when s u r T ,  -- we'll have to take care of  surge 
3 and figure it out. I t Ink w e  can figure it out, when push 
4 comes to shove. I'm sure American industry -- corporate 
5 America has always been with us, and we're gong to be ablc to 
6 handle i t  in co rate America. 

COMMI%IONER DAVIS: As a follow-on, General 
8 Sullivan, then, the latest study indicates that we  ought to 
9 do more rivatization. Would that be part of  your schema'? 

CERERAL SULLIVAN: In that case, in the surge case. 
I I You know some natural disaster, which ou're hypothesizin 
I ?  I would dgure somethin8 out. And t i en  I'm sure somet idy  1 1 ,  would step up and say, Chief, we can handle that; give it to 

\ I 4  L>. 

' 15 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, 1 ho you take cornfort 
l L  from the fact that we're worrying about t K  almost as much 

you are. 
GENERAL SULLIVAN: I do, and 1 appreciate your 

@nccrns. And as ou know J.B., I'm trying to balance all 
; lo  of this to do what [have to 6, in the larger sense, which is 
' 2 1  lo j,rovjtlc an Arniy which is capablc of doing what the country 
!? wants ~t to d o  and not work on the margln in the total sense. 

Page 67  
I depot choices. 
7 We'rejust worried that we  leave you with the 
3 roper ca ability when we're finished. And natural disaster 
r !as a1rca8 been covered rather well. And that's something 
5 we shouldYwo about. 
a Let me 3 you another.question in sort of  a 
7 counter-natural disaster question. G ~ v e n  that you -- if Red 
A River,is closed and Anniston will be almost completely at 
i. capacity by shiftlng the workload, have you considered using 

lo Lztterkenn as a backu to increase their workload with some 
I I other vehic5es -- the ~ a f i a d i n  runs out m, I thmk, '97 -- 
1 1  i f  you just do the active Reserves, you d o  the.Guard and 
13 Reserve, then you've got a continuing Pallad~n, so we're told 
1-1 by Lcttrrkennr -- and incruse  it with someth~ng like some 
ti other vehicle ~ k e  the Bradley fighting vehicle o r  something 
to like that? 
I '  SECRETARY WEST: We have looked at a lot of 
1 8  cticlerent options, comn~issioner. That is one we specifically 
10  hrrr I I I I I  choscn As PU k,now, we arc realigning Laadcnny .  
!I; or at least we are proposln to. The Palladin, incidently 
I !  I S .  ~n our view, not ju ,parkzd  by t h l s  It w ~ l l  be done hy 
2 2  the 11 nlr: these occur. 
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I And so  my answer is, no using Letterkemy in that 
2 capacity is not our  plan. I think, however, our  rekrence 
to naturnl disnsters and the like, ag.uin, pwyk you want to 

4 hear a little bit more from us on t at point. And I'm going 
5 to let the Chief res nd. 

COMMISSI&ER DAVIS: Well, we're all concerned 
ut your sur e capac~ty. You know, lf you close a depot, 
cther it be #ed R ~ v e r  o r  some other one, your surge 

apacit has been ro rotected. 
&CRETA& Surge capacity is  one of the 

things we s nd the most time th~nking about. GENKAL SULLIVAN: Yes, we  worry a b u t  that. I 
rhink a million men and women in the United States Army, 10 
divisions, is the -- I don't n d  to o through that litany 
with yea, because you know it .  And f m  down here -- we a n  
right at the +ge o f  taking more force structure and getting 
into some bi tlme cuts here. 

And I Kink. frankly. that this is !he best 
1 9  ~pproach.  And it wasn't easy to  take eight divisions out of 
?O :hc Unitcd Slates Army and 600,000 people. And we have go1 
2 1  11) have this kind of money. And, as the chairman ointed 
?! out, nobody knows where these dollars will go in t& Suture. 

Pa e 72 
I GENERAL SHANE: But the ca~abi l i tv  there wit% 
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I These are big dollars. They're not marginal 
2 dollars. But they start cutting into readiness. I 
3 understand readiness when ou get into war, but some of these 
4 things, natural disasters, think I can overcome. 
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, sir. Now that I've got 
6 the big question off our minds, some lesser ones. Does the 
7 recent sarin incident trouble you in the movement of the 
8 chemical training facilit 7 
9 GENERAL S V L L I ~ A N :  N O   he recent s a h  lneigent 

10 troubles me, but moving the chemlcal -- I've moved divisions 
I 1 all over the place. I've moved hundreds of  thouynds,of 
12 troops. W e  re not oing to lose our capabrlity vls a vls 
13 that Issue by moving f rom Alabama to Missouri or moving from 
I4 Alabama lo anyplace. I'll.keep the capabilities I neal ,  and 
I S  we know how to d o  this klnd of stuff. 
16 C.0MMlSSlONER DAVIS: All right, sir. The Michigan 
17 delegation yesterda talked about the Army pullln its 
18 garnson out of s ~ I M ~  e,  and they were worried .%out who 
19 was oin to pick up tBe rocers. And, pf course, l t h i d  
20 the ~ r m f s  the only one tRat has m y  actlve duty 
21 the Selfndge station. Is that, in Lct,  true, and wEt!le at 
22 should we go  on that one? 
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I GENERAL SULLIVAN: Jimmy, you may want to talk to 
2 that. 
3 COMMlSSlONER DAVIS: You may want to provide it for 
4 the record Jim. 
5 G E ~ E R A L  SHANE: This,is Geqeral Shane. I would 
6 prefer to comment on the record in wntln if I m y .  
7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Sure. Ancfky last question 
8 is, according to the.Army data, the Sierra Anny Depot's the 
9 only Aqny installation out of which START Treat m ~ d a t e c  

10  destruction of  rocket motors can be earned out. r the 
I I Department o f  Defense Mr. Secretary, if you close Sierra 
12 Army Depot. how is the Depadment of Defense going to - are 
13 they going to recerti another depot? 
14 SECRETARY 3 EST: l would think so. l think we have 
I5 an alternative to it. I just don't know what it is right off 
I6 the to of my head, commissioner. 
17 60 ou know Jimmy? 
1 8  G E ~ ~ E R A L  S ~ A N E :  I really dont t  know the answer tc 
19 that. But I think it's not being closed, and I think we  need 
20 to specify for the record it's being realigned. So there's a 
2 1  btg difference. 
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But the capability there -- 

2 renards to that -- - 
3 GENERAL SULLIVAN: We'll give you an answer. 
4 COMMISSIONER IIAVIS: All right sir. And, Mr. 
s Secretary, one final question. I'm sorry. I had to leave 
6 the dais for n second. But ou d o  not plan to close English 
7 Vtllare under the current "ran? 
8 -SECRETARY WEST: We had been negotiating with the 
9 National Guard about English Village before we made our 

10 recommendation on Dugway. And, qu~te frankly, commissioner, 
I I we believe that what we announced on Dugway probably had some 
12 impact on how that was go inpfoyard . ,  
13 It is our, desire to keep nglish Vlllage available. 
14 The uestion IS, who will keep it available. It is our hope 
I5 that %at will be transferred to the Guard. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: So it's the intent for the 
17 U.S. Arm to kee it o n but who funds it is at question? 
18 SE&ETA~Y WE?: The intent is to pass it over to 
19 the Guard. 
20 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you very much, sir 
2 1 Mr. Cha~rman I ieltl the rest of my t ~ m e .  

2 2  CHAIRMAN ~ I X O N :  I thank you very much, 

I I 
Page 67 - Page 72 Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 



~ u l t  i-pageTM 
Base R e a l i g n m e n t  & C l o s u r e  June 14. 1995 

Page 73 1 I Commissioner Davis. 
Commissioner Cox? 
MADAME COMMISSIONER COX: Thank ou M r  

4 Smretary, both you and the chairman have eloquent% k i ? t u  
5 out that we  have to make d o  with less. And one o f t  e thlnes 

I 6 that w e  seem to be doing successfully DOD-wide is taking - 
advantage of our Reserve components. 

And we  have seen that in several facilities, both 
I 9 facilities and in several incidents over the last couple of 
10 yean how important the Reserve and Guard are to our efforts. 
I I And for that reason, I want to  ask you some questions about 
12 some of the training ground recommendations that you've made 
13 because, as we  continue to rely even more on the Reserve 

nents, it's obviously important that they be well ready f: ZdmGined. 
16 You all have proposed not closing exactly but 
17 reali ning, I take it, and enclaving Fort Pickett, Fort 
18 C h a b ,  and lndiantown Gap. M understanding in taking to 
19 folks who train there today is &at your proposal is not that 
20 we close them but that the enclave those tralnln areas and 
21 facjlitiar which a re  n d d o  that w e  will have Jose 
22 trarnlng grounds but that ~t be funded and run by our 

Page 16 
I Basically, the wa I think, now you've ot me on a broader 1 2 philosophy, a p h h s o  hical point, and ?think I better get 
3 off it pretty quickly, &t basrcally I think the way we 1 4 protect the inte rit of  the federal budget is by making 
r ~ndividuals i n d v i i u a ~  organizations e n t i t i u o f  the 
6 Executive Branch respons~ble not only for b a n  the 1 7 proponents but the explainers of  how they spen5 their funds. 
8 In this instance, sure, w e  may be movlng 
9 respnsibilit  over to someone, but it is the ve someone 

10 who should k responsible for looking at how (Xst is going tc 
I I be used. At the same time, w e  are goln to realize savings. 
12 1 think what you would like lo know is whf te r  the numl)er, in 
13 tcrma of savings to the Fcdcral Govcrnmcnt or thc Dcper~tr~cr~~ 
I4 of Defense, is exactly the same a! the savings we show t o  the 
15 active Army and whether there is maybe a smaller increment 
I6 there, e a u s e  I am convinced that there is an increment, and 
17 t t  1s s ~ g n ~ f i c a n t  enough for us  to propose t h ~ s  change t o  
18 you. 
19 GENERAL SULLIVAN: It's about 50 -- you take all 
20 three of them. If w e  could d o  what w e  wanted to with all 
21 three, it's about 50 million a ear. 
22 COMMISSIONER C O ~ :  T o  the Army? 

QV 
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I requirement for trainin We've coordinated v d . l ' v e  d k e d  
2 direct with the ~ a t i o n a f ~ u a r d .  The bottom l ~ n e  is there are 
3 some mlsslons here that w e  need to dlvest ourselves o f ,  that 
4 hc docsn't want to do. We don't to do them and we don't want 
5 to pay for them. That's the thrust of  our  recommendation 
6 here. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: And when you say, and rnaybe we 
8 should ask D'Araujo here as well -- in fact could I ask you 
9 jf ou feel comfortable? Brigadier ~ e n e r a i  Shane has just 

1 0  inieated that the funding is  at ah ju t  $20 mil l~on for the 
I I Na!ional G.uard. That is for this year o r  is that over a 
12 per~od  of  t~me?  How does that work? 
13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That's to cslahlish thc 
14 enclaves and to o erate the enclaves. 
IS  COMMISS~ONER COX: T o  establish the enclaves. 
16 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That's programmed in h e  

QllliP 

17 operatin costs for that. I I8 C~MMISSIONER COX: And. General. d o  vou fLel 
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I Reserves and the National Guard. 
2 In each case, in Indiantown Gap. m understanding 
3 is they're looking at almost 100 rcent of the facilities 
4 and land being enclaved; at ~ o l f ~ c k e t t .  somewhere between 
5 85 and 95 percent; and I'm not a s  clear at Fort Chaffee what 
6 kind we're looking at. S o  we're essential1 lookin at 
7 keeping the whole thing but running it difLrently,$or which 
8 we  sow an enormous amount o f  sav~ngs.  
9 I wonder if you might comment on, I uess, just 

1 0  sort of  an overall concern that if we9re not cfosing them and 
11 we're going to be running 85 or 100 percent of them, when do 
12 we really et the savings in having the Guard run it versus P :: the Amy'. 

SECRETARY WEST: Well, I 'm not sure about the 100 
15 percent versus 85 percent looking at the numbers. But the 
I6 question for us  is  always the same one, commissioner. It 1s 
17 whether w e  are operat~ng the particular facility o r  
18 installation in a way that reflects present-day realities 
19 both in terms o f  our  use of  our  personnel and of our /unding. 
20 And the fact is that in each case, yes, we d o  show savings, 
21 because the savin s occur because we  take away some 
22 housekeeping ancfpost-oversight authority and those kind of 
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I su p r t  facilities and turn it into solely the operation for 
2 w&eh it's goin to be used. 
3 p a t  s wfa t  the enclaves p y .  The enclaves say 
4 there IS a lesser miss~on ,  there IS a portion of it that's 
5 less than the whole that can be isolated. If isolated, we  
6 can better cost it out, better trace where the funding needs 
7 to be, and also take away the incidentals that are no longer 
8 necessary there. 
9 Your point, I think, is are w e  somehow pushing this 

1 0  off into a bud et item under different colors. 
1 I C o M M B s I o m R  COX: Yes. if you're cnclaving 85 to 
12 I W r r c e n t  of  it. and, for example, at F o n  Indiantown Gap 
13 you on't have a number of the things that you might consider 
14 quality of  life, so there aren't sort of  post things that 
1s could o away, you d o  wonder. 
16 From our perspective, and I imderstand you're 
17 looking at it from an Army perspective, we're looking at it 
18 as an overall government-wrde expenditure on impr tan t  
19 trainin . Just movin it to somewhere else doesn t help us. 
20 I$R. WEST: %bell it d o e s .  It r m k a  the 
21 use it, and who are thereion fund~ng 11, a l ~ t t l e  r&b"reWh0 
22 careful about how much fundmg they wish to lavish on it. 

19 comfortable that ou can continue to h n  the t h i n i k  areas 
20 that ou need anJ tha t  others who train there need, and that 
21 you'6 be able to get that money? 
22 MAJOR GENERAL D'ARAUJO: Yes. The figures r h a ~  ~ O I I  
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I GENERAL SULLIVAN: Yes. 
2 COMMISSIONER COX With thc National Guartl, as I 
3 understand it, and -- 
4 GENERAL SULLIVAN: I've got some MPA and 0 & M  cosrs. 
5 I've ot some MPA, military personnel, in there. So I woulc 
6 say tkat their costs, they're there anyway in most cases, so 
7 their costs are alread accounted for. 
8 COMMISSIONJR COX: My understanding, and maybe wc 
9 could ask the general of  the Nat~onal  Guard, as I see IS 

1 0  here, is that they9re looking at costs o f  about $29 m ~ l l ~ o n  
I I o r  s o  for running these three facilities. Maybe that's a few 
12 other facilities too? 
13 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Commissioner Cox. 
14 Brigadier General Shane. Let me touch on that. 
I5 COMMlSSlONER COX: Surely. 
16 BRIGADIER GENERAL SfIANE: In our analyst\. wc nced 
17 to point nut that in the COBRA runs, we ut aside 520 m~llton 
18 to run those three installations. I thin\ if you talk to the 
19 National Guard, General D'Araujo is here, he'll tell you h ~ s  
20 requirement is a b u t  $21.6 millivn for those three 
21 ~nstallat~ons. S o  rt's rn the ballpark. 
22 Thrs IS not done In a vacuum with regards to the 
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Page 79 b q  JLISI h e r d  about $21 million, is our.estimate for the 
- opratrng costs for the three tnst;rllat~ons you referred to 
: b a . 4  on the minimum essential enclave we  fwl we n d  to 
2 support, our weekend and annual training r ulrement. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ma I interrupt? ?or the record. i that's MG John R. D'Arau.0, Airector of  the Army National 
a d  Does the reporter Lave all that? Could the reporter 

I! hear the distin uished general's remarks? 
i MG D'/&AUJO: I think so, sir. 

14;. CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we don't want to think so. 
1 1  I respect that. 
I f  COMMISSIONER COX: Actually. I'm having a hard time 

I the eneral's remarks. ;i h u h 6  HA1 MAN DIXON: It's m responsibility to reserve 
li the integrit of the record here. i t a te  your name. Have you $ 16 been sworn. 
17 MG D'ARAUJO: Yes, I have. Let me restate what 1 
I n  just said. 
I9 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 
2~ MG D'ARAUJO: Ccneral Shane's comments arc correct. 
2 1  What we've identified are the enclaves we require for our 
21 IDTR weckcnd and annual training requirements to suplmrl the 
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I Guard forestructure as we see it unfolding through the years. 
2 Our estimates for those enclaves that we've defined working 
I with the Army runs about $21 rnill~on for those three 
4 ~nstallations ou  referred to. 
5 COM~ISSIONER COX: For  those three installations? 
6 MG D'ARAUJO: That is correct. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: And are you comfo~table that 

hosc annual costs of 521 million, presumably saving the Anny 
;omethin more than $21 million, will be forthcoming'! ~8 D'ARAUJO: I expect that they wlll be, yes. Y COMMISSIONER COX: OENSullivan. you will be gone, 

12  but some of the rest of you all -- wrll you be supporting 
13 that re uest? 
14  8 ~ .  WEST: Well, let me just say, as the Secretary 
15 of the Army, I'm res nsible for all three components and 
16 their budgets. S o  e i t E r  General D'Araujo 1s speaking with 
17 my authorit o r  I'm s kin in sup rt of him. 
18 COMHISSIONE~~ c&: ~n!?&~,";sug~rt hid!  
19 MR. WEST: 1 support him. a ker, Id me 
20 rdd that we've been workin very closely with the Director of 
21 the National Guard as wefl as with the state tags. The $20 
22 million will be forthcoming, I can assure you, in the Future 

I I 1 
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I continue to be accom lished at a reasonable cost? 
2 GENERAL s u Q r v A ~ :  That's at Pickett, yes. That's 
3 where the do most of -- the Marines d o  a lot of training at 
4 Pickett. &evre working that action. 
I COMMISSIONER COX: And are those costs including -- 
6 your $21 million is the Nationpl Guard cost? 
7 MG D'ARAUJO: That IS correct. 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: Are the costs for the Marine 
9 training. I thil* the Navy Seals trainlng at Fort Pickett, 

1 0  are those also included ~ n ~ t h a t  $21 rmll~on that's ~n the 
I I COBRA? That's in addition? 
12 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: What you're hlking about 
13 are reimbursable expenses, but you're not including the COBRA 
14 model. 
I5 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. 
16 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: So we would expect the 
17 Navy, the Marines to  reimburse the National Guard for 
18 trainin o rtunities. 
1 9  ~ E & % A L  SULI.IVAN: Whatever they d o  there, they 
20 would reimburse them. That's in their budget line. 
21 COMMISSIONER COX: And the National Guard, when 
22 you're looking at enclaving and picking up the $21 million 

- -- - 
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I cost, I assume if you're not enclavin 100 percent of  it, you 
2 are enclaving enough that it would afso cover the training by 
3 the Marines and the Seals. 
4 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Sure. 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: So, virtually all training that 
6 is going on toda at Pickett. lndiantown Ga and Chaffee will 
7 continue at ~ i c l e t t .  Indiantown Gap an$ Chsffee? 
8 GENERAL SULLIVAN: I don t know. I wouldn't want 
9 to si n up for that, but I would sign up  for if whatever the 

10 ME# is on the East Coast, if CG of the M$rine forces on the 
I 1  East Coast w a n t d  to d o  trarnlng at Fort Prckett he would 
12 come u and negotiate with the commander of  E'ort Pickett 
13 ~ ~ i t r d & a t ~  Army National Guard and he  wou!d, in fact, 
I4 nrmburse hlrn o r  her for whatever tratntng he  d ~ d  as 
15 appropriate out of hls trainlng funds, as  would the regular 
16 Army. 
17 If the active Army wanted to go  in and jump, as the 
18 82nd does or 18th Airborne Corps, they would pay the Vir inia 
I9 National Guard so much to do whatever they do. It would %e a 
20 business o ration, but it would not be In this -- I urge you 
21 not to try E r e l a t e  $20 mil l~on to 50 because them's no 
22 correlat~on. 
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I budget ro rams. 
2 &&ISSIONER COX: But that's a one-time cost. 
3 MR. WALKER: No. That's an annual cost of 
4 operation, I believe; IS that correct? 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. The COBRA was -- Ihr 
6 S20 million, what was that that General Shane referred to? 
7 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: That's thepro rammed 
8 $:peratln cost to  operate the enclaves we're leavrng%ehind. 
9 ~ f i .  WEST:  hat's correct. 

1 0  COMMISSIONER COX: And you all feel comfortable 
1 I h a t  that money -- you all wlll su port each other in asking 
12 ihc Con wss tor that money; is tgat correct'? 
13 ~ k . ,  WALKER: The continuation of  this training is 
14  Important In those locations. There's n o  quest~on. 
I S  COMMISSIONER COX; As I understand it, there arc a 
la  number of  other a rv tces  tralning there as well, not just the 
17 Army Guard. The Navy has got some training at some of thcsc 

,,* f.. . 3~1llIies. 
GENERAL SULLIVAN: The Marines. 

1 
COMMISSIONER COX: The Marines have some training 

b \ @ u n i e  of these facilities. Have you been ~ m r d i n ~ t i n g  with 
12 tbzm, and are you comfortable that that tralning wrll 
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I COMMISSIONER COX: That's part of  what I'm 
2 concerned about unfortunately. 
3 MR.. WES'T: I think we  can certain1 agree with.you 
4 on two potnts. One, yes, we've made our &st good falth 
5 effort to enclave sufficiently so  that the training that 
6 needs to  be done by the Guard Bureau and those can be done. 
7 Secondly, you are right, I think, that there may indeed be 
8 other costs, to the Un~ted  States Government that do?? et  
9 caught up In what we've said here. But it 1s our  bellef b a t  

1 0  the savings exist nonetheless and that we  can isolate those 
1 I costs, tr to et them to ether so  that you'd see ~ t .  
1 2  C ~ M ~ R I S S I O N E ~  COX: That would be helpful. 
I3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now let me say this, if the Chair 
14 may interrupt. We only have 12 minutes left and I'm going to 
I5 honor the right of  my last commissioner to ask uestions. 
I6 But two commissioners have now indicated they w o j d  like to 
17 send you some questions in writing. 
18 It occurs to me, if my colleague would acco.mmodate 
19 me, that Commssioner Cox could pursue this ass~duously 
2 0  working with staff to get to the finrte results of  what she 
21 wants in wding with you folks. I know Commissioner Kling 
22 has questions In writing. S o  there may be others. 
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I forth and so on. 
2 In m view, and the numbers show this I believe, 
3 it was pluJent for us to close Bayanne. We didn't nrcd 
4 Bayonne. The West Coast is not quile as rich without ports 
5 for any number of reasons, not the least of which is harbors, 
6 which is reall not my profession, but that's a fact on the 
7 West Coast. %-use of that, I felt we  nmled  Oakland. 
R COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: When you say you didn't 
9 n d  Ba onne, d o  ou mean because of Sunny Pornt,'! 

10 GBNERAL JULLIVAN: I can use Sunny Potnt. I can 
I I use Charleston, Savannah. W e  outloaded the 24th out of 
12 Savannah, Charleston. Wc can usc thc Gulf pods, Galvcston. 
13 tiouston, on and on and on, New Orleans. We've got 
14 Jacksonville. 1 mean, there are a lot of rts that we can 
15 use. The Mannes have Blount Island. R e r e ' s  just a lot of 
16 capacity. 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Now is there a problem, 
I8 though, gettlng into civt l~an port if no national emergency 
I Y  is declared, not in the case o Haiti? 
20 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Not  in the case of Haiti. 1 
21 outload out of Savannah all the t ~ m e ,  and w e  haven't had any 
22 problem, Wilmington. The  Marines, we're in and out of 
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I I'm sure you're all willing between now and the 
2 22nd day of thrs month to answer those questions hecause her 
3 line of  quat ioning. iscerbinly important to us. Thank you 
4 very much, C o m m ~ s s ~ o n e r  Cox. 
5 Commissioner Cornella. 
6 COMMlSSlONWl CORNELLA: 'Ihsnk you, Mr. Chairman. 
7 GEN Sullivan, 1 have to empathize with you toda . I can't 
8 think of  any thn  if I were in your osi t~on,  thatj 'd care 
9  us about doin k n  a rin before Cis Commission. With 

10 s i r  clays left, f would)& &e next five days are nothtng 
I I but mllita bands, troop reviews and ticker tape parades. 
12 GE?ERAL SULLIVAN:  hank ou, str. 
13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: GJN Shane, 1.m a 
I4 s tenogn  her, but you said a few minutes a o ,  in regarc: 
I 5 the ques ion  on depots that -- and I believe f have you 
16 quoted correctly here. You say we  looked at that. We 
17 coordinalcd with the Army Matcnel Command and everything 
18 seems to be in place. 
19 I would want to say in response to some earlier 
20 discussion that the reason for t h s  commission is to 
21 challen e % recommendations of the De a+ments. It;s not 
22 to quweonludgment as much as ,t IS to, f thlnk,  questlon 

w 
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I thought to this. This is our th~nklng. 1 can't give you a 
2 guarantee. What I can tell you is those are our numbers, 78 
3 percent after consolida~ion, these kinds of plans if we have 
4 to meet sur e. As I s a d  before, surging 1s someth~ng that 

the Army tiinks a whole lot about. 
6 COMMlSSlONWl CORNELLA: Thank ou. I want to move 
7 into another area, and that's ports. ~ e & n s e  officials. port 
8 authorities and cotpmun~t  groups have dqfended.military 
9 ownership of conttnental L.s. o c u n  termnals w ~ t h  the 

10 arguments that the flexibility of staging on-site equi "lent 
I 1 on short notme, the secunty of  mrl~tary roperty an!the 
12 capability to.handle overweight, ? u t s i J  and nonconta~ner 
13 equipment glve mllttary ports untque advantages unavailable 
14 at commerctal 
15 Now. ~ f i ~ l l i v a n .  a few momen? ago yo" talked 
16 about the tmportance of sustainment. I t h ~ n k  susta~nment 
17 also pla s an im rtant part in ports, does it not, sir? 
18 GHNERAEULLIVAN: yes, it docs, and if you -- 
19 look, I'm one of the strongest supporters of retaming 
20 Oakland. What ou have is, as I'm sure ou know, on thc East 
21 Coast and the d u l f  rts,. you have a lbt of rts that we 8" 22 can, m fact, outloa ou ts tud  cargo tanks, g w i t z e r s  and so  
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I the recommendations. If that was not necessary, I guess this 
2 Commission would not exist. 
3 Now, I would like to put up a slide that is not of 
4 six months ago but is of less than or  about two weeks ago. 1 

hope you can read it. It says :closing Ketl River and Letter 
6 K e ~ y  pro ses unnecessary nsks to concentrating all ground 
7 combat worroads into Anniston." That uote is from Michael 
8 Sandusky, Chief, Special Analysis 0 h c e .  Headquarters, Air 
9 Material Command. 

10 I know we've been ve,ry careful here today to talk 
I I about acce table risks. I thtnk there's a tremendous 
12 difference&tween acceptable risk and unnecessary risk. S o  
I3 could ou  respond to that slide, GEN Shane? 
14 (A slide is  shown.) 
I5 BRIGADIER CENERALSHANE Well, the first !hing I 
16 would say 1s I d~sagree  w ~ t h  ~ t .  I think unnecessary is a 
17 tern1 that is subjectwe in nature and views one's own 
18 personal o inion Now, when we looked at that and we shared 
I9 that with h r .  sandusky -- and we*= very well familiar with 
20 the 43 rcent requirement for wartime requirements. I think 
21 if you E k e d  to  h ~ m  what he would tell you is the fact that 
22 there are surge capablllty at Ann~ston hecause -- that allows 

I I I 
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1 us to do the workload that we have programmed. So that's my 
2 comment. 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Bul now you can  S C ~  through 
4 the slide what w e  have to deal with. 
5 MR. WEST: Commissioner, may I add a point? 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yes, sir. 
7 MR. WEST: Once we  consolidate at Anniston, it is 
8 our prediction it will operate at about 78 percent of  its 
9 capacit with just one shift working one normal eight-hour 

10 day, 7$xrcen t  of  its capacity. 
I I C MMlSSlONER CORNELLA: You mean aner this -- 
I 2  MR. WEST: After the consolidation. 
13 COMMISSlONER,CORNELLA: lithe BRAC follows your 
14 recommendattons, tt w ~ l l  strll only he on  one s h ~ f t  78  
I S  percent? 
16 MR. WEST: One shift, 78 rcent of its ca acity, 
I7 eight hours a day. five days a week? We believe i rean 
18 handle the wartime requirements of two MRCs by adding a 
19 second shift with minimal overtime. We believe if we did 
20 that we could actually excccd those rcquircments by expanding 
21 to a seven-da operation. 
22 Now, i rseems to me that we've given a lot of 
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I Wilmin ton and Savannah and Charleston all the time. 
2 C ~ M M I S S I O N E R  CORNELLA: Could I have thc slidc for 
3 the 12 Division Force, please? This is the slide that we 
4 were briefed by the Army tn Oakland when we  made our bas 
5 v~s i t .  It shows the 12 D~vision Force and we were piven the 
6 argument of the necessity of  Oakland Arm Depot kecause ol 
7 the de  loyment of the units out of ~ o l o r a J ) ,  Fort Carson anr 
8 Fort &ley, Kansas. Now, as we PO and have moved, you 
9 n ~ n t i o n e d  a 10 Division Force. b m  not sure where they are 

10 at this point, but could we  have that slide? 
I I (A slide was shown.) 
12 GENERAL SULLIVAN: We'll be close to it. Only 10 
13 percent of  the Army, and, by the way, as you know, I'm surc 
14 you know, wc dr loycd about 300.000 to the Gulf four. Only 
15 I0  percent of wRat we shi went through Bayonne. 
16 COMMISSIONER C ~ ~ ~ E E L L A :  ~ c l l ,  thcrc s a yorstisn. 
17 I'm not reall talking about Bayonne at the moment. I'm 
18 talking abouroakland. A commission staff analysis of the 
19 stationin plan for the 10 Division Army questions whether 
20 Oakland & m y  Base will deploy any combat units of the 5-11 3 
21 division ower ro'ection? 
21 C$NERA~ ~ U L L I V A N :  Well. there's a lot of other 
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units other than divisions that would o M hunch is -- not 
my hunch is, but !he facts are yes. d e  "ou& sustain the 

I force as we have In the past out of Oakland. We would also 
1 uw Seattle-Tacoma and Long Beach. I'm not diminishing the 
5 necessity for those ports, but those ports aren't under my 
n conta)l. Oakland is. Oakland, as you know, was used as the 
7 major receiving point for casualties in the ,last war in the 

N Pacific. So, in our 'udgment, Oakland IS ~mportant.  
c o M M l s s l o J m  CORNELLA: I believe that there is a 

1 0  necessity sometimes to pay for readiness. Can you tell me 
I I how many ships went out of  Oakland and how many went out of 
I 2 Bayonne in 1994? How many ships were sent out ofthose two 
I 3 por~s'? 

GENERAL SULLIVAN: I can't tell you. I'm sure 1 
15 could get it for you. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: 1 can tell you. I've ot 
n it right here. You can check my figures for me. Out o f  
la Bayonne 88 ships were dc loyed, and out of Oakland 16 ships. 
Ir  re the savings greater For closin Bayonne o r  for closing 
21 Oakland and closure costs? G ~ I P s h a n e ,  d o  you have that at 
2 r your fingerti s? 
2 2 BRICAblER GENERAL SHANE: I don't have thal 1 c m  
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I provide it for the record. 
z COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I think we're rapidly 
3 running out of time, foriunately for some. Nothin was meant 
r by that. Don't nusunderstand that please. diking about 
s Plckett, Indlantown Gap and ~ h a f f e e ,  85 to 95 rcent o f  the 
b ruluctlon IS golng to be -- I should say 8 5  to 9 G r c e n t  o f  
7 the i n f r a s t ~ c t u r e  will be enclaved, condoned. 

Isn't it true that the bulk of the savings will 
:ome from ~ r s o n n e l , r d u c t i o n  not infrastmcrure reduction? 
know that s the d e s ~ r e  of  the Arm to get out from 

nnderneath that overhead. I mean. 3 think we've covered 
I ?  that. Why weren't you able 'ust to go through a manpower 
13 reduction because you*rc under threshold, and address that? 
11 BRlGPDlER GENERAL SHANE: I'm not familiar with the 
I S  numhers ot 85 to 90 rcent retentron of  infrastructure with 
to regards to these instaEtions. I thlnk the agreement that 
17 ws II;IJ with the National Gllald is we're going to reduce thosc 
l a  lo the bire minimums that they need to perform the training 
1 9  requirements. We're working to define, number one, the 
20 training requirements and, number two, trying to decide 
r I cxactl what the divestiture level is going to be for those 
22 instalrations. 
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I had another installation that we wanted to remove, that we 
2 could take some off. We dld not have those optrons in regard 
3 to, for example, a maneuver base. If ou had to make these 
4 recommendations toda , would there be any change on 
I consideration of  one o r  the lar ~e active duty maneuver bases? 
6 GENERAL S U L L I V ~  No. 
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. Thank you very much 
8 for your time. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you very much, 

1 0  Commissioner Cornella. I apologize to the Army for running 
I I over a little, although we're golng to accommodate the Air 
12 Force precisel on tlme. W e  thank you for being ve 
I3 f o r t h k h t  in ah of  your remarks. Good luck to  you,%^^ 
14 Sullivan. 
15 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Thank you, sir. Thank you, Mr. 
16 Chairman. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We'll have the Air Force. God 
18 bless ou, General. 
19 !panel excused.] 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I have to request that the room be 
21 cleared in a quiet and timely manner in order to keep on 
22 schedule. Please c k a r  the room In a quiet and orderly 
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1 manner. Please discontinue visitation and clear the room in 
2 a quiet and orderly manner, ladies and gentlemen, so that we  
3 can accommodate, m a time1 wa , the d i s t ~  uished Secretary 
4 of the Air Force and the BielYof the ~ l r % o r c e  and others. 
s Please clear the room. 
6 Ladies and gentlemen, we  will now hear from the 
7 Secretary of  the Alr Force She~la  E. Wldnall. Wlth 
8 Secreta Widnall is ch ie f  o f  Staff of  the Air Force, GEN 
9 ~o"a ld l ( .  Fogleman. We also have MG I.D. Blume, Special 

1 0  Ass~st+nt to the Chief of  Staff for Base Realignment and 
1 ,  Transition, an! James Boatnght. Consultant lo  the Secretary. 
1 2  If the Arr Force re resentatives will  lease stand 
I3 and r a w  thelr nght h a n b ,  1'11 admnlster rhe oath. 
14 Panel sworn. 
1 5  & HAIRMAN IXON: May I ask if the roup o f  you b 
I6 would have any objection -- the time shown is 10:lfto 11:45. 
17 We're gettin started a little bit late -- if w e  m n j u s t  a 
I8 few minutes fate, but we will not impose into the lunch hour, 
19 l assure you. We thank you all for bein here. 
20 Madame Secretary, on the part of  h e  Commission, we  
21 thank you for the fine cooperation of  the Air Force 
22 throughout this process. We are delighted, Madame Secretary, 

L 
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I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: But hat would bs the mass 
2 on the installation, right, oka . Is  there any intention, if 
3 the A r p y  moves to Missouri wit K Fort McCleUand, is there an 
r lntentlon to move from live a ents to simulated agents? 
I know that's been discussed. i r e  you considerin thatd? 
6 MR. WEST: I don't know the answer to tfat . 
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Does thal mean you have no1 
8 d ~ x u s s e d  it if ou  don't know the answer? 
9 GENERAL SULLIVAN: 1 have not discussed it with 

1 0  anyone. 
1 1  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. 
12 GENERAL SULLIVAN: That doesn't mean that sorncbody 
13 hasn't discussed it. but I haven't. 
1.4 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: I would 'ust like to make 
Ir one last statement. In regard to the r uest tbat we  have 
1 6  only limited funds, you have to close%ese bases because of 
1 7  [hat .  I would say, this commissioner thinks, that if that 
I n  ~nstalli~tion should not be closed, I'm sorry that the Army is 

71ng to have to find some way to keep that th~ng open and to 

1 
y for it. 

1)1 That's not toing to be our concern because I don't 
.. nuessiirily feel tkt we were given the options to -- if we 

Page ! 
I to reco nize you again this morning. Secretary Widnall of  
2 the ~ l r s o r c e .  
3 SECRETARY WDN+LL: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, 
4 members of  thlr Cornmiss~oq, I apprecmte t h e o p  rtunit I 
5 appear before, you a vain to drscuss the 1995 Air K r c e  B ~ A  
b recommendations. hmnce I was l ~ t  here, I b o w  that you a 
7 your staff have been very bus wrth your revlew. 
8 The Air Force has also L n  workmg steadily to 
9 refine the cost and savings analysis associated with our BRAC 

10 1995 recommendations and to provide you with updated covert 
I 1 products and additional information. This further 
I2 consideration has reconfumed my view that with an exception 
13 I will discuss later, the Secretar of ~eflense 's  
14 recommendations re  resent the Lest choice for reduction o f  
15  excess Air Force inkstructure,  considering current and 
16 future o erationsl and fiscal r.equirements. 
17 4 s  mornlng I would l t e  to focus on  some of  the 
I8 issues that have been raised by communities and your staff 
19 re arding our recommendations. Because the Commission added 
20 alf five Alr Force depot installations for consideration for 
21 closure o r  further realignment, and because of  the ve 
22 significant potential impact of that action, 1 will spenr the  



Base Realignment & Closure 
M U I ~  i-pageTM 

June 14, 1995 
Page 85 

I I'm sure you're all willing between now and the 
2 22nd day of thts month to 9 s w e r  those questions because he1 
3 line of  question~ng IS certatnly Important to us. Thank you 
4 very much, Commissioner Cox. 
5 Commissioner Cornella. 

' 6 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
7 GEN Sullivan, I have to empathize with you toda . I can't 
8 think of  anythln if 1 were tn your sitton, thatj 'd care 
9 less about doin t k n  a rin before c s  Commission. With 

10 six day! left, f w o u l B E p e  h e  next five days are nothing 
I I but rnll~ta bands troop reviews and ttcker tape parades. 
12 GE&RAL SULLIVAN:  hank ou, slr. 
13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA G J N  Shanc, I'm a 
14 s tenogn her, hut you satd a few mmutes a o ,  In r e g a r E y  
15 the q ~ ~ 8 0 n  on depots that -- and I believe! have you 
16 quoted corteclly here. You say we  looked at that. W e  
17 coordinated with the Army Matenel Command and everything 
I 8 seems to be in place. 
19 I would want to sav in reswnse to  some earlier 
20 discussion that the reasoh for this commission is  to 
21 challenee the recommendattons of the De~artments .  It's not 
22 to  ques6on judgment as much as it is to, I think, question 
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1 thought to this. This is our thinking. I can't give you a 
2 guarantee. What I can tell you IS those are our numbers, 78 
3 percent after consolidation, these kinds of plans if we have 
4 to meet sur e. As I said before, surging is something that 
5 the Army t k n k s  a whole lot about. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank ou. I want lo niovc 
7 into another area. and that's w r t s .  ~ e d n s e  officials. m r t  
8 authorities and copmunit g;oups have defended, mil'iiary 
9 ownershln of conttnental L.s. ocean terminals wlth the 

10 arguments that the flexibility of  staging on-site equi ment 
I I on short notice, the security of  mil~tary roperty an{ the 
12 capability to  handle oveweight ,  o u t s i 2  and nonconlatner 
13 equipment give military ports unique advantages unavailable 
14 at commercral 
15 Now, G&?"l~ivan, a few moments ago you talked 
16 ahout the importance of sustainment. I think sustainment 
17 also pla s an im rtaot art in ports, does it not, sjr? 
18 G&NERA~~ULL!VAN: yes. 11 d m ,  a d  ~f YOU -- 
19 look, I'm one of the strongest supporters of  retaining 
20 Oakland. Whal ou have is, as I'm sure ou know, on thc East 
21 Coas! and the Eulf  rts, you have a fot of rts that we  
22 can, In fact, outloaaooutslml cargo tanks, gwit,itrers and so  

L 
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I the recommendations. If that was not necessary, I guess this 
2 Commission would not exist. 
3 Now, I would like to put up a slide that is not of  
4 six months ago but is of less than o r  about hyo weeks ago. 1 
5 hope you can read it. It says "closing Red R ~ v e r  and Letter 
6 K e ~ y  p r o p s u  unnecessary risks to concentratin all ground 
7 combat wor oads into Anniston." That uote is from hichacl 
8 Sandusk , Chief. Special Analysis 0 & c e ,  Headquarters, Air 
9 ~ a t e r i a ? ~ o m m a n d .  

10 I know we've been very carefill here today to talk 
I I about acce table risks. I think there's a tremendous 
I2 differencekhveen acceptable risk and unnecessary risk. S o  
13 could ou respond to that sltde, GEN Shane? 
I4 (A slide is shown.) 
I5 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: Well, the first thing I 
16 would say is I disagree with it. I think unnecessary is a 
17 term that is suhjecttve in nature and views one's own 
18 pcrsonal o inion Now, whcn we looked at that and we shared 
19 that with h r .  sandusky -- and we're very well familiar with 
20 the 43 r e n t  requirement for wartime requtrements. I think 
21 if you lked to htm what he would tell you is the fact that 
22 there are surge capability at Anniston because -- that allows 
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Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 85 - Page 90 

Page 89 
I forth and so on. 
2 In m view, and the numbers show this 1 believe. 
3 it was pluient for us to close Bayonne. We didn't ncwl 
4 Bayonne. The West Coast is not quite as rich without ports 
s for any number of reasons, not the least of which is harbors, 
6 which is reall not my profession, but that's a fact on the 
7 West Coast. &emuse of  that, I felt we  needed Oakland. 
8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: When you say you didn't 
9 need Ba onne, d o  ou mean because of  Sunny Po~nt'! 

10 G ~ N E R A L  ~ U L L I V A N :  I can use Sunny Point. I cm 
I I use Charleston, Savannah. W e  outloaded the 24th out o f  
12 Savannah. Charleston. We can use the Gulf ports. Galucston. 
13 Houston, on and on and on, New Orleans. We've got 
14 Jacksonville. I mean, there are  a lot of  rts that we  can 
I5 use. The Marines have Blount Island. R e r e ' s  just a l c l  of 
16 capactty. 
17 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: Now is therc a problcm. 
18 though, getting into civilian rt if no national emergency 
I9 is declared, not in the case o E a i t i ?  
20 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Not in the case of Haiti. I 
21 outload out of  Savannah all the time, and w e  haven't had any 
22 problem, Wilmington. The  Marines, we're in and out of 
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I us to do the workload that wc have programmed. So that's my 
2 comment. 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: BUI now you can see through 
4 the slide what w e  have to +a! with. 
5 MR. WEST: Comm~ss~oner ,  may I add a point? 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yes, sir. 
7 MR.  WEST: Once we consolidate at Anniston. it is 
8 our prediction it will operate at about 78 percent of its 
9 capacit with just one shift working one normal eighbhour 

10 day, 71rrcent o f  its ca acity. 
I I C MMlSSlONER EORNELLA: You mean aner this -- 
I2 MR. WEST: After the consolidation. 
13 COMMlSSlONER,CORNELLA: I f  the BRAC follows your 
14 recommendat~ons, 11 will sttll only be on one s h ~ f t  78 
I5 percent? 
16 MR. WEST: One shift, 78 ercent of its capacity, 
n eight hours a day, five days a wee[ We belleve 11 can 
18 handle the wartime requ~rements o f t w o  MRCs by addlng a 
19 second shift with minimal overtime. We believe if we  d ~ d  
20 that we could actually excccd those requirements by expanding 
21 to a seven-da operation. 
22 Now, irseems to me that we've given a lot of  
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1 Wilmin ton and Savannah and Charleston all the time. 
2 C ~ M M I S S I ~ N E R  CORNELLA: Could I havc thc slidc for 
3 the 12 Division Force, please? This is the slide that we 
4 were briefed by the Army in Oakland when we  made our bast 
s visit. It shows the 12 D~vision Force and we  were iven the 
a argument of the necessity of  Oakland Arm Depot $ruse of 

the de loyment of  the units out of ~ o l o r a & ,  Port Carson and 
8 Fort d l e y ,  Kansas. Now, as we  .o and have moved, you 
9 mentioned a 10 Division Force. b m  not sure where they are 

10 at this point, but could we have that slide'? 
I I (A slide was shown.) 
12 GENERAL SULLIVAN: We'll hc close to it. Only 10 
13 percent of  the Army, and, by the way, as you know, I'm sure 
14 you know, we de loyed about 300,000 to the Gull Tour. Only 
15 10 percent of  wta t  we shipped went through Bayonnr. 
16 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Wcll. thcrc's a qrrcstion. 
17 I'tn not reall talking ahout Bayonne at the moment. I'm 
18 talklngabourOakland. A cpmpission sbf f  analysis of the 
19 stattontn plan for the 10 D~vtston Army questions whether 
20 Oakland m y  Base will dcploy any combat units ofthc 5-11 3 f 
21 division wer ro'ection? 
22 G&ERA! ~ U L L I V A N :  Well, therels a lot of other 
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nits other than divisions that would o M hunch is --  not 

~ I ~ , ~ ~  hunch is but the facts are yes. $e k o u b  sustain the 
3 force as we have in the past out of  Oakland. W e  would also 
r use Seattle-Tacoma and Long Beach. I'm not diminishing the 
i oecessity for those.ports. but those ports aren't under my 
6 control. Oakland IS. Oakland, 9 y ~ u  know, was used as the 
7 major receiving point for casualties In the last war in the 
o Pacific. So, in our 'udgment, Oakland is important. 
'9 COMMlSSlOdER CORNELLA; I believe that there is a 

1 0  necessity sometimes to pay for readiness. Can you tell me 
I I tx>w many ships went out of Oakland and how many went out of 
11 Bayonne in 1994? How many ships were sent out of thosc two 
1 3  ports'! 
I I GENERAL SULLIVAN: I can't tell you. I'm sure l 
I 5 ;c)uld get i t  for you. 
16 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: 1 can tell you. I've 
I7 i t  right here. You can check my figures for me. Out o r t  
18 Bsyonne 88 ships wcrc dc ~loyed, and out of Oakland 16 ships. 
19 Are the savings greater lor closin Bayonne o r  for closing 
20 Oakland and closure costs? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ h a n e ,  d o  you have that at 
21 )our  tingerti s? 
22 BRIGA~IER GENERAL SHANE: I don't havc t h a t  I can 
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I provide it for the record. 
2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I think we're rapidly 
3 running out of time fortunately for some. Nolhin was meant 
4 by hat .  Don't dsunderstand that please. diking about 

P~ckett,  Indiantown Gap and ~ h a f f e e ,  85 to 9 5  rcent of  the 
6 rduct ion IS golng to be -- I should say 8 5  to 9FPrcent of  

( 7 the infrastructure will bt: enclaved, condoned. 
i 0 Isn't it true that the bulk of  the savings will 

p r ronne l  reduction not infrastructure reduction? 
s the desire of the Arm to get out from 
that overhead. I mean. 3 think we've covered 

12 that. Why weren't you able ust to  go  through a manpower 
13 rsrlact~on because you're under threshold, and address that? 

114 BRIGADIER GENERAL SHANE: I'm not familiar wit11 the 
11s  numbers of 85 to 9 0  rcent retention of  ~nfrastructure w ~ t h  
16 rzgards to these instagtions. I think the agreement that 
I7 r , c  had with the National Guard is we're going to reduce thosc 
1 8  lo the bare minimurns that they need to perform the training 
19 requirements. We're working to define, number one, the 
10 tmning requirements and, number two, trying to decide 
2 1  crtactly what the divestiture level is going to be for those 
13 ~nstallations. 

L I 
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I had another installation that we  wanted to remove, that w e  
2 could take some off. We did not have those options in regard 
3 to, for example, a maneuver base. If ou had to make these 
4 recommendations tu la  , would there & any change on 
r consideration of  one o r  the lar e active duty maneuver bases? 
6 GENERAL S U L I . I V ~  No. 
7 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: Okay. Thank you very much 
8 for your time. 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you very much, 

10 Commissioner Cornella. I apologize to the Army for running 
I 1 over a little, although we're going to accommodate the Air 
12 Force precisel on ttme. We thank you for being ve 
I3 forthright in afi of  your remarks. Good luck to  you,%^^ 
14 Sullivan. 
I5 GENERAL SULLIVAN: Thank you. sir. Thank you, Mr. 
16 Chairman. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We'll have the Air Force. God 
I 8  bless ou, General. 
19 b a n e l  excused.] 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I have to request that the room be 
2 1  cleared in a quiet and timely manner in order to keep on 
22 schedule. Please clear the room in a quiet and orderly 
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I manner. Please discontinue visjtation and clear the room m 
2 a quiet and orderly manner, ladies and gentlemen, so that we 
3 can accommodate, ln a timcl wa the distln uished Secretary 
4 of the Air Force and the 6 i e ? ~ f  the ~ i r s o r c e  and others. 
5 Please clear the room. 
6 Ladies and gentlemen, we will now hear from the 
7 Secretary of  t h e  Air Force Sheila E. Widn!ll. With 
8 Secretar Wldnall IS ~ h l e E o f  Staff of the Pur Force, GEN 
9 Roqald R. Foglernan. We also have MG J.D. Blume, Specis 

1 0  Asslst.*t to the Chief of  Staff for Base Reali ment and 
I I T r a n s ~ t ~ o n ,  and James Boatnght, ~ o n s u l t a n t  g the Secretnry. 
12 If the Alr Force re resentatlves wlll lease stand 
I3 and raise their right hanis, I'll administer Phe oath. 
14 Panel sworn. 
I S  k HAIRMAN IXON: May I ask if the roup of you b 
I6 would have any objection - the time shown is iO:I?to I1:15. 
17 We're gettin started a little bit late -- if we  runjust  a 
I8 few minutesfale, but we will not impose into the lunch hour, 
19 1 assure you. W e  thank you all for bein here. 
20 Madame Secretary, on  the part o f  We Commission, w e  
21 thank you for the tine cooperation of  the Air Force 
22 throughout this process. We are delighted. Madame Secretary, 
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i I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Bur that would be the mas? 
1 2 on the installation, right, oka . Is there any intention, ~f 
' 3 Lhs Army moves to Missouri wit{ Fort McClelland, is there an 

4 intention to move from live a ents to simulated agents'? ;! 
i know thatls been discussed. i r e  you considerin that? 
6 MR. WEST: I don't know the answer to tiat.  
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Does  hat mean you have not 
8 d ~ s c u s d  it if you don't know the answer? 
9 GENERAL SULLIVAN: I have not discussed it with 

10 anyone. 
I I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. 
I ?  GENERAL SULLIVAN: That doesn't mean that somebody 
13 hasn't discussed it, but I haven't. 
14 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: I would '"st like to make 
ir one last Etatement. In regard to  the r uest tdat we have 
1 6  only lirnlted funds, you have to close%ese bases because of 
17 !hat, 1 would say, thls commissioner thinks, that if that 

 nita all at ion should not be closed, I'm sorry that the Army is 
o ~ n  to have to find some way to keep that thrng open and to 

y kor it. 
That's not poing to be our concern because I don't 

Y"l lYIiessar i ly  feel tkat we were given the options to -- if we 
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t to reco ize you again this morning. Secretary Widnall o f  
1 the ~ i r y o r c e .  
3 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, 
I members of  this C o ~ s s i o ~ ,  I appreciate t h e p p  rtunit to 
I appear before you a a ~ n  to d l scua  the 1995 A. K r c e  B ~ A C  
6 recommendations. &nee I was last here, I know that you and 
7 your staff have been Very bus with your review. 
8 The Air Force has also &xn working steadily to 
9 refine the cost and savings analysis associated wilh our BRAC 

10 1995 recommendations and to provide you with updated covert 
1 1  products and additional infbrmation. This further 
12 consideration has reconfirmetl my view that with an exception 
13 1 will discuss later, the Secreta of ~ e f e n s e ' s  
14 recommendations re resent theTest choice for reduction o f  
I5 excess Air Force i n L t r u c t u r e ,  considering current and 
I6 future o rational and fiscal requirements. 
17 % morning I would like to focus on some of the 
18 issues that have been raised by communities and your staff 
19 re arding our recommendations. Because the Commission added 
20 alf t ive Air Force depot installations for consideration for 
21 closure o r  further,relignment, and because o f  the ve 
22 s~gn~f ican t  potential impact of  that actlon, I w ~ l l  spenr the  
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I Our site surveys have identified over a depots 
2 worth of excess capac~t that would be eliminated through our 
3 recommendation. ln&astruc@re uivalent to one-and-a-half 
4 depots has been spec~ficall i d e n t x u l  by building number 
r for elimination o r  eotentiarreux by other agencies. 
6 As a result o the consolidation and downsizing 
7 initiative, both capaclty and s uare footage will. be reduced 
8 dranptically. The  refin.4 co& and savmgs est~mates 
9 prov~ded to your staff, lncludlng some im roved 

1 0  consolidations, indicate a one-tlme cost o fs233 .5  million, 
I I annual savings of  over $92 m~ll ion and a 20-year net present 
1 2  value savings of  $973.3 million. 

The consolidation recommendation also achieves 
maximum commodity-spccilic e~c ienc ics .  B permitting us to 

15 focus on individual commodity workloads a n h o  consider their 
16 best distribution throughout the Air Force, we  have been ahlc 
17 to.~solate and take advantage of  efficiencies not available 
18 w ~ t h  a total closure scenarlo. For  example, McClellan has 
19 the.most modern state-of-the-art facility specifically 
20 desrgned for repalr of  hydraul!~ componeots. 
2 1 Under our  recommendat~on, w e  will move hydraulic 
22 work from two other depots into this facility and gain the 
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I majority of my time discussing depots. 
2 Let me state at the beginning, I stron iy support 
3 the de  t downslring recommendations as b e  best and indeed 
4 the onP;)really vlable course for reducing Air Force depot 
5 infrastructure and excess logistics capacity. This 
6 recommendation consolidates d e  t activities along the lines 
7 of technical repair centers. It r s c e s  infrastructure and 
8 capacity, ensures future efficiencies and savings and, at the 
9 same time, avoids the very si nificant one-time costs 

1 0  associated with the closures o$ such large and complex 
I I installations. 
1 2  Additionally, it postures the Air Force well for 
13 future privatization opportunities. Some have suggested that 
1 4  the downsizing proposal achieves neither capacity nor 
I5 i n f r a s i m c t y ~  reduction. but.w?uld simply result in empty 
16 unused but ld~ngs on our log~st ic  centers. That clearly IS 
17 not true. 
I R Early in the process, the Air Force analysis 
19 concluded that there is approximately one depot uivalent of 
20 excess capacit and approximately one-and-a-ha18epot 
2 1  quivaIence o r e x c w  infrastructure m e a s u d  by square 
22 footage. 
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I manpower savings may .be appropriate for small, single use 
2 depot maintenance fac~l~ t ies ,  this approach is most 
3 inappropriate for the ve large multifaceted missions 
4 supported on Air ~ o r c e % ~ i s t l c  center installations. 
5 Assum lions regarding manpower savings do not, in any cvcnt, 
6 touch IEe fundamental concern we face in contemplating dcpot 
7 installations closures, that is, the cost to close. 
8 As I have reviously discussed, the one-time cost 
9 associated with %e closure o f  the depot, even for the 

1 0  various scenanos provided by your staff, are very 
I t s~gnlficant. Indeed, the least expensive scenarlo IS priced 
12 at over $560 million. T o  u n d e r s e d  the full im act of these 
I3 costs, it IS important also to  conslder their dlstngution by 
14 year. 
IS The nature of  BRAC actions r uires that expenses 
I6 related to relocating missions and w%load, such as military 
17 construction, be incurred early to accommodate the necessary 
18 mission relocation before a closure can take lace Our 
I9 current estimates of cost across fiscal years A 9 6  b 2001 
20 compared to available budget rasources indicates considerable 
21 budget shortfalls in some years if the Commission a proves 
22 all of our original recommendations except the ~ i r t g n d  
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1 should not be assumed with the closure of an Air Force depot 
2 because of the unique characteristics of those installations 
3 and our workload. 
4 First, depot-related positions typically account 
5 for less than a third of  the total population at an Air Force 
6 dclmt installation. Operational missions, DOD and non-DOD 
7 tenants and other Air Logistics Center functions account for 
8 a large segment of  our depot base population. The  closure of 
9 a depot actlv~ty by ~tself  would not reduce the manpower 

l o  requ~red for these other missions. 
I I Second, we  d o  not believe the wholesale relocatjon 
12 of a depot workload would result ~n significant reductions of 
13 even de  ot specific manpower. Due to past workload 
I4  consol ifat i~n efforts at our de  )t, there is little redundant 
15  execution o f  workload at the f i f e r e n t  depots. 
1 6  As a result, most depot-related man wer positions 
17 and equipment at the closed facilit woulSohave to be 
18 transferred to a receiving depot. M e r e  would be nlmpower 
19 savings related to  overhead and ri~i~nnge~lient functions, but 
20 the aye already properly reflected in the Air Force 
21 ana ysn. 
22 

T 
Although the suggested use of higher assumed 
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I realignment. 
2 Although we  have sufficieiit funds to cover the 
3 one-time costs associated with these closures and ral ign~ilent  
4 actions across the entire period, we have a shortfall In 
5 fiscal years 1996 and 1997 ranging from $50 million to almost 
6 $250 million each year. W e  w ~ l l  likely deal with these. 
7 short-term problems by delaying closure dates on certaln 
R actions and thus moving expenses Inlo later years whcrc funds 
9 remaln. 

1 0  We will not be able to d o  this if we  have to close 
I I a depot. If a Pepot base-is closed, we  will have a shortfall 
12 across the entire penod In excess of  $317 milllon. There 
13 will he no reserve in the later w r s  to solve the large 
I 4  shortfalls in the early years. Ab problem would be further 
1s exacerhated if your staff suggestion of accelerated closures 
16 were followed, since more costs would be required in those 
17 early ears. 
I8 );he closure of a depot would have dramatic ? d v e r a  
19 impacts on our budget and necassarily draw essent~al funds 
20 from top priority readiness, modernization and quality of 
21 life initlatlves that are so  critical to our  future Air 
22 Force. Quite simply, the methods suggested to increase 

"cllrrr 
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I benefits of consolidation into this most efficient facilit . 
2 If McClellan AFB is closed, the entire hydrat~lics worlloacl 
3 will be moved !o another depot without existing facilities 
4 designed for thrs hinction, necaqsarily increasing the number 
5 of people required for this specific work. We cannot achievc 
6 this spectrum of  Air Force-wide, commodity-specific 
7 efficiencies if we  close a depot and move every workload at 
8 that d e  t to a new location. 
9 flPe Commission staff has su g a t e d  the r i b i l / ; y  

1 0  of substant~ally increased savlngs t o m  depot c osures I 
r 1 greater man wer reductions and faster closure schedules are 
12 assumed. gY have suggested that the Air Force eliminates 
13 only seven ercent of  depot positions in its closure 
1 4  scenanos. h a t  figure is incorrect 
IS  When measured properly against depot-related 
16 manpower authorizations, Air Force closure scenarios 
17 eliminated between 12 and 15 percent of the total ALC 
I8 positions, including 20  percent of the overhead and over half 
19 of the base-operating support positions dedicated to running 
20 the ~nstallations. 
2 I More importantly, however, I want to stress that 
22 greater manpower savings cannot be achieved and therefore 
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w v i n g s  and make a closure more attractive d o  !ot resokc our 

difficulties and d o  not make closure a fiscally v~able  o r  / 3 tiperat~onally attractive alternative. 
f 4 I contlnue to believe that a dis assionate review 
1 5 , . I  ~ h c  proposed reductions incapaciPy, square footnpe m d  

a personnel, potential efficienc~es and the necessar 
7 i.L,nstraints imposed by operational m d  fiscal r e a h i s  will 
x Icad you to the conclusion that the Air Force recommendation 
(J I - I J I C  IIIOSI prudent and cost effective alternative. 1 

i lo srrongly support it, and I urge ou to d o  the %me. 
) I  I I would like to turn hnetly to the closure of  Rome 
I Lrh~ra tory .  The refined costs presented to you as a result 
13 i f  our site surveys are the best estimates for implementing 
I4 r h ~ s  recommendation and include appro riate calibration and 
15  ~nstallation costs. This action is cost efiective and 

I 16 icperationally sound,with a reasonable payback of the 
n lnvotmrnt  withrn SIX years. The closure of Rome Lub is also 

, 1 8  an Important step towar+ the broader goal of  implementing 
: 19 cross servrce consolidat~on of  laboratory assets. 
120 The recommendation to close Brooks AFB is likewise 
21 u u n d  md should be approved The contonement option proposed 
12 i ) tllr L n  Antonio community. from our perspwive. is not a 
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I \ rable option. That proporal would retain a substuntis! 

~nstallatron without 11s own support establishment requiring 
3 cumbzrsome scheduling and travel for routine maintenance, 

I 4 pzrsonnel services and other normal da to da  requirpments. 
/ The iar e number o f  personnel wXb ;odd remaln at 

6 Brooks would not receive ad uate support.  he 
7 r;r.,ommendation to close B r z s  AFB with the ~ j o r i t y  of its 

-.tlvltles relocating to Wnght-Paterson will achreve the 
trig-term reduction in laboratory capacity and infrastructure 
,e need for a reasonable investment. 'v As  you know, the Air Force is proceeding to 

12 ~rnplcnlcnt the 1993 BRAC rccommendalion lo close Newark AFB 
I3 and is pursulng an option of  rivatizing the workload. We 
ir have k n  adysing your s taffof  the status of  our efforts. 
15 We w ~ l l  con t~nue  to d o  so and expect to provide additional 
16 information within the next week o r  so. 
17 I understand there may be some confusion as to the 
1 8  .Air Force position concerning the 1995 Secretary of Defense 
19 rc~ommcndation regarding Letter Kenny Army Depot. Let me 
10 make clear the Air Force is not seeklng to have a share of 
21 the workload at Letter Kenny moved to the Ogden Air Logistics 
12 Ccnicr. The Air Force fully s~rpports the DOD recommendation 

I I 
?age 103 - Page 108 Diversified Reporting Services, Tnc. (202) 296-2929 

Page 106- 
I Force programming business. I think I understand out- ear 
2 programs and I would tell you that, du+g the pen+ O ~ F Y  
3 96 to 2002, all the servlces are in a cntical penod ln 
4 terms of limited rocurement funds, overall DOD funding, but 
s ;my ~dditional Rnding that get Iai? in as a result of not 
6 consrdenn the fiscal outcomes ot base closure actlons, I 
7 think, willPhave a tremendous impact on  our program. 
8 I think the Air Force has been at the forefront of 
9 DOD closure and rwlignment efforts. I've said before, since 

10 the 1988 Base Closure Commission, we've saved $18 billion. 
t I That's 71 percent of  all the DOD savin s to date. We have a 
n proven track record. I think we know &w to d o  this. 
13 Having said that, 1 would like to acknowledge as 
1 4  the Secretary has, that the Air Force h i s  worked with both 
IS DOD and the,Commission to modify the SECDEF's original 
16 recommendatrons as  a result of  site surve s and further 
n information. Particularly, the Secretary has mentioned 
I n  K~rtland Air Force Base. 
19 The other one that we have continued to look at is 
20 an out jowth of the FY :93 BRAC, and that is the 
I1 for rea% nment of  the Air Nahonal Guard and Alr ~k~~~~ 
22 ~ e s e r v e b i t  at O'Hare Field, in light of  Air National Guard 
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I and Air Force Reserve recommendations, as  part of  this 
2 program. 
3 My purpose in k i n g  here today, Mr. Chairman, i s 1  
4 want to ex ress o rdt!onal concerns over !he expanded 11st 
5 of potentlay ~ i r  z c e  lnstallatlons for realrgnment and 
6 closure. T o  one degree o r  another, I may be off-bnse here, 
7 but I think that -- 
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You're never off-base, General. 
9 Tell it as it is. 

10 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Well, 1 tell you, Mr. Chairman, 
I I I don't think that the operational considerations were fully 
12 voiced strongly enough before the '93 Commission, and I think 
13 there was a mistake n u d e  as a result of  that. It was a 
14 mistake that we chose to live with. It was the law o f  the 
IS  land, and w e  have supported that. But 1 did not want to have 
16 anybody misunderstnnd where the operational Air Force wns 
17 coming from on the issues that are here, and so  that's why I 
le  am here today. 
19 First and foremost, I'm d e p l  concerned over the 
20 addition of Grnnd Forks Air Force 6ase. Two of  our unified 
21 commanders, CINCTRANS and CINCSTRAT, have indicated Lhc loss 
22 of this base would seriously impair their war-fighting 

Page 105 Page 11 
I and the enhnnced cross servicing that it achieves. I think we  owe it to them to give them thelr 
7 As the Secretary.of Defense has communicated to 
3 you, the recomrnendat~on to reallgn K~rt land AFB no longer 3 to provide you some backfiround on this" 
4 rcpresents a cost effective measure. With this one 
5 e~zept ion ,  I strongly urge the Commission to approve the 
o Soratary of Defense's recommendations to close o r  realgn 
7 h ~ r  Force installation. 
8 I would like now to turn to GEN F o  lernan to provide 
9 additional comments on various operatione considera~ions 
!O r c l a t d  to the recommendations. 
:I CHAIRMAN DIXON: And we  thank you, Secretary 
:: Widnall, 

4 issue. I hope that it's not one of those 1nvented.here 
5 syndromes. But two years ago we be an a rebasrng effort, 
6 a KC-135 fleet, to form core air refuefing wings at Grand 
7 Forks Fairchild and M c C O M ~ ~ ~  Air Force Bases. 
8 h e  did that because the world has changed. The 
9 manner in which we have organized our forces has chan ed and 

t0 the days of penny- acket KC-135 outfits b e v  co-locatd with 
t I bomber outfits. tRat's Cold War stuff. e're ln a new 
12 env~ronment. We restructure. 

! J  

of my life in the Air 
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I large ramp, and a recently resurfaced runway. 
2 Its north central location readil suppqrts our 
3 n u c l u r  deterrent posture and our glo$~l  crisls res 
4 capability. ?us it offers the abilit to e c ~ n o m i c a l ~ ~  
5 service nort e m  air refueling traczs in essentially 

I 6 unclut terd air space. 
7 Clostn Grand Forks would eliminate these benefits 
8 and it wouldgadd turmoil to our tanker force, which has 
9 suffered in the closing and realigning of 12 tanker bases 

10 since the initial BRAC ~n 1988. Last summer 1 had 67 rcent 
I I of the Air Refueling Force in PCS status as a r e s u r o f  that 
12  realignment. 
13 W e  have now come to closure on these core bases 
I 4  and so  a decision to blow up one of  these core bases and 
15 start to move those assets around will not only have a 
I6 negative impact, operat~onally but it will also impact 
17 adversely on our people. who have been drawn through a 
I8 knothole in this business. 
19 My second concern is that of  looking at Guard and 
20 Reserve activities in base realignment and closure. Again, I 
21 think the Air Force track record in total force utilization 
22 of  Reserve and Guard forces 1s unequalled. We've spent a lot 
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t of  time and effort making this work. 
2 In all deference to one of  your commissioners, he 
3 layed a role. Commissioncr Davis had me assi ncd to the Air 
4 keserve Personnel Center a: a youth, and I k d  the 
5 opportun~ty, as a young major, to learn a lrttle brt about 
6 Air Reserve P e r s o ~ e l  activities. 
7 I learned the Importance of knowing the 
8 demographics and the c o ~ e c t i v i t  to communities and, as 1 
9 have grown up in our  Air Force, have come to appreciate 

10 that one of the reasons that these Guard and Reserve unlts 
11 can contribute so much to active duty Air Force day-to-day 
12 operations is because of  their ties back to those 
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I operations around the globe, and so  that's why I woulck 
2 stron ly urge you to impact no morc than one F-16 and onc C- 
3 130 heserve out there. 
4 I would tell you that I share Secretary Widnall's 
5 fear that atten1 ting to fix our excess ca acity with depot 
6 closures w o u ~ B b e  extremely cos,tly. I tRink it would 
7 adversely lmpact Arr Force read~ness and modern~zition 
8 efforts, particularly if we  tried to accelerate such an 
9 effort. 

10 In particular, w e  have come to relg. increasingly on 
I I rapid d r t - l e v e l  repair and return capa rlrtlu under our 
12 so-call lean logistics program, which is a model program 
13 for DOD. It has allowed us to significantly reduce the size 
I4 of our installation intermediate-level repair shops and 
15 enhance the deplo ability o f  our  combat units. 
16 Cons t~enl$, I will tell YOU that the entire Air 
n Force s e n i o 3 a d e r s h i  supports Air Force depot downsizing 
18 as the best recommenBtion of  this action. I bring this up 
19 intentionally, because there's apparently some word out there 
20 in the street somehow that there 1s a division between the 
21 senior Air Force leadership, that the blue-suites may not be 
22 supporting this. In fact, a couple o f  my four-stars have 
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1 bccn named by name as rccommcnding to the Commission somc 
2 other activit . 
3 I will %II you, unless you know something I ,do"'t 
4 know, 1 spoke to both of those entlemen -- one w ~ t h ~ n  the 
5 last 24 hours, the other within t i e  last 3 0  minutes -- and, 
6 as we  confirmed last week when we  got together at the Four- 
7 Star Corona, the Air Force senior leadershrp supports our 
8 approach to this depot downsizin . 
9 The last issue I'd like to tafi about is, 1 would 

10 like to reconfirm our  recommendation for closure of no more 
I I than a single under raduate pilot training installation. 
12 That is. Reese Air Force Base. 

14 The ~ i r  Force Reserve and the Air National Guard 
15 are experts on demographics, basing, and recruiting, and so  I 
16 t h ~ n k  we  should pa at tent~on to them when they speak on 
I7 these issucq. I thin{ they have come forth, and we've played 
I8 in a forthright manner during this operation. 
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t at O'hare International reprsents  a gmt l  solution, perhaps, 
2 to the C-I30 rtion of  this y t i o n .  We had o n  lnally 
3 recommend$ooking at Pitts urgh as the closure%ut as we 
4 moved forward in our negotiations with the City of chicago, 
5 11 now a p y r s  as though there may be a solution on the 
6 horizon w ere closinr lhc C-130 unit at O'Hare and movine the 

. .. - - - - - - .. . .  - - . ..~ --.- - - .- - - - 

14 that we  have excess capacit of one under raduate pilot 
I5 trainlng ase in m e  near te:m and based c?n our assessment, 
16 I ~r orce mus c ose a ~ ~ T b a s e ,  we think Reese is tht 
17 r:ih"1"itstaCation to do;. 
18 I understand thrs recommendation has been supporh l  

19 S o  I would strongly urge that -we support GEN 
20 Mclntosh's recornrnendatmn that we close no more than one F-16 
21 and one C-130 Reserve outfit. 
22 Now, the opportunity to inactivate a Reserve unit 

as our ioint nil01 initiatives beein to mature. 
- 

19 by every analysis performed by our staff, the air sfal'f, the 
20 Joint Cross-Service Group for d4ergraduaa  Pilot Trai"ing. 
21 We should be able to meet our ant~cipated dot productron 
22 requirements d u h g  the FYDEP with one less bPT installation 

The -States Air ~ G r c e  is going to increase 
ot pr u c t ~ o n  > L  percent between 1W6 the v e ; ~ ;  

,and we have looked closely at Lhi . _ _ _  =ause we havc had 
7- 

some concerns about the rate at wh'ch JPAT aircraft would 
come on. some of  the 0-de 

I 
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7 KC-135 Air ~at ional-~uard uni t  down to Scott Ficld would"work 
8 out to eve one's benefit and allow us lo go  back and clean 
9 up some F? '93 or  '93 Comm~ssron activrties. 

10 On the other hand,, I disagree with any action that 
1 1  would result in the inactivation of  the Reserve F-16 unit at 
1 2  Canwcll Field. Co-location of thc Navy and Air Force Rcserve 
13 operations at this location, as per the '93 BRAC Commission 
14 recommendation, I thtnk ha.. p a d  off very, very well. 
15 For the Air Force Reserve, thls represents a very 
16 cost-effective tenant operation ln a . l ~ a t l o n  that has both 
17 reat.recruiting and retention activrt~es. The  unit's 
18 kwatlon on a military ~nstal la t~on will result, I think, in 
19 few savings to DOD from its inactivat~on. 
20 Remaining Reserve unit are really necessary to 
21 flwh out our Arr Force force structure requrred to sustain 
22 thc growing Reserve contribution to the Air Force contingency 

7 -is point, we  think that this is a reasonable risk, 
8 if you will, to cont- our recommendalron and, rf we 
9 are to close a IJPT base, w e  support our original anal sis 

10 As I conclude, Mr. Chairman, I tell you, I thin{' ' .  
11 it's im rtant a arn that I remtnd the commrssloners that I 
12 r c c u s ~ m y s e l f  f rom considerin, both small aircraft bases and 
I3 la+raturies, b ~ e d  on a ruling ky our general counsel. So, 
14 with this overview, slr, I am prepared lo answer your 
15 questions. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very tnuch, GEN I :O~~CIII ; I I I  
17 and Secreta Widnall. 
18 The ~ X a i r  has to answer several phone calls o u ~  
19 here. I'm oing to ask my colleague and friend, GEN J . B .  
20 Davis, to cfair in m absence. 
21 C ~ M M I S S I O ~ E R  DAVIS (presidin ): A terrihle 
22 r e s p n s ~ b ~ l ~ t y .  to be the first questroner an8 the Chair, at 
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W e  same time. 

2 I very much a preciate the statements of the 
3 Secretary and the ~ & e f ,  m d  I think our positions are very 
4 clear in that rocess. I will deal p o & b l  with just two 
r sutyects, mahng  sure that I don't hog al the time on Air 
b Force issues. 

l' 
7 Madam S,ecretary, your position on the d e  
a h e n  ver consrstent and very clear, and I woul ‘f'“ls hope maybe 
r o u  wuurd indulge me a llttle fantasy here, or what-if 

I" L a u s e  the questrons keep corning, and we're certainly 
1 I responsible not only to our own conscience,.but to the 
t 2 congressronal delegatrons and the corpnunltres. 
I J If we were to close one depot -- rt doesn't make 
I4 any difference, the cheapest one to close -- let's just take 
15 that for an exam le. It doesn't make any different which one 
I6  it is. What woufd that d o  to your out-year budgeting? You 
17 stated that there would be some shortfalls, but what lm acts 
I8  would that have and what kind of rhings would you have to Jo 
19 to your bud let to mana *e that rocess? 
20 S E C R ~ A R Y  W ~ N A L ~ :  Well, I think, as I stated ir 
21 my testimon even excluding the whole issue of environmental 
22 costs, whickis  a complexity, we're talking about shortt:dlls 
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1 I SECRETARY WITINALL: And, of  course, for us the 
I 2 bottom,line is that we view this as a total1 unnecessary 

I expend~ture that does not provrde m y  rea?value for the Air 
1 4 Force. 

5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, ma'am. So you would 
6 p r ~ b a b l  charactarize it as at least painful, if not very 

8 

Y 7 parnful. 
SECRETARY WIDNALL: Yes, I would say very painful. 

Y COMMlSSIONER DAVIS: Then, there is krnd of a 
10 folklore out that the Air Force could, in fact, close two 
I I depots and still -- 
12 (Lau hter.) 
13 COM%ISSIONER DAVIS: How would you characterize 
14 that? 
IS  SECRETARY WIDNALL: It's ridiculous. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Madam Secretary. 
17 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Maybe we should talk a little 
I8 bit about how we actually measure capacity. There is the 
19 statemeFt that we  have an *excess ca acity of  one-and-a-half 
20 depots. What that means is square lbotage and work 
21 statrons. 
22 I want to nuke  it very clear that we  d o  not have 
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I on the order of  $320 million. 
1 As we move into this I would say, ,very uncertain 
3 budget clrmate that we see before us, I t h n k  our goal is to 
4 keepour significant n@ernization programs on target, while 
s rovrding today's readrness and uality of life. Even In the 
6 &I of crrcumstances, we think $is is oin to be a tou ph - -hal lcnp.  T o  !x,fac.ed with ? shortfalfon h e  order of  h20 

thrs IS simply golng to make thrs much more 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And s y i f i c a l l y ,  what 
I I accounts would ou at least take a look at. 
1 2  s ~ c n E - r A R v  WIDNALL: Well, I'm not prep?rd to kind 
I 3  of reprogram here on the s ot. Actuall , the Chref has had a 
I4 lot nwre experience with t&t. 1 don't &ow if ou want to 
Ir ~ r y  to respond to that question. We would n d t o  look at 
16 it; that's clear. 
17 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: I would only say this that, in 
18 near term, the kinds of dollars we  end up talkrng about are 
19 O&hl funds, and O&M funds are direct1 related to readiness. 
20 So. if you start looking for $300 millqn in the O&M account 
2 1  tn the near t e r n ,  you could come u p  with all k ~ n d s  of 
22 exaniples of how many flying hours does that equate to, how 

I 
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I extra people. O n e  of  the reason why our Oi re t  labor sfows 
2 so small a savlngs when we  talk about reallgn~ng depots 1s 
3 that we have already taken the people. We have downsizeQ the 
4 workforce at our depots 28 percent since, say, 1986, ~f 
5 that's a reasonable base ear 
6 So, when you s t a 4 1 o o b n ~  for "personnel savingsm 
7 as a result of capicity raluctions,,those people aren't 
8 there. When we  talk about capactty reductions, we're talkin 
9 about work stations an! buildrn s which, under our pmposae 

10 we fully Intend to get n d  of  an$downsrze. 
I I I guess I also want to emphasrw that we  believe 
12 this proposal wls us up for future realignment under the new 
13 Iedershi that IS c o m n g  into AFMC and also for some 
I4  pnvatiza60n initiatives. W e  intend to continue to be 
15 creative at reducin Air Force infrastructure and w e  think 
I 6  this Gepot proposafwts us up to be able to d o  that over the 

:: c0m'n8J;;PLL FOOLEMAN: Mr. Chairman, could I comment 
19 just on the de  t thin ? 
20 COM&SIO&R DAVIS: Yes, sir. 
21 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: I very much a preciatc the time 
22 that the commissioners have spent out there L i n g  at our 
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t nl~ich KPMA is that for hirszs that will not get lo go  in and 
2 repair facilities, el cetera. 
3 Then, if we're responsible, if we're forced into 
4  his, what we will have to d o  is, rather than sit here every 
5 year and have this casca4e of  unfunded O&M fall on us and 
6 try to tlx 11 ~n the execution year, we  s ~ t  down and we'll 
7 program th? out. And the way you end up doin it is, you 
a end up lmkrng a all your programs and, m all l/fcelihood. 
9 procurement is going to end up being impacted by this. 

10 $300 mlllron is about the kind of  mone that you 
1 I spend on, totally on ,PATS in one year; it's t i e  krnd of 
12 money thar we spend on our precision munitions mgnrns; it's 
13 ahout the magnitude of the money that we'll fx spendin 
I r  the conventional munitions upgrade program for the B-f On 
I S  bornher. 
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I instdlations. Anybod who has b e n  to one of  our air 
2 l o g ~ s t ~ c s  centers and c aracterizes 11 as a depot hasn't been K 
3 looking around, and I don't t h ~ n k  that's the case w ~ t h  the 
4 commrssioners. I think there's a lot of people that 

characterize it that way because they've never been there. 
6 Our air logistics centers are megabases. You know 
7 that. In fact,,they are the lund of installations that this 
8 C o m . s s i o n  is trying to get u ~ o  build. They are tryin to 
9 get US to put more tban one actrvity, maximize the use 0% 

10 rarnp s ace, et cetera. 
I I &e have done tha! in ,he ast and, as I tried to 
12 say before the Comrruss~oo m t f e  a n ,  this isn't a case of 
I3  the arsenal by Fort whatever, at d n d o w  Rock. This is a 
I4  megabase L a  has been built over trme as a result of past 
15  base closure activities. We've consolidated on there. 

16 16 That's why we  have so many tenants that need to be moved. 
17 That's why we have operational missions on  these bases. 

And, as you know, when you start getting down to 
the depot part of that, it becomes a very small part of these 
installations. I just hope that, as a result of the 
commrssioners' visits out there, that that's come through 

22 loud and clear. 
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1 dro -off int in their, senior ca tain ranks, but it's a 
2 lilt% bit Re the mythlcal shortgll  in pilots -- it's 
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I COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I very much a preciate you 
2 givin me the latitude to lay some what-ifs L a u s e ,  
3 clearf we need to hear t\e views of  the Secreer  and the 
4 ~ h i e t d n  that subject, because it's been a very d~f%cult 
5 subject. 
6 The  last subject area I'm going to deal with is 
7 UPT. GEN Fo leman,and I, in a previous life, spen! a lot of 
8 time in UPT an! worklng the models lo  sort of  descnbe what 
9 our out- car lJPT rcquircmsnts are and, as CEN Fogleman knows, 

10 elpesiahy as the commander of AMC. the vagaries of those 
I I figures sometimes depend on a lot of  things such as the pilot 
12 retention rates, increased airline hiring, the requirements 
13 for the Air Force Reserve, because they account for certain 
14 folks c o m n g  out. 
IS And every time I get ready to say that we  ou ht to 
16 close a UPT base, m palnlr start to sweat. simply%ecause I 
I7 was in that U P T  bui&up w h ~ n  w e  went from non-Vietnam to 
I8 Vietnam and found out that In the first year it cost us more 
19 pilots.to increase our.capacity, because we had to open up 
20 capab~lities that w e  drd not have. 
21 You state in our statement that, in fact, Air 
21 Training Command &s - and you've looked at. it and I know 
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I it's not just AETC, but il haplms to bc ~1.0. whcn some other 
2 folks have looked at it. 
3 How confident are you that, if we  close a UPT base. 
4 that w e  will have sufficient ca a c ~ t y  -- You stated that we 
5 will increase significantly in tl% out years -- if a sur e 

I 6 would be requlred, and ~f we did not continue on, i f w e  had 
7 some hall in the 'ointness of our UPT? Can you give us your 

1 8 views on  that, d i e f  lease? 
9 GENERAL F ~ ~ L E M A N :  Well,.. ain, I !rid to very 

1 0  carefull craft m words there, that I thlnf wlth 
I I FYDE{ we w i l r  robably have the #based 
12 upon some assumLtlons about d o ~ n g  bitslnes: differently than 
13 w e d o  today. 

I 14 It assumes, for instance, that thepilot bonus 
I5 rogram continues, as it is toda and 11's a program that wc 
I6 %ve to come fight for and revafibate every year. If that 
17  program goes away, then our retentton rates are  going to go 
18 down. 
19 It assumes that there is no great increase in 
20 airline hiring, that we  sort of stay with what we've been 
21 through here recently in steady state. There are those who 
22 will tell you that the airline business is about to reach a 
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I closing force structure bases at the same time we were 
2 drawing down force structure, so wc did not havc a big MILCON 1 
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I think we can d o  it w ~ t h i n  the FYDEP snd meet the h u i h  up 
2 that we have planned." And ~t 1s requ~red, as a result of 
3 how much w e  throt(le back. You know the dynamics. 
4 Beyond that, ~t gets very soft, out beyond 2002, 
5 looking at what our r uirements are across the force, but we 
6 d o  know, specific ally^ uard and Reserve requirements are 
7 going to o u . 
8 c o R u L l o N E n  DAVIS: I liavc one other pcst~on on 
9 UPT, and 1911.submit that.for a formal answer. 7 m drunk 

10 w ~ t h  power with thls Chaw. I've excealed my time and so  
11 1'11 have to pass. 
12 I'm goin to deviate slightly and go to 
13 Commissioner d ing ,  because he has an appointment at I I 15. 
14 and then 1'11 come back to my ri 
I 5 COMMlSSlONER KYNG: %ink you. YOU know, I've 
16 still got a roblem with this d e y t  issue, and I'm sure you 
I7 realize thara lot of  us do, and 'm not trying to be 
I8 obnoxious with it o r  anythin you want to say. 
19 But. Secretary ~ l d n a l t  you testified that the 
20 biggest factor in closin an air logistics center is the 
21 initial u front cost a n f t h e  involvement there. 
22 S~CRETARY WIDNALL: Mm-hmm. 
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I COMMISSIONER KLINC: And yet, Secretary k r r y  
2 recently, ~n h ~ s  decision to withdraw the recommendation lo 
3 r u l i  n Kirtland, that really f r d  up about $270 million - -  
1 278,\ think, to be exact -- in closing costs, u front, and 
5 adding this amount to the 127 million currentry pr6ec ted .a~  
6 the cost o f  closlng an Air Force de  t really would provide 
7 $405 million of up  front costs avai&ie right now, or 70, 80 
8 percent of  what ou have. 
9 Wouldn't {his have some bearing on how you look at 

10 closing a depot, in light of  your statement about the up 
I I front costs? 
12 SECRETARY WIDNALL: I believe the number that I Iiad 
13 in.my testimony is that we  would still be short roughly $300 
14 million. But I guess one of the ways I look at it is there 
15 are actually a lot of  similanties between the reason why 
16 Kirtland was too expensive to close and why a depot is too 
17 expensive to close. 
I8 It has to d o  with the big MlLCON bill for moving 
19 tenants and movin activities. The earlier Air Force 
20 successes in BRA(!! -- which, as the Chief mentioned, we are, 
21 to date, res nsible for 7 0  percent of the DOD savings In 
22 BRAC -- a c t  of  that had to d o  with the fact that we  were 

- One of the ver concrete things. thoup 
5 ive e concern. an: i t  falls s11 htly outsid; 
6 W t  that, in order to sustaingour Air National Guard a n d  
7 our Air ForceTeserve unrts, today roughly 5 0  percent of all I 

1 3 always another yeir out. 
4 As we looked at the Kirtland realignment, a lot of 
5 the expenses -- really, the majority of the expenses -- had 
6 to d o  with building new f a c ~ l ~ t t e s  for tenants on that hase 
7 who were perfectly well-housed where they were, and that's 

1 3 bill totransfer force structure to another base. 
- 

I 

8 of our aviators tha eave ac ive duty sign u with the Air 8 true at a depot as  well. I 9 National Guard and Air ~ d r c c  Rucrvc: so t&t XWDS their I 9 As the Chief mentioned. I think. there are three 1 
10 requirement for initial pilot training lower. 
I I They are startin to see some dro off in those 
12  numbers and have, in tac t ,  within the SYDEP, come in and 
13 asked for additional prlot training slots. We have been able 
14 to accommodate those within the FYDEP. 
I5 But, ir! the year 2003 and beyon?, because 

10 types of personnel who are o n  a typical air logistics 
I I organilation: 
12 There are the peo le who d o  the actual depot work. 
I3 There are the people w& d o  the air logistics work, w h ~ c h  is 
14 the inventory, the parts, and all of that. Those two 
15 together represent, say typrcally, 5 0  percent of  the hase 

I 16 been producing s o  few i l  e if the Ai'r 16 personnel. I I 7 -e buard C ~ ~ : ~ l ~ h t o ~ ~ ~ u ! ? d  ~ e r c e n t  of all I7 And then there are the tenants. and these tenants I 
18 pilots leaving active duty, the would hot be abld to fill 
I9 their.cwkpits, and they will h ive  m come tor more p i h t  

120 m 1 n .  . 
21 m o w ,  I've probably just confused the picture more, 
22 but it's within those assumptions that we say, "Okay. we 

18 are 'ust an incredible variety of  units. The have 
19 facilities requirements. They use big s imuitors .  They have 
20 good facilities. S o  one of the fundamental bills you have to 
21 i;ay is the big MILCON bill for moving these teiants, as well 
22 as for moving the specialized equipment that each individual 
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t depot has for doing the kind of work that they do.vOB 
2 Our conclusion is that that simply does not make 
3 sense, that there are other ways to use those resources -- 
4 the downsizi.ng in place, the sort of  ridding oneself of 
s excess buildings, setting it up  for future downsiung, which 
6 we intend to pursue aggressive1 over the years ahead, and 

1 7 also gives us  a base to explore &e use of excess facilities 
I J by the surrounding civilian community. 
9 Much of the work that we  d o  in our depots is 

1 0  obviously aviation related. There's a big aviation community 
I I out there,in the civrlian world., There .may be some 
1 2  opportun~ttes at some o t  these lnstallat~ons to  d o  public- 
1 3  pnvate partnerships that would allow us to get some of  our 
1 4  work done by the private sextor, in new relationships, as the 
Ir R O ~ C S  and Missions Commission has recommended, and also to 
t b  provide facilities for those private sector partners to d o  
17 work ti)r the civilian world. 
I I So we see a lot of opportunities. What doesn't 
19 makc s rnw to me is simply replicating really good Facilities 
20 at other installations. 
2 I COMMISSIONER KLING: I understand the up front 
21  ,osts itre the big thing, ot'course, and we d o  have some 
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t SECRETARY WIDNALL: Let me just respond that your 
2 example, In fact, characterized the essence of  our proposal. 
3 We do lntend to combine like facilit~es. 
4 Our consolidation is oriented to avoiding 
5 duplication, consolidating like workloads at slngle 
6 facilities -- the one that it. makes the most sense. That's 
7 not without cost. W e  est~mate an investment of  over $200 
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I screen? 
2 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Mm-hmm. 
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The chart that has the tiering 
4 evaluation -- do we have that here? Apparently we d o  not 
5 have that one. 
6 SECRETARY WIDNALL: I think I sott of know.this by 
7 heart. Let me just make a few pornts about the tlerlng. 
8 First,of all, it's im rtant to remember that the  
9 tierin bas~cally 1s a g o o r b e t t e r ,  best sort of  tlenng. 

10 that t&re is no bottom, ~n the sense that they*re 
I I alphabetically listed. 1 believe we had two air logistics 
12  centers in the bottom tier. 
I3 I would say that the tiering, to me, represents 
14 what I would sa IS the platform for udgment, that you take 
I5 the tiering and t i e n  you heg$ to ap ly some ' u d g m e ~ t .  W e  
I6 never just cut throu h and srmply cfecked of! thlngs 1.n the 
n lower trer and said h a t ' s  our i ~ s t . ~  W e  always a p  bed 
la  judgment -- o erational considerations, envimnmen&l 
19 concerns, a n f t h e  specifics of what was actually going on in 
20 an installation. 
21 So I guess the answer to our question is, of  
22 course I support the results of  t i e  Air Force analysis that 
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t figures, though that we'reworking up that show that &e 
2 javrngs are r e d y  quite, q u ~ t e  substantial and very, very 
3 m t e n a l ,  on closing the base, 
4 And, you know, I've v~si ted,  I think, every one of 

be depots, and every time I went to some, I saw a platrng 
>erat~on, I saw a painting operation, I saw a mach~ne shop, 
d I rexognrzed and 1 also saw a s p e c ~ a l r z d  hydraulrc unlt 

t one lace, and so forth. 
9 J u t  common sense kind of  tells you that we don't 

1 0  need all those lating and machine shops in some of those 
I I oprrat~ons. d a t ' s  where I come from. 
I 2 SECRETARY WIDNALL: That's right. 
13 COMMISSIONER KLING: I also know of an instance 
Ir recently of a company that has a fulfillment center and a 
15 depot operation -- a service com any They bought another 
16 ;ompiny that had the same ty s o f o p e ~ t i o n ,  that was losing 
17 r lot of money, but they boubR. t 11 knowing that the would bc 
1 8  able to close that one down and move lt into td;s one, takmg 
I 9  a loss of millions to  making a profit of millions. And 
20  that'\ really kind of what we're Icmk~ng at. 
2 I I know we can argue that, but that's where I come 
21 from 

8 million to accomplish that, but a net present value in 
9 savings of close to  $1 billion. 

110 COMMISSIONER KLING: The overhead costs. bv closinr! 
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I alloyqd us to identify b v e s  that were in thq bottom tler, 
2 but 11 IS only the beglnnlng of  our process, 11's not the end 
3 of lt. 
4 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. lust a last - can 
5 1 have one fast quat ion? 
6 If you turn to Brooks Air Force Base, and w e  were 
7 looking.at that there's a one-time cost t.0 close Brooks of 
8 $21 1 mrlllon and a savings of $32 rmll~on. 
9 And, lf you would consider even the cantonment 

10 su gestlon of the commun~ty, the cost to close oes down to 
I 1 $h million and the annual savlngs oes down kom 32 to 17 
12 but, i f  you,took that, mone and ap$ied thpt 1a.rge up front 
I3 mone agam to closrng a Yepot, and ap lylng ~t there, you 
14 woullwell  have covered your cost of  cfosing one depot from 
15 the bud et standpoint and you would still have matenally, 
16 material higher savings; and I guess that's where we're 
17 c o m ~ n g  z o m .  
l a  SECRETARY WIDNALL: Let me make a remark about 
19 that. I'm not sure -- 
2 0  COMMISSIONER KLING. EXCUIL: me.. The only reuson I 
21 say that IS Brooks 1s certainly a tine operatlon there, and 
22 it's something we can all be proud of, I'm suer. 

I I I entirely, there's an awful lot saved. You h o w ,  we ;an argi  
12 that, 1 m sure, different ways, and I appreciate your 
13 Lommcnt, but let mejust  ask you a n o s e r  question. 
14 If we were oing to s u g ~ e s t  the closing of  a de ot, 

'1 you stand by t%e h r  Force s tienng evaluat~on? ff we 
rc going to recommend that a depot close, would you stand 
the tierin evaluation, presently? 'v SECRfTAR,Y WIDNALL: I su pose it depends a littlc 

Ir b ~ t  on how ou vlew the urpose o f t h e  tiering. 
20 CHAlRHAN D l X O J  Ma I intern I, Madam Swrctary? 
21 SECRETARY WIDNALL: ~ m - R m m .  
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON. Could we put that graph up on t l~c 
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1 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Right. And, of course, our 
2 depots are also fine o rations. 
3 COMMISSIO$R KLING: You better believe it 
4 SECRETARY WIDNALL: And, I guess, i n  the c i k  of 
5 Brooks, we see some real s nergism w ~ t h l n  the s c ~ e n t ~ f i c  
6 communrtres at W n  ht ~a t re rson  and Brooks that will be 
7 pained if we  move t to& researchers to a sin le place. 
8 We also see some quite substantial pro%lems 
9 associated with the cantonment, which I Indicated in my 

1 0  openrn statement. S o  that IS a pro sal we  d o  not support. 
I 1 d ~ .  BOATRIGHT: If I ~ou/?~ust add one addlttonal 
12 comment there, with the cantonment, we don't close anything. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ilhank YOU vcrv much. Commissioner 
14 Kling. Have ouconcluded? * 

Ir COMM~SSIONER KLING: Yes, I think so. 
16 CHAIRMAN DTXON: Commissioner Cox. 
17 COMMISSIONFR COX: Thank you ve much. GEN 
18 Fogleman. I really d ~ d n ' t  mean to get Into BPI. b-, but if 
19 1 could '?st follow up and ask for some information for the 
20 record,\ m concerned that your comment that one of  the 
21 assum tions that you're using in believing that you have 
22 enougl  capacity rn UPT bases even if YOU closed one is b a s 4  
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I think the commercial airlines appreciated that then and may 
2 well in the future. 
3 S o  ~f you wouldn't mind providing that for the 
4 record that would be he1 ful. 
5 OEN Blume, I woufd like to ask you some questions 
6 about Onizuka. I understand that you all have proposed 
7 realigning Onizuka at this moment, and are not proposing 
8 ciosin it, for a variety of  reasons. 
9 b n e  of those reasons IS that you agree that w e  

1 0  should have dual-node capacity and you re leaving the 
I I facilities there for a eriod of time while ou develo a 
12 dual-node ca acity tRat could be used at L l c o n ,  an8that  
I3 that dual-nose capacity includes networking dual-node 
14 capacit as well. 
1s &en yould  you believe tha! you would have the 
16 dual-node, single-slte capaclty available at Falcon, o r  In 
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17 some other form? 
18 GENERAL BLUME: First. let's sav that we  feel 
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I on the last, I think you said, couple of years' retention 
2 rate a, to c o m m e r c ~ a ~  airline hirin 
3 As yo" unfloubtedly know, h e  airline.industry has 
4 lost $13 b~ll lon in the last five ears. W e  dldn:t d o  too 
5 well in the year o r  two before tiat. W e  have v~rtuall hired 
6 n o  one in the last five years and very few in the c o u p ~ e  
7 years before that. 
8 I'm concerned that if your retention rate is based 
9 on us only hiring the amount of ilots we've hired in the 

10 last five, seven even ten years, &at it n?y not be 
I I realistic.. The ~ A A ,  as you know, p r d l c t s  an enormous 
12 increase In p ~ l o t  htnng, In every year for the foreseeable 
I 3  futu?.. I don't know if that's true o r  not, but that's thelr 
14 p r e d ~ c t ~ o o .  
I5 S o  1 would be  interested if you would provide for 

I 7  how much, wha!yould,b~ the impact on capacity /f the FAA 16 the record what those retention rates are  that you're usin , 

I8 projections for a~r l lne  hlrtng are, In fact, true and ~f we 
19 use sort of prc-1989 commcrcral airline hiring from the DOD. 
20 I was at the Department of Transportation for many 
21 y u n  when the DOD was tcrribly concerned that the commercial 
22 airlines were benefitting from your training of  pilots, and I 

I9 strongly that a dual-node control btallite h e  bas been, 
20 during the Cold.War, a reality and a necessity, but it will 
21 not be required In the future. 
22 As you recall, In the briefing that you and 1 both 
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I GENERAL BLUME: Yes. 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: 1 am concerned bccausc I have 
3 an R&D budget item justification sheet for tke satellite 
4 control network, and 11 was in a 1994 study which 1 
5 understand, in some ways, is overtaken by events. 
6 However, what it shows is that baslcall , between 
7 1994 and the year 2001 and continuing after &at -- 
8 indicating that the R&D will not be complete even in the year 
9 2001 -- roughly $1 billion being spent on this system. 

1 0  I'm not sure that that's not inconsistent wtth the 
I I "Wc already know wierc we're going and we'U havc complctd 
12 it in the year 2001.. I 'ust want to ask you to comment on 
I 3  that. Maybe this IS a diiferent program. Why don't I just 
14 glve you a co of  that? 
15 G E N E ~ L  BLUME: I can't comment on that s ecific 

I 7  record. 
R 16 thing, but I would like to have it, and will look at for t e 

18 COMMISSIONER COX: 1'11 be happy to send that to 
19 you for the record. 
20 Then moving on, just to also int out that the 
21 decreasing cost savings th?t ~ 0 B ~ b P s b a n ~ e s  from you all on 
22 Onlzuka, as I understand ~t now, get the annual savlngs down 
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I I from 30 million to about 16.1. Is that the COBRA nunibcrs arc 

2 those just our numbers? 
3 GENERAL BLUME: That's right. The recurring 
4 savings is  16.1. 
5 COMMISSIONER COX: Grcnt. Thank you very much. 
6 Other savings numbers that have chan ed and, Mr. 
7 Boatright, maybe this is your area -- t k  &st recent Air 
8 Force estlrnale for the one-time cost to  close the Rome lab 
9 has increased from $52.8 million to $79.8 million. Our own 

10 Commission estimates estimate that cost at about 11 8.6 
I I m~llton. 
12 Assuming we're right, the Commission estimates 
13 versus our latest estimates, which have come up as well, we 

e l  14 also r . u c d  the annual savlngs from about $13 million to 
15 $5.9 mll l~on,  and that Increases the return on Investment 
16 period from 6 to 3 1 years. 
17 Presuming we  re right for a minute -- and 1 
18 understand that you don't necessarily presume that we're 
19 right -- would ou  want to  close, based on a 31- ear return ?' 4 20 on investment. Would ou  still recommend that. 
21 MR. BOATRIG&: I would tell you that a 3 I-year 
22 return on investment is not a good return on investment. I 

! 1 
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I sat in, the communications function of that capabilit will 
2 be retained at Onlmka as long as required to supporfthe 
3 tenants that are there. The dual-node capability will not be 
4 required at the closure of, or ,  excuse me, the realignment of 
5 Ontzuka. 
6 Therefore, this architecture, the communications 
7 network architecture that you're referring to will come on- 
8 line about 2002, 2004, and it will be in effect at that time; 
9 and that will negate the r ulrement for even the 

1 0  communications podion 2 the dual upac i t  
I I Now, there will be a single node at d i c o n  Air 
1 2  Station. 
13 COMMISSIONER COX: But we will have the ability for 
14 a redundant system, I guass you're saying, by the year 2001, 
15 2002? 
16 GENERAL BLUME: That's right. It wouldn't be dual. 
17 it will be multi-faceted, yes. 
18 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. And let me just ask you 
19 a question, because my understanding had been that you were 
20 working toward that and that, in fact. those costs were. to 
21 a great extent, already accounted for and, therefore, were 
22 not in our COBRA costs, obviously. 

Page 138 
I would tell you that we  strongly disagree with the cost 
2 ntlrnbers and the savlngs numbers you're using. 
3 We have gone through these numbers ver very 
4 carefully. We've done site survey up there. d * r e  very 
5 comfortable that we, in fact, can carry out this closure 
6 action with the costs, and we'll realize the savings that we 
7 have rejected. 
8 be belleve that it's still a very cost-effective 
9 roposal. From an operational stand int, it is  one of the 

1 0  &w actions thatVs being taken that is E l y  consistent with 
1 1  the cross-servicing that we're trying to achieve within the. 
12  Department. W e  think that's a very important consideration 
13 here. 
14 COMMISSIONER COX: And  we appreciate the work that 
15 you all have done with us  to go through thcsc numbers and t l~c 
16 fact that you have chan ed them whcrc ou believed thcrc wcre 
17 changes necessary an5, obviously, t k t  process will continue 
18 right up throu h June 22nd. 
19 MR. BC~ATRIGHT:  One other correction, if I a>uld. 
20 You ave us a number that indicated that our cost of closure 
21 was 89.8. 
22 COMMISSIONER COX: That's the number I have. 
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I ou is that ou can n o  longer pick and choose; ou have to r 2 L e  everytbng out of  that,depot and you have o relocate it 
3 somewhere else and, !n dorng that, weecreate some 
4 inefficiencies in add~tron to some efficlenclq, and our 
5 belief is, based on our analysis, that the realignment that 
6 we've ro .sed is far supenor to a closure action. 
7 &d?'s really no more complicated than that. 
8 That's basically what we've ?one,.and we believe that that's 
9 the ri ht wa to go  about d o ~ n g  thrs. These are very, very 

10 comdex  InsLllatrons that have an awful lot on them and. to .. - - -  

I I conGder closin one, in our  o inion, is not the way to go. 
112 COMMI!SIONER C O ~  The current Brooks fac~litier 
13 are very modern and built for their current use. In our 
14 staff visit to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, the buildings 
15 proposed for the Brooks move are wides read and significantly 
I6 inferior to those at Brooks. D o  you h i e v e  this could cause 
I 7 serious degradation of  the Brooks mission if the Commission 
18 accepts that recommendation? 
19 SECRETARY WIDNALL: No, I really don't believe that 
20 because, while Wright-Patterson may be widespread, they will 
21 be w-located with the Aeronautical Systems Center, so  we 
22 actually believe there will be a lot o f  synergism behveen 
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I members of the scientific community. We might find people 
2 sort of shifting fields and contributin to other pro'ects 
3 that are  in the Aeronautical Systems bivision at wJrighc 
4 Patterson. So 1 think, in fact, it would have a synerglst~c 
5 effect. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: As we've visited many of 
7 those t of installatrons over the ast few months, we've 
8 l e a r n e d l C  not many of  the highly L h n i c a l  people really 
9 want to make a move. 

10 Now, can you tell me the percenta e that ou've 
I I projected of personnel from Brooks that woufd actuaiy move, 
12 other than military people that would actually be assigned to 
13 move? 
14 SECRETARY WIDNALL: I don't have that number. Do 
15 w e  have an estimate for that? We'll have to provide that for 
I 6 the record. 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay. Then I'd like to 
I8 finish off with GEN Fogleman. 
19 In the last four years the Air Force basing 
20 decisions have been stron iy influenced by a one base, one 
21 winglone boss concept. 6 1 t h  a vast amount of excess. 
22 infrastructure, o r  some excess infrastructure, and declrning 

- - 0 -  - - -  
I S o  1 must tell ou, Mr. Cornnijssioner, 1 woul? need 
2 some help on identi&ing my excess infrastructure berng 
3 driven by one haselone boss. I f  somebody can show me where 
4 that's really forcin us  to be inefficient, then I will go to 
I work on thls, but Bthink, in the main, where the so-called 
6 inefficiencies had occurred, the were things associal4 with 
7 the initial stand-u , not so mucb with sustained operation 
8 and, as  a result o f o u r  revious BRACs. we've kind o f  go1 
9 ourselves retty well sknnied down. 

10 I l m !  at Charleston Air Force Base. You might be 
I I able to shoehorn some more airplanes into Charleston and, if 
12 we et C-17s, trust me, we'll d o  that. McGuire is retty 
13 welfmaxed out with ever thing that we're doing. Phe same 
I 4  thing is true of our  West g o a d  Air Mobility Wrng at Travis. 
15 So, as  1 look around, there rnay be pockets where. 
16 there would be some excess ca acit but I don't think 11's 
I7 driven necessarily by one baserine kss. For Instance, at 
18 McChord Air Force Base, w e  have some excess capacity as a 
19 result of fighter force structure comin down. 
20 S o  there was a case where that ffghter force 
21 structure coming down wasnlt driven by one basdone boss. It 
22 was the fact we  were told to  g o  to 20 T A C  fighter wings, anc 
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I it's very difficult and expensive to put any other kind of 
2 force structure in there. 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: So I would take your answer : to be that ohilosoohy has changed and. if you had a base that 
' 5 had some &cess cipacit and yo;could put aiother mission in 

6  there.^ would; is  t ia t  correct, sir? 
7 ENERAL FOGLEMAN: I f  it made sense from all thc 
8 other o rational considerations. This is one of those 
9 things %t I tried to look at the Commission's request for 

10 "How would you relocate assets, say, if you closed Grand 
I I Forks?" And the next thing I saw was we  were lookrng at 
12 enny packet stuff -- stuffing a squadron rnto Seymour 
I3 k h n s o n  o r  two squadrons there o r  two squadrons here, and il 
14 completely undercuts our operational concept and the way 
I5  we're doin things. 
16 COMflISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, s i r  I yield 
17 hack to the Chairman. 
I R CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank Commissioner Cornclla. 
19 Commission Steefe. 
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Welcome. We're doing, a lot 
21 of UPT base talking, and I tell ou, the R- community, 
22 someone along the parade line {ad a pretty rnterestrng 
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2 to d h e r e  16 this concept? 
3 GENERAL FOGLEMAN In fact. we're not continuing to 
4 adhere to 11, and I thrnk, rf we  were going to attack the one 
5 baselone boss philosophy, we're going it at the wrong time 
6 because the one basdone boss ph~losophy cost was the up 
7 front cost to get peo le moved around. 
8 I understood t k s  questiop may come u so  I went 
9 back and I trred to look at our lnfrastructurek see where 

10 one baselone boss forced us into excess infrastructure and I 
I I must tell you, when I go  to the large aircraft base 
12 facilities. for instance, 1 find three core tanker bases that 
13 are choc-a-block. You can't get an more airplanes onto 
I4 Fairchild, onto Grand Forks, o r  on& McConnell Air Force 
I5 Base. 
16 I see two bomber bases that you might walk the ramp 
17 and sa "These are under-utilized, but you start getting 
I8 into o t i e r  things like tr ing to combine the nuclear bomhers 
19 from Minot with non-nacLur bombers at, say, Ellsuo~th. You 

120 o to a lace like Barksdale. You know it's a pretty full 
2 1  Ease w i h  what we're doing with the 8-fi operation and whn 
22 we're doing with some Reserve conversions. 

. . 
I :  (Lau hter.) ' 

- 
COMfAISSIONER STEELE: And the steady-state savings 

4 i f  you ran a COBRA run might really be somdhing you want to 
5 look at. 
6 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Thev've eot mv vote. - w .  

Lau hter. I : L o d r w s J I o N E R  STEELE: we' l l  note tha t  It was 
9 under oath. 

Looking at the UPT issue across the Navy the Air 
1 1  Force, if I could, a UFT, i f  -- and this is an if -- we're 
12 down to three Air Force UPT base -- and you talked about 
13 increasin the workload or the throughput by about 52 pcrccnt 
I4  through 3002. I I5 On the one hand. I believe Commissioner Cornella 
16 askccl a question "would you havc room at, sa Colutnhus It, 
17 absorb some o f  the Navy strike  raining if (key had a 
18 shortfall?" And 1 don't expect you to address the Navy 
19 training, but they're maxing out Kingsville and there's a 
20 question of if they would have the capacity they need rn the 

L I I 
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I Columbus, s ecifically abilit to absorb strike training, o r  
2 the reverse of  that, if ou fee{ you're reall maxing out in 
3 the A I ~  Force, your ability to achreve the tiroughout you 
4 need lor pilot training, could the Air Force benefit by the 
5 retention of Meridian for ca acity's sake? 
6 GENERAL FoGLEMAR: Well. as I've said, within the 
7 FYDEP, wc can close one UJT base and still have the capacity 
n io have some small amount of  surge or  absorb some trainint! 
9 trorn somewhere else. 

- - 
We look at that as a s stem, though. W e  don't look 

at a by base, for a lot of dirferent reasons. S o  what we 
w ~ l l  end up doing as we build a P- for the year,.then we  
kind of get base-specific. But we  kind of !opk at rt in the 
aggregate, because, in,any glven year, attntlon will vary by ' I5 base, these kinds of  things. 

16 So I'm not repared to try and address a uestion 
n that says, .If w e  pave some excess capacrty, isqhat excess 
I8 ca acrty all at Columbus'?" The answer is no, 11's not 
1 9  t o k  at Columbus. It's going to, be spread across the i;:;! 
20 1 mean, that's the way you're gorn to spread it. 
2 1 And then -- I'm not pre a r d t o  answer the 
22 quebtlon, but we might be ab& to g o  back and model it -- 

- -0- -- - 
I installations for every little personnel matter, everything 
2 they neerled to d o  to et Air Force support. 
3 I think. we,woufd be y s s l n g  an opportunity to  
4 locate the screntific c o m m u n ~ t ~ e s  together to get the kind of  
5 s nergism that we need if we're going to move forward in tht 
6 d t u r e  and sort of integrate human factors into aeronautical - 

So I think. from the technical ~ o i n t  of  view. it I : system- 
9 just makes more sense to relocate ~ r o o c s  to  right-~thterson. 

10 COMMISSIONER S'TEELE: Thank ou, Madam Secrdry  
1 1  Switching tp the Northern Tier, GHN Fo le-, the 
12 Secretary has notrfied us  that there wrll be n o  &temnatron 
13 by the Secreta that would r uirt: retention of  the missile 
I4 group at ~ r a n y ~ o r k s .  1f theY2lst Miss/le Grou is  
IS inactivated, will benecessary to demol~sh o r  refmate 
16 Grand Forks' ABM facilities, and d o  you know what the 
1 7  associated costs would be of  demolishln 
I 8 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: We havef?oked into this, and 
1 9  the answer is no. W e  have been told there will be n o  
20 requirement to demolish or  relocate that ABM facility. 
21 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Under the treuty, the Slate 
22 Department checks off on that also, that we don't have a 
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I 'Given that you had excess capacity of 100 slots, how many of 
2 them would you think would be at Columbus," then I think we 
3 could go back and give you an answer to that. But I can't 
4 answer that here. 
s COMMlSSlONER STEELE: I said Columbus specilically 

'wcatise of their capability to also train for strike, should 
need lo do that. 

f@ GENERAL FOGLEMAN: But all our bases, under our 
UW scheme that we're going to go to as we continue to look 

lo at how we bed this down -- I mean, Columbus will have that 
I I capabilit ; we'll have that ca ability at other laces also. 
12  C~MMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. l f i t ' s  all right. 1 
13 may follow up with a uastion in writin -- 
14 GENERAL FoG&MAN: Okay.  tat would be uscful. 
IS COMMISSIONER STEELE: -- to try to bring the Navy's 
16 comments last week and your thoughts on this together. It 
17 would be very helpful. 
18 Retum~ng to Brooks for a second, if I might, and 
19 l h ~ s  IS a titd redundant with Commissioner Cox's question, but 
20 ivrn that the one-time cost in the Air Force ro 
2 1  &?I I nlillion to close with annual savings of 82.E::' 
22 Antonio community's cantonment proposal, the costs arc only 

I 

1 

Page 1 5 I - Page 156 Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 

Page 155 
I treaty obli ation to  demolish? 
2 G E N ~ R A L  FOGLEMAN: This was a sition that was 
3 provided to us by the deputy secretary of  E n r e  after 
4 inter-agency consultation, so lf there s somebody out there 
5 that has some additional ~nfonnation, they haven't been up  in 
6 the net. 
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Switching g a r s  for a 
8 moment, we've heard about a tanker shortfall in the 
9 Southeast. Could you address specifically what that 

to shortfall mi ht be and the number of squadrons? 
I I G E N E ~ A L  FOGLEMAN: What I would kind of refer to 
1 2  dq is talk to it in terms of we have some numbers I'YI sham 
13 with you, ~f 1 could. 
14 We look at it in terms o f  peacetime demand, and 
I5 that is an importiin1 dimension. This is y t i m e ,  peacetime 
16 demand versus basing. And the issue is o w  many air- 
17 refueling-capable airplanes d o  you have in a certain part of 
18 the country versus your tankers? 
19 What we have rn the Southeast is 27 percent of  the 
20 demand is in the Southeast. Without any rebasing, 7 percent 
21 of our ca ability is in the Southeast. 
22 In k e  Northern Tier, we have 5 percent o f  the 
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I I I and the annual savings a n  half of the Air Force savings. 
2 I ' l l  give ou  that, in the long haul, under your 
3 proposal, just k k r n b  at ,this, and i f  you dop't count loss 
4 of personnel o r  the uestion of perhaps the rnfrastructure 
5 not k i n g  on par at %right-~at t  with what ,they currently have 
6 in San Antonio, you would have more savings under your 
7 proposal in the long, long haul. 

1 8  But if, going to the ALC issue, if up front costs 
9 are our issue, this wouU provide you an additional $200 

1 lo rn t~E>n that could o toward a closure of  a single ALC. And 
1 we d! know that t i e  s t u d y  state savin s on an ALC are 

12 sign~ficant versus looking at the 32  milfon versus 17.6 
I I3 million. 

1.1 1.ookin r at that as an entire picture, could that 
15 $200 million& much better spent in the Ion term for the 
I '  ' * r  Force to o toward a complete closure o f  one ALC? 

SECREPARY WIDNALL: No, I don't believe so. I view 
, M ~ " ' g s a l , t h a t  we submitted as really the o p t i m u m ~ r o ~ ~ l  

t e st interests of the Air Force. Again, I t in w ~ t h  
20 r e s p a t  to Brooks, I think the cantonment makes very little 

2 1  -n-. 1 think i,t would be very h a 3  on t h e y u p l e .  n e y ' d  
122 have to go drivrng over to one of the other an Anton10 
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I demand and I5 percent of our tankers based there but what t i e  
2 Northern Tier gives us  is optimum location for the sup rt oi 
3 the.bombers in the wartime scenario. &d so we havef&n 
4 tryln to work a way to help redress thrs imbalance m the 
5 ~ o u t f .  This has been this way for ears. 
6 And, o f  course, that's at the K a r t  of  our  
7 Malmstrom recommendation, to move those Lankers to MacDill. 
8 That he1 s some. It doesn't help a lot. It's 12 tankers. 
9 But it heyps some, and it helps,us work the problem of we art 

1 0  current1 obligated to run an arr field s t  MacDlll Air Force 
1 I Base ani we have no force structure on it. 
12 By the same token, we  are obligated to run an air 
1 3  field at Air Force Base in a place where we  have excess force 
14 structure, a relatively small unlt that we thrnk would have 
15 minimum impact on the people and the unit to transfer it to 
I6 the Southeast. And so  that's really what we're trying to 
17 address. 
18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Switching back to Northern 
19 Tier a little bit, if the Commission decides not to  try to  
20 find a home @r the tankers at Grand Forks, lopking on1 at 
21 the two missile fields, if we go just back to Mlnor and drand  
22 Forks. 
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I Forks, because I can tell you the numbers the show me 
2 consistently is that we're spending considerably more money 
3 to operate those silos at Grand Forks than we  are at Minot o r  
4 anywhere else and, if they're not spending it on the water 
5 issue, I don't know what the re spendin it on. 
6 But we break it out by K' ase, sort o/cost per silo, 
7 and everything I have ever seen says that it is more costly 
8 to o rate silos at Grand Forks than it is at the other 
P l o c a c n s  and it has always been attributed to  the water 

10 roblem. So you may havc some new inrormation that I don't 
I I gave. 1 don t know who testified to that. 
1 2  COMMISSIONER STEELE: Actually, General, 1 had 
13 always heard that, as well, but it was said pretty 
14 consistently and some of the senior command had come in also 
15 during my visit and also addressed that issue and said that 
I6 it was no longer a problem. 
17 Say it still is a problem. How would the cost 
18 compare with fixing a water problem on a silo eve X amount 
19  of years versus maintaining the operations of $e base in the 
20 long haul? And m time is ex ired. 
2 MR. B O A T ~ G H T :  If fcould comment on Ulij in 
22 regard to our analysis, the Air Force did a rather detalied 
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It's the assumptions that I cluibhle with; i t  is the 

2 parameters that I urbble with; it is thin ~s like the n u n i k r  
3 of years to close, ?he year you s tan the 3osure. the IS- 
4 percent productivity you get when you downsrze and 7xro 
5 pcrccnt productivit when you consolidate -- on and on and on 
6 and on -- the ~ c l c o s t s ,  the workmenVs comr  cos!. the whole 
7 string of  numbers that are the underpinning or thrs 
R analysis. 
9 When you d o  all that, $e staff will show us ne,xt 

to week a rather detailed analys~s that shows that there IS 

I I significant deviation in the numbers. So let's just agree to 
1 2  drsagree for ri ht now. W e  have a different set of numbers 
I3 than you do anfwe  will be bricfcd on what those numbers arc. 
14 So, if that is the case, I wess what I'm asking 
I S  you is, we  have to take a goo& serious look at whether we 
16 close one or  two depots, and we're going to look at that. 
17 I'm not saying we're oin to vote to d o  that, but we're 
18 going to take a a r t l o o k  at that. I U ~ i d  you 
19 certarnl got that, from the tone of  our discussion. 
20 d questlon to you is, given your BCEG rankin s and 
21 given alryour  analysis, one more time shpuld we  sticf with 
22 your rankings as w e  come to grips with this Issue of closing 
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1 Having visited Grand Forks a week-and-a-half ago, 
2 two weeks a o time is becoming a bit of a blur here -- 1 
3 was told preey much b everyone that day that those missile 
4 fields are  Iar ely interc x angeable, which is why the original 
s recommendaton, though it sai?  los sure of Graqd Forks was 
6 referred, the Secretary was willing to close Mlnot shpuld 
7 rhat letter not be able to come forward to us during this 
8 process. 
9 My question is -- iven I know it's an A system and 

lo a B system and there had been issues that react with the B 
I I s stem, but they've cleared those, et cetera, and the Air 
1 2  2brce1s testimony that there is not a water roblem at Grand 
I3 Forks -- would it perha s make sen? for t i e  Air Force, in 
I4 the long haul to  have &e Commrnion close Minot's missile 
I S  field, under the scenario we're touching the tankers at Grand 
16 Forks, to provide you the opportunity in a future BRAC in, 
17 say, 2001 or whatever, to havc the chance to move the bombers 
18 from Minot to close a base, to then save you that operating 
19 cost, if Grand Forks 1s gomg to stay a place you want to 
20 operate from, from now till whenever? 
21 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: First of all, I was not aware 
22 that the Air Force says there's not a water problem at  Grand 

I);rgc I60 
I COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you very much. 
2 CIIAIRMAN DIXON: Thank ~ I N I  very much, Comrn~suioncr 
3 Steele. Commissioner Rohles. 
4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. Mr. Cha~rman. 
s Madam Secretary, as you said in your openin rcmarks, the Air 
6 Logistics Center issue is the centerpiece of your discussion. 
7 It is clearly the centerpiece of  our mind. So I'm going to 
8 talk a little more about 11, and I'm going to try to 
9 crystallize a couple of thoughts that 1 th~nk.we heard today, 

1 0  just to make sure that yo" underspnd the difficulty we have. 
11 The reason I'm sa log that 1s because we  have 
12  between now and B e  2&d to gather all the facts. Then, 
I3 we're goin to go into a votin modc and we want to makc sure 
I4 we have afl the evidence, a h  the numbers we need to make a 
I S  clear, fair, objective: decision. 
16 The second t h n  1. will say is, as you know, I've 
I 7  spent most of my a d u i  life in the analysis and numbers 
I8 business, so 1 have a partrcular Interest In the numbers that 
19 sirpport your decision. I asked the staff -- all of us have, 
20 but.1 particularly have been asking them -- that I'm not 
21 saylng the numbers are wrong, the numbers are perfectly 
22 right. 
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I analysis comparin each of the missile bases, one to another, 
2 to determine which Ease was thc best base, which was thc next 
3 best haw, and right down the line. 

' 4 We did that anal \is consider in^ a number of 
s factors. One water ta t le  level, becauiethat affects the 
6 hardness of the site. and that has something to d o  with the 
7 survivability of  the site. When w e  did that, Grand Forks 
8 clearly comes out as the one that would be closed. That is, 
9 it doesn't d o  a s  well in that comparative analysis as  the 

1 0  other sites. 
I 1 Now, the next one up the ladder is Minot. That's 
12 thc reason why the Air Forcc focused on Grand Forks, because 
I3 retaining the other three gives us the hest ossible missile 
I4 field structure that the De artment of ~ e z n s e  can maintain. 
IS COMMISSIONER STEELE: prink qu Shff slip 
I6 a note.that says that Grand Forks !s the L r h  -- how 
17 say this -: the second cheapest third most costly, expensive 
I8 to run, mrssr l~ field. I know therets a lot of issues 
19 involved in this and I don't want to take any more time from 
20 my collea es on  this issue. 
21 GEKRAL BLUME: As the chief said, it is the most 
22 costly, also. 
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I one or  two of these de ts? 
2 SECRETARY WIKNALL: Wcll, ],think I rcspndcd ,lo 
3 that question that certalnl 1 stand behrnd the Alr Force 
4 tiering, and just to remar l  that our tierin is al hahetical 
I by tier so that, you know, if Kell and bfc~lell)an end u in 
ci the bottom tier. then K comes bei)re  M,  and so  that's a( you 
7 can attribute to the relative listin of those two hases. 
8 But I d o  view the results okthe tiering as the 
9 be Inning of  a process and not the end of  a rtxess,, arld +at $ 

I I to make its recommendatron. 
R 1 0  1s t e very process that the Air Force went t rough rn trylng 

I2 S o  I don't know how else to respond lo our 
13  c aestion, except to sa that it is certainly my Lrvent hope 
I4 tkat you make the rig& decision, huuuse  I truly bclime 
IS that you have the future of the Air Force in your hands.,at 
16 least for the near term, and the recommendations that thrs 
17 Conimission will make, I believe will determine the health ol 
1 8  the Air Force over the next ten years. 
19 So 1 fervently ho e you make the right decision, 
20 because, for US, it is a Elg  risk 
21 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: We undcrah?d that, a 3  we 
22 asked the Army who was before you, about risk management 
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I And, see, we  have two different anal ses here. k'e 
2 have a "sk-averse sol"tion, yhrch is basic$ly your 
3 maxirn~zing the averston to nsk so you can have capa!ility 
4 for the out-years, and you have the Army who says, We re 
5 rorng to be risk takers and we're gorng to go  down to three 
6 &pots, one of each, and that's it. And so we're wrestlrng 
7 with that. 
8 Do we  have to have a cookie-cutter approach:' 
Y .Absolutely not. But the fact of  tht: matter IS they also 

l o  have readiness at stake, just like you do, a n d s o  we have to 
I I xc what is the right answer. And I understand there are 
I ?  J~l'fercnt depot structures and there are different cost 
I J ~nvolvcd. 
I J But, to the extent that your costs and your savings 
I r  - yot~r up front costs and your savings -- are not what is in 
16 t h ~ s  analysis -- and we believe that -- then that makes this 
17 nsk strate *y a lot clearer for us to make a decision on 
18 haause ,  then, maybe there isn't as  much risk. 
I 9  Now, capacity, we'll put up a chart, the capacity 
20 chart. See, thrs is what we're wrestling with. 
? I  SECRETARY WIDNALL: You may be wrestling with it. 
2 2  hut I c.;tn't see it. 
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1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well, this is a chart of your 
2 data goln to the BCEG. Turn the other slde around. 
3 SEPRETARY WIDNALL: It's m t  gettmg m y  better. 
4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Maybe it's clearer on that 

GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Our problem is, we have m angle 
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I Commissioner, but the one thing we would ask this Commission 
2 to,keep in mind is, that looks at this, is the United States 
3 Arr Force has not been out on the street cryrng about 
4 readiness. We understand readiness. We have a systcm we've 
5 built to keep us a ready force. We understand getting rid of 
6 excess capacity. 
7 You all will, I hope, as ou d o  this analysis, not 
a try and reinvent how the Air Jorce docs business, b a a u s e  I 
9 thrnk that's be ond your charter. You will fol? your tent 

1 0  and, o away t&s summer, and we will get to lrve with thls -- 
I I I wlh get to live with it -- for several more years, as the 
12 Secretary will. 
13 So if, as a part of your analysis, you're 
I4 fundamentall changing the way wc do business, then 1 would 
1.5 ask t h a  we i e  able to sit do- and talk aboyt.this. 
16 On the other hand, I thlnk that the posttron we 
17 have taken, relative to  downsizing in place gives us the 
1 8  flexibilit to d o  things such as respond to the Roles and 
19 Mission kmmisdon of doing more out-sourcing, privatization 
20 in ace, et cetera, with far less impact on the work force 
21 a n i t h e  readiness of our Air Force. 
22 You start closing these depots, and I will tell 
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1 you, there i s  no way that you're not going to impact our 
2 combat readrness for a couple years, when you start moving 
3 t h e  things around. 
4 NOW. is it worth havine it im~ac ted .  to eet the 

ot at it. 
SECRETARY WIDNALL: That's fine. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: That chart was repared on -- c, I n ru l  the c a p i t  char t  is the one that 1.d Eke to I I I xr. Thev understrnltheir own rrnkine svstrm. This chart 

nght the& that chart. Do ou have a c o  o f  that chart'! 
SECKETARY W I D ~ A L L :  yes. 1gave  it. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: This one? 

/ I S  SECRETARY WIDNALL: Well, I don't have that one. 
' 16 but I have this one. 
, I 7  COMMISSIONER ROBLES: If you would look at thr: 
le chart, ease, this is your data that you sent to the Joint 
19 Cnw-c:rvrce Groun. end there are two charts. The firs1 one 
20 I> I ~ I C  Air Force depot maxltnurn potent~al capacity, and it was 
2 1  n o r n u l i d  accord~ng to your input; so w e  d ~ d n ' t  create thrs 
2 2  number, these are numbers you gave us. 

1 6 jud-ments that Gave to be made. And, as we look at it, and 
7 wefook at the savings and the fleribiltty this gives us, we 

I 8 say we've got a complete package. 
l 9  Now, that's kind of where we're coming from on 
1 0  that. 

1 I I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I undersend. I undersland 
12 your bottom line and, just so  there's n o  msunderstandrng, 
13 we're every bit as attuned to the readiness issue as you are, 
14 and we  have made a comnlitment that we're not gorng to tell 
15  anybody rescribe how to do things. There's going to be 
l a  plenty o f f  road flexibilit , as you should have as you're 
1 7  required to have as the L d e r s h l p  of the Air F'orce, to d o  
18 whatever has to be done. 
19 But all I wanted to make sure of, was to underscore 
20 the point that we're going to come to grips with this issue 
2 1  here over the next four or five days, and this is not an easy 
22 issue, and there is a difference in opinion on the totnl up 
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I I t  clearly shows that there is at least 50 
2 excess capacity in the Air Force structure by EyDkr 1999. 

! 3 So there rt is, and that's what we're usin our  number. 
. J  Then the second chart is just how t t a b s  broken 

5 h w n  by depot, and it shows, ~f you take that capacity and 
; b spread rt around the depots, s o  there's clearly n o  

7 misunderstandin . in our mind that there's excess u p c i t y .  
: 8 So, given h a t  there's excess capacity w e  are now 

9 trying to come to ri s with -- and you said that up  front -- 
1 0  is it one or  two? you say downsizing is  your preferred 

I I alternative. We sa maybe that's your view, and w e  
12 appreciate it, and k t ' s  our professional jud ment. But we 
1 3  nul to take a look at a l l the  parameters and afl the 
1 4  financial su port data. 
IS GENPRAL BLUMB: I think we said one-and-a-half, or 

k u t  one-and-a-half and, if you went to  two, there would be 
me severe disruption, some out-sourcin some things that 

I ( W u I d  have to do with other services and k i n g s  of this sort, 
at there was not that much excess capacity. 

10 COMMlSSlONER ROBLES: Which are good, .g l t l  1 
2 1  mctirn, we are lookrn to 
1 1  -- GENERAL F ~ G L ~ E M A N :  We're looking at t h a ,  Mr. 
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I front costs and the !otal savings; and that is going to be a 
2 major impact on  thrs equation. 
3 So ~f you have any final adjustments, there is some 
4 time sensitivit here, so  enough on that. 
5 SECRE&RY WIDNALL: L d  me just remind you - and 
6 I've said it in my opening statement -- that, when ou  look 
7 at one of these bases, Air Force bases. that w e  calldepots 
8 I would say that certainly less than 50 percent o f  the people 
9 who are on that base ore actual1 involved in the depot, and 

10 50 ercent of  them are t n v o l v d n  some other acttvrty wlth 
I I f a c h e s  and 
1 2  A lot o f ? ~ $ ~ ? ~ ~ o s t  has to d o  with moving those 
1 3  tenants who are needed. they're in our plans, they re part of 
14 what we do, and the cannot be d o w n s r d .  
I5 COMMISSIONiR ROHLES: I understand. The second 
16 question is a question that you also alluded to in your 
17 opening remarks, which has to do with tactical missile 
l a  workload. And you appro riately said that you weren't 
19 lookin for work. We're tRe ones who added the list. 
20 &e are the ones who said we ought to tnke a look at 
21 it, based on the last BRAC Commission's recommendation about 
22 morejointness and the fact Bat we just want to know if we  
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Page 169 1 I could, in fact, look at an option that moves tactical m ~ s s ~ l e  
2 workload from an Army depot to an A I ~  Force depot. 
3 We've heard both sides of the argument, as you 
4 would expect. 
3 On the one side, we  hear that "It would r uire 
6 much more construction, primarily for addition2 igloos at 
7 Hill Air Force Base, that there a re  some very large costs !o 
8 d o  that and, oh, b the way, Htll doesn't have !he expert~se 
9 or  would hav: d l d c u l t y  b u ~ l d ~ n g  up  the expr t l se  to do thls 

1 0  missile work. 
I I On the other side, on the round at Hill, when I 
1 2  was there. the told me .It woufd not require additional 
1 3  igloos, w e  d o i a v e  the capability to d o  this kind of  work. 
1 4  WC'VC done it in the ast wclrcmdomg some of it now, and we 
I S  could d o  more in t t e  (uture. 
16 S o  could you please just give us your thoughts and 
17 your anal sis on this whole issue? 
18 SEZRETARY WIDNALL: As i say, I think we would feel 
I9 rather relaxed with your ultimate decision on this matter. 
20 You're obviously in a osition, both by vice of your recent 
21  a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  and your bacE round, to make thls d e c r ~ o n .  S o  I 
22 think w e  feel comfortabfe with however it comes out. 
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COMMISSIONER ROBLES: 1 would really like to know 

if you know of any construction requirements, because i t  
appeared to be a service-unique standard for stora e of 

4 m~rsi les  that caused that add~tional construction. k d  just 
5 like to et a little insi ht on that issue. 
6 SECRETARY WfDNALL: I guess we'd be glad to work 
7 with the staff. 
8 GENERAL BLUME: That is the way we understood that 
9 the analysis w ~ f f e . f o r m e d ,  also and that the requirement 

1 0  was that, if you ad to store all the missiles there, that 
I I there would be a significant cost increase. Is that an 
12 absolute r uirement? 
13 CO%ISSIONER ROBLES: And the .answer is? 
14 GENERAL BLUME: And the answer 1s no. 
I5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So you would not have to 
16 build those additional igloos to meet the same separation 
17 distance and storage requirements that the Army requires of 
18 its stora e? 
19 GfNERAL BLUME: That's mayhe a littlc bit dilfercnt 
20 question. I'm not sure what we would have to do. We'd have 
21 lo  o in and look at it. But it depends upon the concept 
22 Iha! you work under. As I understand it, they're going to 
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I of operations is. That's the way 1 used to d o  it when I was 
2 in the war-fighting business. 
3 So would ou just kind of  tell us, could you d o  
4 that and would t iere  be large additional expenditures for 
5 construction if ou  did it under that concept o r  that scheme? 
6 G E N E ~ L  BLUME: We'll look Inlo that for you. 
7 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, 1 
8 yield back m time. 
9 C ~ I A I ~ M A N  DIXON: I thank you very much, 

1 0  Commissioner Robles. Comm~ssioner Montoya. 
I I COMMISSIONER MoNTOYA: My commentr arc goin to be 
12 more in that nature than asking a uestion, because tiis is a 
1 3  final o p  m n i l y  under oath to  m&e sure that 1 understand 
I 4  the Air R r c e  position becsuse to the extent that I 
15 understand it and support rt, I have trouble with the Army's, 
16 and vlce versa. 
17 The Secretary of Defense has given us the dilemma, 
I8 because we have some inconsistent sitions in looking at 
19 similar activities, and I'm going to [Py -- the engineer side 
20 of me says -- I'm going to try to factor through all that an? 
21 de l~ver  a consistent vote that SECDEF w ~ l l  have to l ~ v e  w ~ t h ,  
22 whoever that SECDEF is. 
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I So I'm going to try to say In my own words wli;ct I 
2 think your position is and have you concur o r  not concur, or 
3 fix it, hecause 1 want to leave this session with that 
4 understanding, not to suggest that I agree with it o r  not, 
5 but I d o  want to understand it. 
6 Before 1 d o  that, I've got to respond to a comment 
7 the general made. It's the second time it's been made in 
8 about two weeks. And senior people in government, to infer 
9 L a  we  should make the right c h o ~ c e  because we'll be one 1 

1 0  July and, therefore, leave you with a problem, really offends 
I I me in thls sense. 
12 When ou take off that uniform, you will live the 
1 3  rest of  your fife with B e  decisions that youVve  made, good 
14 or bad and, when I take off this C o m s s i o n  uniform, I'll 
IS feel the same way. S o  we  are working very hard to come up 
16 with thc right answer, Gcneral, becausc wc do apprcciatc what 
I7 it is we're doing, what's in our  hands. 
18 I assure you I won't be goin 7 home 1 July and 
19 forgetting about it. 1.11 live w ~ l h  tkis the rest of  my 
20 life, also. 
21 Now, this.is what 1 think the Air Force is .sa ing. 
22 And I want to d~stinguish between capac~ty and ~ d r e  

Page 17 1 
I take the missiles a art, was what you had asked them to d o  
2 anywa , or  what tpe Army's pro salt that is, was to do, and 
3 g o ~ n g  ro farm out art of the wo%oad. 
4 S o  I guess wia t  I would say is that it depends 
5 upon there were two different options. One was the air-to- 
6 alr, the IR missiles, and that sort of thin ?hat's being 
7 done there npw, and the other one was. f i h ~ n k ,  all the 
8 m~ssi le  activ~ty was there. 
9 But, if you don't store all the missiles there, if 

1 0  you store the missiles at some other t h ~ n g ,  my understanding 
I I WRS that the capacit was there. 
12 COMMlSSlO&R ROBLES: O h y .  Well, i f  you could 
1 3  give us  some feedback on that, the option is very simp1 not 
1 4  split!ing the t*o like the Army's proposal, but %in t k  P I S  rn~ss~les ,  mown them ~n t h e ~ r  ent~rety,  all the mrssl e 
I6 inventory. to ~ f j l  Air Force Base, d o ~ n g  the required 
17 maintenance there. 
18 And then we  were told at Hill you don't have to 
19 store them there; it's not an operationally sound concept to 
20 store all the m i ~ i l e s  at that base. You would put them out 
21 In storage facillt~? that are gmgraphlcally separated and 
22 then you would ship them from there to wherever the theater 
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I industrial capability. 
2 I think what the Air Force is saying -- and it's a 
3 cash flow analys~s that you're p r e s e n t m ~ t o  us, r a l l y  -- 
4 you're say in that, given the workload t at you have in the 
s Air Force t A y ,  o r  anticipate, that, lhrough your manageria 
6 approaches -- and they are w~de- rang~ng,  and I won't 
7 categorize them all -- you are trying to size and keep sizing 
8 your capacity to meet that workload. Whatcvcr perccnt excess 
9 you need, you'll fi ure that out, but you're optimizing your 

1 0  capacit . which indudes pea le, machines, and facilit~es. 
1 I IOU admit !hat, beyonftha,t,. minus P e  eople 
I2 oulve got some ~ n d u s t r ~ a l  c a p a b ~ l ~ t y  that 1s i&e. ~ d a t ' s  
I3 iacilities and machines. 
14 And you're also sayin that you are more willin 
13 ~ a r r y  the cost. o r  yo" are wfiling to carry the cost of tRa? 
16 ~ d l e  industrial ca ab~l i ty  as part of  your everyday 
17 budgetinf, L?t t%t is cheaper than closin an Force 
18 depot an havlng to move pract~cally all t f e  p o s ~ t ~ o n s ,  not 
19 the overhead, but ractical y all the positions,that you are 
20 work1"g in an ALE, because you have s i d  it to roper 
21 capaclly and, therefore, that's an incremental worE~oad that 
22 you've got to move In total someplace else. 
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I That cost is  greater than owning the ca acit , plus 
2 theidle ca pbility, at one place. That's whalyourre 
3 sayln 1tglnk 
r %rum a business perspective, there are some numbers 
5 that you leave out, and maybe that's oka in government, 
6 From a husiness rspcftive, we w w l d  %ve to cost that Idle 
7 /nduslrid c a p a b i g .  We would have to put a cost for the 
a investment we  maL and the carrying costs, plus the 
u depreciation costs, plus the operations and maintenance cost. 
10 That IS not necessarily entirely a cash-flow 
I I m a l y s ~ s  and, therefore. for you, it's a sum cost and you can 
12 live with that under your economic model much better than I 
13 could in the world that I l ~ v e  ~ n .  
Ir I think that's what you are essentially saying to 
I S  us, is that it's cheaper for you to live with how you've 

. m i d  and how you've squeezed. You can pa for that I: ::#that isn't being used. That's a better answer tga" 
1 8  trying to close everything at one place and movlng it In real 
I Y  dollars that you have to spend this year, next year, and the 
20 following year. 
? I That s what I'm hearing, and I want to see if I'm 
2 2  hrar~ng  that correctly. 

L 
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I SECRETARY WIDNALL: Okay: l.think I can s u p p k ~ ~ ~ s n t  
2 that, headuse I think that you have l a ~ d  lt out, but let me 
3 make some additions. 

Page 178 
I GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Perhaps, Mr. Commissioner, 1 
2 could add one thin While we  are not requ~red, as you say. 
3 to follow the same%usiness accounting rules that ou are, 
4 it's interesting that, within t h e  logistics b y s i p ~ s ,  L a u s e  
5 of our defense business operating fund actlvit!es more so 
6 than In some of the operational rrts of  the A s  borce, we 
7 are sort of  required to account i; this overhead and 
8 infrastructure and all that. 
9 And 1 would ask that, as  a data point, perhaps the 
10 Commission o look at the services and how they have done in 
1 1  DFOB and ~ B O F  funding over the last several years, and I 
12 think you will find that the Air Force, through ~ t s  model, 
13 has generated excesses to this fund or ,  at least, we have 
14 been in the contributing versus the withdrawal mode. 
I S  1. think it may be an indication of precisel what 
16 you rytd In terms of. as  w e  drew down our woriforce to kind 
17 of match up with what our requirements were, while 
18 infrastructure stayed there, our real capac~ty came down; and 
19 that's sort of  reflected. 
20 But it's a measure of  merit that, anytime you start 
2 1  talking about DBOF, ou get on icy -- 
22 COMMISS~ONEK MONTOYA: I lived in that DBOF world 

I for a number of  ears. 
2 GENERA{ FOOLEMAN: -- icy treads, as you well 
3 remember. 

First of all, it is not our intent to carry the 
4 l e  capability. We have identified buildin s for 

molltion, and this really does happen. &en I visit an Air 
brce Base, I'm always ove joyed  to see a building in the +w#l!iL p e s  of demolishing, because if we d o  not need buildings, 

9 the best thing, after some point, is to simply tear them 
10 down. 
I I So the fact of  the matter is that we want to get 
12 rid o f  idle capability and, as  I often remarked when we were 
13 in the BCEG, what I'd like to see us d o  is to turn this into 
I4 grass. That's got a number of  advantages, not the least of 
1 5  which is that it is another form of long-term environmental 
16 remediation, to let the land return to  ~ t s  natural state. 
17 There is also, of course, the y b i l i t y  that we 
l a  can free u some of either part o f t  e base or  some of those 
19 buildings for use.by the civilian copmunity in a public- 
20 private partnersh~p and, certa~nly, ~n some of our more 
2 1  modem fdcilities, we would want to look at that. That, of 
22 coltrsc. IS part ol  our pliinning that we think will take pl i re  

1 I I 
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4 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes. NIF world, we used 10 
5 call it. 
6 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Yes. 
7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes, sir. 
8 GENERAL BLUME: And let, me assure you that .thost 
9 costs for that mothballing, as you mlght say, o r  destruct~on, 
10 or  whatever, those were captured, as far as  the analysis was 
I I concerned. 
I2 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And thatls,what 1 heard at 
13 Kelly, particularly, that even with those costs ~ncluded, I 
I4 heard a labor rate number that was better than any of  these 
15 b some cons~derable amount. So I'm going to ask the Navy 
16 wXy is the Air Force so  much better t h m  you all? That's for 
17  anotherda thou h. 
I8 S E C ~ E T A ~  WIDNALL: We've been asking that fol 
19 years. 
20 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: One last comment, Mr. 
21 Chairman. I am really im ressed with your facilities 
22 management, General, in Rle Air Force. It is a rcvl p lusure  
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I over the next few years, with our new leadership at A ~ C .  
z 1 guess the only other part I would really want to 
3 emphasize is the large number of  productively employed 
4 tenants on our bases. These are healthy organizat~ons with 
5 md.jor Picilities, and to simpl take them and move them has 
6 always seemed to me to be a t i g  unnecessa expense. 
7 So those are the two addi t~ons I woulrwant  to 
s make. 
9 COMMISSIONER M.ONTOYA: I think your first comr~lcnt 

1 0  tits the model I laid out in that you will make a subset 
I I tndu)ff ,  whether it is cherper to keep a buildiog in plage 
n for future use and mrintain~ng it, as o p p o s d  to tranng 11 
13 down. That will be an economlc subset. 
14  And the other will be to further reduce those 
1 costs of maintennncs, by having somebody else occupy 

use lt. So 1 don't think that's inconsistent with the 
.rstm lification I made. 

I t hnk  I'm finall understanding what it is you'ye 
1 9  saying, after self-searching and wntlng myself notes from 
20 places I've been. And so, to the extent that we can rome to 
21 af,rynlent that we understand each other, I'll leave 11 at 
22 t d l  
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I to visit Air Force b-. Treatment, facilities, a p  m c e  
2 -- I would have to say that they're equal to one o E r  
3 nuclear submarines in quality of life. 
4 (Lau hter.) 
5 CHAfRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Commissioner Montoya 
6 Madam Secretary, I'll have only about four 
7 questions, and we'll be able to break for lunch. 
8 Now, in your earlier comments back in March, the 
9 Air Force, your argument to us then, in connection with this 

1 0  novel idea of downsizin instead of closin any of  your 
I I depots, was that ou c o e d  not afford to c k o e  a depot with 
11 the funding youKave available. That wns our understnnding, 
13 and we've exarmned that record, and we're satisfied that was 
14 the a r  ument then. 
I5 b u r  staff -- I want to be candid with you -- n o y  
16 believes they've showed that ~t IS affordable and that rt 
1 7  does make economc sense, and they are now concerned that 
I8 ou're raising instead operational concerns, really, for the 
19 grot time now, that it was entirely an ar ument o f  the 
20 fundin earlier and that you have recon&ured, your position 
21 somewtat in connection with qur second met ing .  
22 Is an unfair characterizat~on by our staff? 
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I SECRETARY WIDNALL: Yes in the budget, n ht. 
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: There's heen s 30 pereent!'orct 
3 reduction. If we  honor every request of the Department of 
4 Defense -- ever one of them -- and don't d o  an thing else, 
s we  will on1 aciieve a 21 percent Rductron in t i e  capaclty 
6 out there. [think tha.t0s factual. 
7 The  next thing IS.-- and I regret this -- you know 
8 m record when I was in the United States Senate so I don't 
9 a d o a t e  what has occurred. But the downsizing has actually 

10 resulted in a downsiwng, unbelievably, to about the 1950 
I I level, which I find, quite candidly, quite shockin 
12 I take it, it is only the Congress reflectin t f e  
1 3  constituency views. I can only accept that as t$ reason why 
14 because, from a national security sta~lclpoint, no one could 
I S  defend it. But that's factual. 
16 Now, continurng the biddin in the BRACs, through 
n '93, the Navy has closed one-halfdf their aircraft de 
18 three of  sir. If w e  only d o  what the Navy requests t G t s  -- 
19 time, if we  only su port that, the Navy will have closed half 
20 their shipyards. d e  +iny will have closed, if wepnly d o  
21 what they say -- assumrng we  d o  what they say -- six of the 
22 nine depots. 
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I believe we've alwa s seen it as a com lete package. 
2 C H A I R M A ~ D I X O N :  Okay. b r d  you want to say 
3 something, General? 

4 GENERAL BLUME. Madam Secretary. could I just tag 
5 on? 
6 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Mm-hmm. 
7 GENERAL BLUME: Even the Joint Cross-Service Group 
8 had significant o rational concerns with the closure of one 

I P or  two of the airCgist ics  centers. and w e  certainly have 
10 always had that concern. Our voice is being heard, maybe, a 

I I I little bit mole now, but certainly the affordability, as the 
12 Secretary sard, IS very, rmportant. 
13 The less disruptron that we  can have is certainly 

rtant fact, and the operational concerns, -.far as I: zi?/$f made, as far IS readiness, are extremely important 
16 also. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I hear all that. Now, let me 
18 review the bidding, because these fi ures are the figures we  
19 have to work with. There's been a b percent reduction i" 
20 authorized and appropriated amounts since the hi h 
21 the R u g a n  Adrn~nistration when I served in the dn iE%?e .s  
22 Senate. There's been a 40 percent reduction. 
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I excey  capacity out there that everybody has to deal w i h ,  
2 that grves you roblerns when you want to d o  rocurenient, 
3 gives you prob ems on force levels, a lot of of%r things. 
4 

P 
Also, 1 don't !hink it's suh.jcct to debate that 

5 there's no stomach In the Congress and robably not In the 
6 country for another round in a couple oFyears, and it's a la)  
7 fairly clear that Presidential olitics can et involved in 
8 this. to some extent. And I #on7t mean g a t  critically. 
9 Thank God for a country where those thrngs are part of the 

10 great debate. 
I I l 'here's some thinkin that, when the dust is 
12 cleared ,and everytxdy has !usled themselves off and, relarul 
13 and reviewed i t  more carefully. that after a couple ol 
14 Prcsidential elections, maybe wc ou~li t  lo have an  oppnfl~~nity 
15 to look at it again, havin in mind the statutory inability, 
16 really, to d o  anything wifhout a BRAC. 
17 There's sonie talk about 2001. That would let two 
18 Presidential elections intervene. It also has the nice 
19 result that all BRAC stuff will be finished by then. 
20 I ask you -- all of you and particularl Mr 
21 Boat.ght and MAJ Blumc, who arc thc gu s wlo haYc to ligurc 
22 these things out -- whether you think thYat makes some sense. 

Page 184 
I S o  I wonder at what point the force reductions in 
2 the authorized an! appro r~a ted  amounts get to the level 
3 where one ss 5 Hey. wRat are we going to d o  with all this 
4 capacity?* yYdi know, one has to say, in honesty, General 
5 that if you've been there and you've seen them and eye-balled 
6 thcm, which we've done, there is humongous space. Humongous 
7 is the on1 fair wa to describe it. 
8 G E ~ E R A L  BOGLEMAN: Mr. Chainnan, could I -- 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General, I love you; I'd be 

10 delighted to hear your defense. 
I I GENERAL FOGLEMAN: I won't t to defend. What l 
12 will tr to do, though, is hopefully am ?fy. 
I3 {have before me a list o f  those Army, 
14 Navy, that you have described. I can g o  down through three 
I5 Army depots, three Naval aviation depots, and add up their 
16 total base po ulat~on,  and they d o  not equal the base 
17 population o f   ell^ Air Force Base. I mean, we're lalking in 
18 terms of scale. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1 wouldn't argue that with you. 
20 GENERAL FOGLEMAN: But, if the Air Force were 
21 stru.ctured so that w e  had these little d e  ts our here, then 
22 I thrnk w e  could compare. W e  would g e  apples to apples, 

w 
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I oranges to oranges. 
2 We have taken the osilion based on past actions. 
3 I n~ean ,  we  have cons?li&ted activities into these nlc abases. 
4 You have lo o back Into the past to ,see the same k ~ n  5 s of 
s drawdowns t k t  we've had to get us rnto lhrs osrtron. 
6 Again. I think C o ~ m i s s i o n e r  Montoya ! a s  put hrs 
7 finger on what we're tr rng to d o  wrth.what we have lelt. Sc I" n 1 think people who wil put forward thrs corn arison of 
P numbers versus looking at the coniplexron ofihese 

10 installations, you know, it's not qurte apples to apples. 
I I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Let me ask ou a couple 
12 more quick questions. You are sa ing to us &at the 
13 reevaluation ~ndicates that ~ i r t l a n Y s h o u l d  not be closed, 
14 are you not? 
15 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Yes, that's right. That's 
16 right. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: S o  that we  don't have any 
18 dilference of o inion about that. 
19 S E C R E ~ A R Y  WIDNALL: That's right 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All ri ht NOW ina l ly  -- and 
21 this is procedural -- t h ~ s  IS the last B ~ C .  There isn't an 
22 question, when we conclude this BRAC, we are leaving a lot o 7 
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1 SECRETARY WIDNALL: Yes. Wcll, I guess maybe I 
2 mi ht charactenre our earlier statement as sort of  an 
3 enlffusiasm for the proposal, based on the obvious point that 
4 the D O D  had some very serious budget problems in the year 
s ahead. But, really, from an  operational and management p i n t  
6 of view I've always believed that the real attractiveness 
7 had to d o  with the consolrdation of the individual 
8 commodities. 
9 But, clear1 at that sort of top-lev4 testimon 

10 that w e  ave at t k t  point, .we certain1 drdn't s e n l o u r  
I I time & i n g  about hydraulrcs consoli&ting at tRis base, and 
12 the instrumentation consolidating at this base. W e  didn't go 
13 into that level of detail. 
14 And we cerlarnly didn't talk, at that point, about 
I5 the obvious fact, as I've tried to e m p h a s i . ~  here, that the 
16 presence of  so many tenant unrts on our ~nstallations makes 
I7 the cost to  consider movin very, very large. I think these 
18 were clearly things we  r e a i d  at the time. 
19 But ou recall Secretary Pe 's presenlation and 
20 Mr. ~ e u t c ~ ' s  resentation really,?think all of  us were 
21 flushed with tl!e enthusiasm of the net present value for this 
22 approach, and that's, I'm sure, the emphasis we  gave. But I 
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I there's some sunset clause on prohibitions to move force 
2 structure around because, quite frank1 w e  really d o  reach 
3 h e  point where our hands are tied by ~ R A C  leg~slation, and 
4 11 prevents us from doing some things that emerge as 
5 opportunities to -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: We'd like to have your suggest~ons 
n that, because my final question was this one that we find 
lat tticrc are changcs in the succeedin BRACs, and you wilnt *& re-evaluate, and that makes g d s e n s e  and it's 

10 understood. 
I I And we think thert: ought to be some authorit for 
1 2  ) o u  t o  continue to be able to  d o  that with existing ~ R A C  
13 thtngs, not an authority for you to act on a base, 
14 tndepndently existin statues, o r  anythin but to let you 
15 review what ou've k n e  with all these B ~ A C S .  
16 GENEKAL FOGLEMAN: YW, sir. 
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That would be good? And i f  you 
18 could give us -- we asked the same thing of  the Arm , we'll 
19 ask the same thing of the Navy -- your ideas about ah those 
20 th~ngs,  we would find that useful. 
2 I Inc~dentally, we don't want to create some extra 
22 bureaucracy out there, part~cularly, to do that kind of 
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MR. BOATRIGHT: Yes, sir. 1 think your analysis 

makes sense to me. I think that definite1 we  can't predict 
with any great accurac what's going to lappen over the next 
six years In regard to k c e  stzucture,,in regard to budgets. 

I would tell you that today, whrle we ma not have 
every haw; or  installation that we  could have c&sed o r  
r c a l ~ g n d  out of the Air Force structure, we're down to a 
posltlon, assumin that we  pet a reasonable closure in this 
round, a) a level &at I think will wrve the Air Force very 
well over the next six years and, at that point in time, if 
there is a need for one, for some additional realignment and 
closure actions, I think that would be the time that we ought 
to be considerin such a thlng. 

CH A I R M ~ N  DIXON: IS that an appropriate retltxtion 
of the views of all of ou'! 

SECRETARY AIDNALL: yes. yes 
GENERAL FOGLEMAN: Perhaps, 1 f  I could, one 

comment, Mr. Chairman. 
That is, it would be very useful for us  if somehow 

the Commiss~on could, in its report, stipulate that the 
actrons that have been directed, you know from all the 
previous BRACs and, in fact, the actions from this, that 
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(1:OO m.) 
COMMlSSlONER CORNEL~A: [Presiding.] G o a l  

afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Our morning session ran a 
little bit over time, so the rest of our cornmiss~oners will 
be joining us shortly. This afternoon, we  will begin with 
the representatives of the Navy, who w ~ l l  be with us  until 
2:30 p.m. They arc the Honorable John Dalton, the Secrdary 
ofthe Navy; ADM J.M. Boorda, the Chief of Naval Operations; 
General Carl Mundk Jr.,.the Commandant of the Manne Corps; 
the Honorable Ro In P ~ r i e ,  Assistant Secretary of  the Navy 
for Installations and Environment. 

At 2:30 p.m., we will welcome Joshua Gotbuum, the 
Assistant Secretary of  Defense for Econormc Security; Robed 
E. Ba er, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Insbllat~ons; 
CEN Jcorge T. Babb~tt, l r . ,  Principal Deputy Director of the 
Defense Lo istics Agencr; and Marge McMananay. BRAC Team 
Chief for t k  Defense Iglsrns Agency. 

If the panel~sts will please nse  and raise their 
right hands, I will administer the oath. 

[Witnesses sworn. j 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Sarehry  Dalton, you ma) 

I Page 19 1 
I begin. 
2 SECRETARY DALTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 
3 have a com lete statement I'd like to s u b m ~ t  for the record, 
I but would &e to give an abbreviated version of  that, if I 
5 could, at this time. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: W e  will d o  that, sir. 
7 SECRETARY DALTON: Thank you very much. Mr. 
8 Chairman, members of the commission it's once again an honor 
9 to be before you toda . Today I wiil present our position on  

1 0  the installations whicK the commission added to the list for 
I I consideration on May 10, 1995. In approaching this 
12 assignment, 1 must rejterate our objecttve in this round of  
13 base closure -- to achieve a more streamlined, effic~ently 
I4 located and responsive base line of sup rt capable of 
1 5  meetin the needs of  the Navy and the s a a d n e  Corps 
16 6 e  in the Department of  the Navy continue to have 
17 confidence in our revious recommendations. When taken 
18 together with the &isions made in prior rounds, w e  believe 
19 these recornmendirttons are the ri ht recommendations for the 
20 de artment. Recommendations tiat result in an ~nfrastructurc 
21 abfe tq p up port the four deployed Navy ~d Marine Corps 
22 expedttionary force that projects this nat~on's  resolve 

1 srutt. 
2 We want to find some way to d o  that that the 
3 Congress in its wisdom, will see makes good sense, because 
4 Senator ?hurrnond has asked us to come over there m the 
5 middle of July and make these recommendations and defend what 
6 we've done and, as I said to the Army, if we  can get our 
f bullet roof vests and coma in, in the dark o f  night, we'll 
8 probaby come back then to answer the auestions. 
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9 w e  sure thank ou all. 
lo SECRETARY ~VIDNALL:  ~ h s n ~  you 

/ I 1  . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank vou ver; much. Madam 
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12 k r e t a r  . 
S~!CRETARY WIDNALL: Thank all of  you 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. we're in 

/ I5 r e e s s  u n t ~ l  1 O'clock.. 
(Whereupon, at 12: 15 p.m., a luncheon recess was 

en.) 

I around the world. 
- 

In my testimony.before ou on March 6th, I reviewed 
3 our recommenciat~ons ~n d e t a d  and erplalned the b r u s  for 
4 them. While I will not repeat that description of  our 

I 5 analysis, we'll be happy to res ond to your questions on our 
6 recommendations and mcuis. hPy pvrpae today, Mr. Chairman, 
I is to spe+ specificalfy about that portlon o f  the 
8  comrmsslon s expanded 11st of De artment of Defense 
Y recommenda~ions which relate to the Ravy and Marine Corps. 

1 0  I recognize and ap laud the care and diligence that 
I I ou and. your staff h a v d r o u  ht to the process. There are 
12 five b a s ~ c  areas of  add~tlons t i a t  i believe warrant our 
I3 careful reflection. I will address them starting wit{ our 
14 valuable assets on the Atlantic, and then move to the Pacific 
15  area. Mr. Chainnan and members of  the commission, the 
I6 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is an integral component of our 
I 7 nuclear powered, fast attack submarine program and mission. 
1 8  It is extremely important tor the su port of  our 
19 SSNs e d  the Department of  the Navy's Sepot infnnructure. 
20 Follow~ng are the four ship F ln tenance  depot closures that 
21 have already been approved tn the base closure process, and 
22 one closure conducted outside of the process, our 

I I I 
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1 recommcndation to close the Lon Beach Naval Shipyard and the 
2 ship repair facility in Guam re%ced the remaining excess 
3 capacit by about half. 
4 ?Yo reduce thrs excess further our recommendation 
s transfers additional de  ot workload to the remaining 
6 shi yards from other &partment activities, predom,nantly 
7 tec I! nical centers. includin our present recommendations, we 
8 will have left only five 07 the original 12 ship depot 
9 activities, resultin in two per fleet and one overseas in 

1 0  the Western ~acifigc. 
I I Each of the remaining four shipyards is nuclear 
12 capable, thus providing robust support and the required 
13 flexibilrty for all aspects of fleet operational readiness. 
14 The commission's proposal to close Poh9mouth Naval Shipyard 
15 would hring the excess capacity in our shipyards down to 
16 about 1 percent, creating an unacceptable nsk as we strive 
17 to su port ever-increasing global in~tiatives with dwindling 
18 n u m g r s .  
19 The  retention of some excess shipyard ca acity was 
20 not an m i g h t ,  Mr. Chairman. It was a miliCryludgment 
21 decision by senior d e  artment of  the Navy and mllrtary and 
22 civilian leadership. h i s  conxlous  decisron was made to 
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I repair is required, or if any ship maintenance availability 
2 is altered for an reason, we  w ~ l l  have fast attack 
3 submarines surJced  and tied u at the dock, waiting for 
4 maintenance. In our  opinion, h r. Chairman, we  would be 
5 opcrating on and perhaps over the cdgc, and bc in jcopardy o f  
6 not meeting our global commitments. 
7 The question might be  asked, what about private 
8 ship ards? Mr. Cha!rman, n o  SSN refuelin workload is 
9 avaifable o r  manned m the pnvate sector. f i e  Depart~i~ent 

10 estimates it would take about three ears to stand u and man 
I I such a facility. at a cost between $4 million to $ I &  
12 million. Skeptics point to  Electric Boat Company in Gratin, 
I 3  Connecticut, as a potential refueling source. 
14 But Gratin has not refueled any t pe of submarine 
I 5  for over 2 0  years, and does not currently have the nrce..ary 
16 facilities to do so. While Newprt Ncws Shipbuilding Company 
17 has previously refueled fleet ballistic missile submar~nes. 
18 it does not currently have the facilities for Los Angela  
I9 class fast attach subma-rines. If you seriously contemplate a 
20 private shipyard, consideration must be given to the 
21 requirement to extensively tram and maintain a dedicated 
22 pnvate workforce, in place, under contract. 

q l l l ~ f  
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I provide necessary flexibility to meet future uncertainties in 
2 nuclear shipyard requ~rements. Let me speak for a moment 
3 about he  uncertainty of future requirements. 
4 Mr. Chairman, the ultimate size and nature of  the 

nuclear submarine fleet is in the throes of dramatic and 
6 fluid ehan es. The  SSN force level is projected to decline 
I by nearly f0 percent. There IS a debate concernin 
8 introduction of new classes of  submarines. These~actors ,  as  
9 well as world events, affect decisions on whether to refuel 

1 0  or  defuel our Los Angeles class fast attack submarines. 
I I These boats are the backbone of  our submarine 
12 force. Decisions to refuel, defuel, o r  inactivate nuclear 
I 3  powcrcd mbma.nes have a significant impact on nuclear depot 
14 workload to be assigned to Portsmouth. Our recommendation, 
15 which retains Portsmouth, protects nuclear capacity for 
I 6  greater flexibility. Whatever the future holds, it is clear 
17 that the SSN 688 attack submarine will be the mainstay of our 
I8 submarine fleet into the next millennium. 
19 In that context, it is important to remember that 
20 Portsmouth Naval Shi ard currently is the center of 
21 excellence for our SSN 88' class submarine depot maintenance 
22 It is the only planning yard within the Navy where 
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I You can't begin such an effort when the roblem 
2 emerges; it just takes too long. Therefore, w e k l i e v e  that 
3 assignment to the private sector is not a d e n t  choice. 
4 The cost of closing Portsmouth Naval s i p y a r d  and than 
5 replicating it in the private sector 'ust doesn't make sense. 
6 Mr. Chairman, the right answer, ke essential answer, is to 
7 retain Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 
8 Malntainrn a modest nuclear excess capacit 
9 provides the flexfbility and a vitical ed e against future 

1 0  uncertainties. Ths retention IS a b s ~ l u t ~ ~  necessary tc~ 
I 1 meet the requirements of the future force structure, given 
12 both maintenance and operational constraints. Turnin now to 
13 Naval Air Station Atlanta. Mr. Chairman, we  d i e v e  NAS 
14 Atlanta is a future cornerstone of the future Navy and Marine 
1.5 Corps reserve force. 
16 When we evaluated closin the naval reserve air 
17 station in Atlanta, a number of  kctors  became evident. For 
I 8  cxample, NAS Atlanta has low ovcrhcad bccausc of its a d ~ ~ c c n t  
19 locatron to Dobbins Reserve Air Force Base. The synergies 
20 crcated by Dobbins maintaining thc runway, and NAS Atlanta 
21 operating the medical facilitlw are exam les of how sir 
22 reserve components at this joint facility Rave woven an 
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I engineering modifications and maintenance procedures are 
2 designed for this class of submarine. As the regional 
3 maintenance hub of  the Northeast region, it is within 170 
4 miles of  the major submarine concentration at New London, 
5 Connecticut. 
6 Twenty-two of  57 SSN 688 class major de  
7 availabilities are lanned to be erformed at P o r g o u t h  
8 Naval Shipyard !!rough Fi3c.l ?ear 2005. That's. 39 percent 
9 of the aval lah~ll t~es for major submarine de  t maintenance. 

l o  The antici ated nuclear workload for ~ i s c a E e a r s  2001 
I I through 2& requireq four nuclear shipyards. And there is 
1 2  no room for an slip age. 
13 Delays o r a n y  Cind could result in the removal of 
14 ships from the operatin fleet. When an SSN 688 submarine 
I 5  reaches the end of  its 1%-month operating c cle, it is 
I 6  restricted from submer ling, and is lost 15 a i e e t  
1 7  operational asset. w i t b u t  ~ o r t s m o u t h ,  our remaining dry 
18 docks and facilities would have to he scheduled hell to toe. 
19 There would be no time allowed for required maintenance on 
20 the dry docks themselves, and cons~derable schedule 
21 adjustments would have to be made for non SSN ships. 
22 If any significant accident occurs, o r  emergent 
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I operatin network that reduces cost for all. 
2 N ~ S  Atlanta is our least ex ensive reserve naval 
3 air station m operate by over $4.Sm/llion a year. Most 
4 importantly, the demo raphics of Allanla show a very pos~tivc 
s trend for purposes of reserve recruiting. The fact that the 
6 more mature Air Force Reserve units on the base con1 lex at 
I Dobbins are manned at excess of IW percent shows tho ricrcst 
8 of the demographic base in Atlanta. 
9 Additionally, the Atlanta area is the re ional 

I 0  Marine Corps Reserve hare for the Southeasterntnited Strtcs. 
I I Like the. facility created in BRAC 9 3  at Fort Worth, if NAS 
1 2  Atlanta 1s left open, it wrll be  a model for the future of 
13 the joint reserve force. Mr. Chairman, your objective and 
14 ours is to reduce excess capacity. Closin NAS Atlanta woultl 
I 5  r uire the department to incur sipnif!cant costs to create 
I 6  axi t ions1 capacity at other air stations, which certainly 
17 does not meet our common ohlective. 
18 Since NAS Atlanta can accommodate and man the three 
19 additional squadrons proposed to be stationed there with no 
20 military construction expenditures, we  believe NAS Atlanta 
21 should remain open as an important part of our Navy-Marine 
22 Corps-Air Reserve structure and our future Navy and Marine 



~ u l t i - l ' a ~ e ~ ~  
Base Realignment & Closure 

Page 199 
orps total force. We have recommended the closure of Naval 

Weymouth, and the transfer of P-3 and C-130 
South Weymouth to the active air station at 

This recommendation not only reduces air station 
6 cxccss capacity, but also furthers the integration of active 
7 and reserve force structure. Wi!h this closure, all 
e remaining reserve air stations wrll be joint facilities. 
9 Wirh regard to the Naval Air Warfare Cen!er Weapons Division 

10 at Point Mugu in California, thrs actrvrty is a critical 
I I natlonal asset for research, development, tratning and 
12 ~ n g i n e r j n g  for the Navy. 

Pornt Mu ~u has been stu4ied extensively in BRAC 91, 
14 93 and 95. B&C 91 resulted In a ma or consolrdatlon of thc 

f' 15 China Lake and Point Mugu sites, which ocused on eliminating 
16 duplication and intertwining organizations. BRAC 91 and 
17 jubsquent management actions have resulted in China Lake and 
I8 Point Mugu rating number one and two in militnry value among 
19 a11 Navy technical activities, and have alread reduced 
20 stanin I at these two activitres by,2,000 em iyees. 
21 C e  now have an efficient, lrreplaceake set or land 
11 ~ n t l  sea ranges, co-located with and rntegral to research and 
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I Jevelopment laboratories that are critical to the Department 
2 of Defense. Point Mugu also provides a broad ran e of  
3 support for Naval Reserve, Air National Guard, an% active 
4 iorces, including the training and embarkation of  weapons 
5 qualification facrlities for Pacific fleet SeaBees. 

Mr. Chainnan and commissioners, the current 
7 rnlegrated *X of facilities and capabilitres at the China 

l a k e  and Pornt Mugu sltes represent five years of  
)nsolrdation and realignment efforts. Redundant 

anizational structurq and functions have been eliminated, 
the remaining functions are cntlcal. The Nav has 

12 alrcad accom lished si niRcant infrnstructure r d c t i o n s  
13 wrth t l e  ~ a v n f ~ i r  warfare Center Weapons Division in the 
I4 smartest and most economical manner. 
15 Spreading the Point Mugu functions to several other 
Ih bcations would undermine the unique s ner created through 
I7 the previous BRAC rounds. Next, k r .  f!hairman, I want to 
18 c la r~ ty  what I believe is a s i g n i f i c e t ~ i n t  concerning the 
1 9  publrc works center at Guam. Thrs tacrltty was not 
20 rcco~nrncndcd to me for closure, but was thoroughly considcrcd 
2 1  hy the base structure evaluation committee. 
12 With retention of tht: telecommunications center, 
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I facilities o r  others. 
2 As in an business transaction, however, the best 
3 interest of thebepartrnent of the Nav and the nation must 
4 prevail. Mr. Chnrrman, as a result orfurther unalysis by 
5 your staff, and in discussions the have had with affected 
6 communities and with our base cLsure staff, rt has been 
7 suggested that I address certain issues related to the 
8 Department of  the Navy's recommendatrons. 
9 In m complete written statement for the record, I 

1 0  have speci8cal1~~addresred the ?+or concerns. But I would 
I I lrke to r e e m p h a s ~ u  now the obvrous fact that our budgetary 
1 2  top line has come down dramtitically. Finally, and frankly, 
13 we can no longer afford to keep bases for whlch w e  have n o  
14 mission requirement, as in the case of NAS Adak. 
15 Additionally, our force and reserve resource levels 
16 have gone down to the point that we d o  not need certain 
17 things any longer to et the job done, like Long Beach Naval 
18 Shi ard. Finally, w$lerevFy we c m  consolidnte r t iv i t i es  
19 mll%io,the work rn one facrl~ty !h.t IS now being done at 
20 two w ~ t h  little or n o  loss of eftic~ency, that IS what we 
21 think we should do. 
22 Examples of  such consolidations are demonstrated in 

1 
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I the recommendations for the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
2 detachment at Annapolis, and for the movemsnl of SPAWAR to 
3 San Diego. We have, in each case kept the activit that 
4 rovides uy the greatqr benefit,. an J we have conso.l!dated 
r Eke operntrons to ach~eve efficrencles and cMnomes  of  
6 scale. 
7 I would like to conclude by saying, once again. 
8 that we take no joy rn our recornmendatrons. This IS a 
9 painful rocess, which I'm sure you fully recognize, as a 

1 0  r9.k o f  your extensive and ambitious sch+uIe o f  bnse 
I I v!srts throughout the nation. In each locat~on, concerned 
12  cttizens have athered hearings,, hopeful that somehow, 
I3 someone woufd turn back the trde nnd stop the closure of 
14 their facilities. 
IS  Your task of  ensurin the recommendations presented 
I6 to the President are the r i g h  recommendations for the 
17 Department of  Defense and the nation is both difficult and 
in  critical. We are heartened, however, by the growing number 
19 of communities that are recognlzrn the opportun~tres that 
20 can come from the re-use of  these kcilitirs. We have opened 
2 1  dialogues with several of  these grou s ,  and are hopeful that 
22 the outcomes will be beneficral to alPparties. 

I 
I I 
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I the naval magazine, naval hospital and other government 
2 facilit~es for a total of more than 3,300 rsomel, plus 
3 a proximately 2,600 persqnnel assrgnaPeby the Air Force, 
r t&re ! m o r e  than a sufficrent customer base to warrant 
5 retentron of a public works center. Obviously, the size of a 
6 public works center is going to be dependent on the number of 
7 operattons tt supports. 

Given the current size of the activities being 
9 supported, we believe the appropriate course of  action is as 

10 w e  recommended -- the retention of  the public works center, 
I 1 Guam. As in the case of Guam, other communities are coming 
12 torward with initiatives to privatize certain facilities 
I3 rtiommended for closure by the Department of  the Navy. 

We support privatizttlon initiatives such as have 
' I 5  heen suggested b the Naval Air Warfare Center in 
16 Indiana lis, d t h e  Naval Surface Warfare Center in 
17 ~ o u i s v g ,  so long as (hey entail private sector facilities 

1 8  ;uld en~ployees competin 1 under applicab)e statutesl p l i c i e s  
I ryulations. , ~ l e x i b i h t ~  in Ian ua e IS esseltia o 
ui ing the abrlit to consider a d  o t these  optrons, since 
Department o f  t i e  Navy will, of  course, be bound hy any 
commission recommendation language with regard to these 

, I 
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I As I have said before, these communities will 
2 forever be a part of the extended Navy famil . This 
3 concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman and I, akng with my 
4 colleagues will be ha p to res ond to your questions. 
5 c O ~ M I S S I O N B ~  &RNEfLA: Thank you. Secreiary 
6 Dalton. ADM Boorda, did you wish to make any statement? 
7 ADM BOORDA: No, I agree, obviously, w ~ t h  my 
8 Secretary's statement, and I'd be happy to answer any 
9 questions. 

1 0  GENERAL MOODY: I have no swilement, Mr. Chairman. 
I I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Secretary Pirie? 
1 2  SECRETARY PIRIE: No, sir. 
13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I would ask !he limrkre er 
14 to.extend 10 minutes to each commissioner, nnd we'lrbegin 
15  wrth Retired ADM Ben Montoya. 
16 COMMlSSlONER MONTOYA: GEN Mundy, you got r h e  
n ride last time. We're oin to start with you t d a y .  
18 GENERAL MU&D%: Just because I was pouring the 
19 drinks. 
20 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have a cou le of 
21 questions. The Tvn one is BRAC related to a previous B L C  
22 action. We*ve been advised,and maybe you're aware of the 
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I fact that the community in Glenview, Illinois, has been 1 2 sprig with the Manne  Corps about t h e ~ i b i l l t y  of being 
3 a le to, after they become owners goin t rough the 
4 statutor process of Glenview, to lease &ck facilities, o r  
5 the faciBty, to keep the Marine Corps t h e n  
6 W e  ve looked at that very carefully, and it 
7 requires a statute I think, to overcome some statutory 
8 procedures. ~ n d  m k y e s t i o n  is, is the Marine Corps 
9 Interested in that? would you want this c o m s s i o n  to 

10 consider that proposal and write some appropriate language to 
I I facilitate that? 
12 GENERAL MUNDY: Commissioner, as ou've accurately 
I3 portrayed, on the heels of the previous BRA& actions, the 
14 decision was made to close the naval air station at Glenview. 
IS And that's a good Marinc community, always has been. We have 
16 a reat deal of affection for the community. But it was to 
I7 actieve economies for all the right reasons. Now. the new 
18 factor that has come in is the proposal, as ou suggest. 
19 As we have looked.at that, there. are regal 
20 complications with that, if not restrictions, prohibitions 
21 that would be not currently within the latitude of  the 
22 Secretary, o r  any of  us, for that matter, I think, to go  

- 0 -  

1 And 1 'ust wonder if you feel comfortable that 
2 you'll be abie to, for the long haul, move there and be able 
3 to execute operationally, given the characteristics of 
4 helicopters In the community. 
5 GENERAL MUNDY: Cornrnissioncr. l fccl co~nloflahlc 
6 that we'd be able to do that. There's no question thi~t the 
7 relocation to Miramar puts a good number of aircraft that 
8 would be on, at an given time, I think, about 150 to 200 
9 flying machines o r o n e  sort o r  another --jet o r  helicopter 

10 or even C-130s - operating out of thcrc. For Marines, wc do 
I I that at,a lot of other places. We d o  it out at Yuma, only 
12 few mlles to the east. 
13 We d o  rt up at 29 Palms. We d o  it off the decks of 
14 amphibious ships. So we  are accustomed to operating 
15 helicopters and fixed wings together. Yes, the noise pattern 
16 for the heavy lift helicopters is certainly a consideration. 
17 There's a long track here, and I think ou must be aware of 
18 11. y e n  the decision was made In BJAC 91 to clme Tustln 
19 that In effect forced the Issue. We had nowhere to put the 
20 lar est aircraft grou in !he Marine Corps, which was the 
21 hefco  ter roup at R s t m .  
22 h e  BRAC proposed at that time. and I think the 
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I around. There are -- if the circumstances evolved, as has 
2 been at least portrayed by the city of Glenview there, it 
3 certainly is an interesting offer. 
4 And I would think that right now, we have fairly 
5 specific langua e that directs us to move that Marine air 
6 control grou f o w n  to Dandalk. Virginia. If the.cpmmission 

I 7 saw fit to r e i x  that langua e to glve s o m e . f l e x ~ b ~ l ~ t  to 
8 the department to  look at t f e  most ewnom~cpl  and t i e  most 
9 effectwe, from the standpoint of demogra hic r e c ~ i t i n g  and 

10 that sort of thing, that would certainly n o r b e  harmful in 
I I the next couple of  years, as  that proposal could be 
12 considered. 
13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: One of the tho11 hts if wc 
I4 were to redirect, and write some language. it wouldbe7in an 
IS either o r  category. If there's a statutory fixed, you'd be 
I6 permitted to stay; if there isn't by a certain date, you'd 
17 move. The 9 3  recommendation, in rewriting a finding as of 
1 8  this BRAC, the clock will start again. It is our counsel0s 
19 judgment, you'd have another six-year term. 
20 You may not  want that. But 1 think that's 
21 something that ~f you're Interested in, we'd be more than 
22 pleased to work with your staff and work some language that 

I I 
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I Dcrcnsc Dc artmcnt endorsed the movement of the groul, up to 
2 29 Palms, ulldlng ' ' what would have turned out to be about a 
3 $650 million base there. That became impractical, and that 
4 was turned around in BRAC 93, and we were told to go in thc 
5 direction that we're oin . S o  we  reall are without a lot 
6 of viable options, o t b r  t t an  to procea?as we're going. And 
7 1 think we  can d o  that effectively. 
8 As far a! March Air Force Base, it is a good base. 
9 We have been out there over the years. It's one of  our -- it 

l a  is in fact our princi al area port of departure when we ship 
I I Marines out of  the b e s t  Coast, out to ccsis  response. But 
12 the fact is that, as I understand it, the Air Force, of 
13 course, has closed that a s  an active base. It will be a 
I4 Reserve and an Air National Guard base. 
15 The polic and the capaclty of  the Reserve and 
16 Guard is not t s b  able to operate that as  a base wi!h us as 
17 a tenant. Under those circumstances, we  can certarnl 
I8 consider relocating there. But we cannot operate the i a s e  we 
19 have -- neither the structure the peo le, o r  the resources 
20 within the department. ~ n d  it w v u l ~ b e  the creation of an 
21 additional base at a time when we arc trying to draw down thc 
22 numbers of bases. 
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I might ive ou that flexibility. 
2 &N&AL MUNDY: Well, I think ns thc Sccrctary I I S ~  
3 the term here, the flexibility in the options, o r  flexib~lit 
4 /n the i anguge ,  would certainly be, In my view, in t h e L q t  
5 ~nterest. 
6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: The other question is as 
7 much an observation. I understand that there has been 
8 continual dialogue In trying to have the Marines reconsider 
9 the helicopter portion of their move to Miramar, and take it 

10 to March Air Force Base. The community has been very active 
1 I in lobbying for that. It's our understanding that that 
12 Department of  the Navy decision, based upon operational and 
I3 fundin reasons IS committed to the Miramar move. 
I4 btnd my observation is th,is. I lived for a number 
I5 of years In the San Dlego area In m Navy Ilfe. And one of 
I6 the bi g a t  issues in San Diego, m i l  think it remains there 
n is theRelicopter noise down on the Silver Strand. 
18 I-lelicopters seem to be more of an intrusion because of their 
19 flight atterns and flight characteristics than jet.aircraft. 
20 And, d i ramar  has been a base that 1s not qulte llke El Toro. 
21 but 11's sort of In that category from an encroachment 
22 perspective. 
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I So m recommendation to you, much as the March 
2 option migEt be, is that we continue with no change tn the 
3 BRAC 91 and 93 decisions, o r  recommendations. 
4 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, General. ADM 
5 Boorda this question may require an answer for the record, 
6 hut i,n the course of looking at all these bases of  all the 
7 services, it's become apparent in hearings and also vislting 
8 that you all are right -- one must be very careful if you 
9 dlspose of  ranges, industrial capacity o r  waterfront. 

10 Because once one, it's gone. And so that has been a 
I I constant thoug%t in our mmnds as u result of hearing from the 
1 2  leaders in our militar services. 
13 And so  one of &e issues for me. in looking at the 
14 Long Beach Naval Shipyard, has been the issue of home- 
15 portlng aircraft carriers. You can't avoid that; i t  kee s 
16 coming up. It comes up in the Alameda context, In t R L  
17 Edwards context, and now we're talking about San Dicgo. 11 
18 lookin , into that further, I have seen some of the San Dlego 
19 plans k r  h o m e - ~ n i n g , .  And there is considerable dredging 
20 and filling thpt thlnk IS part of that contemplated 
21 construct~on ~nvolved. 
22 And the concern I have there is, notwithstanding 
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: So you're comfortable with i t ?  
SECRETARY DALTON: I am comfortable with it. 

I Page 2 12 / I authority in San Die o, that controls the entire 
I 2 complex. includin k e  airports there. I think tE?es t  

3 thing for us wouldbe to give you, for the record, a 1 4 chrnnology of all the things we've dqne -- whlch are 
I 5 bas~cally a list of successes at t h i s p ~ n t  -- and a 

6 prospective look at what we're golng to do. 
1 7  And of course we think we're golng to be 

i c l ~ ~ f u l .  The idea of closing Long Beach was not an easy 
And one of the things wc looked at was San Diego versus lmng Reach for horne-porting. In previous BRACs, we closul 

I I rhc: niival station and moved those shi s to other rts. So 
12 ~i hiid illready started that process. 61 I'd be g%l to 
1 rovide you -- there's a lot of  environmental details here, 
1 4  Enr the record. 
1 5  COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have a ftxlin there ir 
l o  Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, 1.m compbted. 

' 

1 7  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Com~~iiss i~ner  
1 8  hlontoya. Commissioner Lee Kling. 
I Y COMMISSIONER KLINC: Thank you. Mr. Swret;rry, Ict 
20 mc beg~n by saying thanks to ou  and all the ofticers In 
? I  pc r r~nne l ,  as we v~sited, h r  txeir indulgence. They 
12 probably put a lot of  people out, but we really appreciate 

I I 
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I always tried to maximize o erational ca abilities t o g e t k r  as 
2 part of the total fort+ ~ n B c l o s i n ~  NA! South Weymouth 
3 reduced excess cn acity at both a c t ~ v e  and reserve a ~ r  
4 stations; p rov ic l~subsunt ia l  savin 5s; and maintained the 
5 most ca able ~ l r  s y i o n  in the ~ o r t k e a s t  United States, vice 
6 two u n J ) e r u t i ~ i ~  alr stat~ons. 
7 And we d o  feel l ~ k e  that we complied with the 
8 spirit and the letter of the regulations. But would you like 
9 to add to that? 

1 0  ADM BOORDA: Sure. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
I I There's a synergism here which is even better than n m y  of  
12 the others we get. In maritlme patrol air., about half the 
13 High! hours that reservists f l  are flown in actlve 
14  mlsslons, contributing with &e active force -- not just 
I5 training, but actually out doin it In the case of  
16 lo I S ~ I C S  --,a+ when some of &e'airplmes move up, there 
17 w31 be l o g ~ s t ~ c s  alrcruft, 130s -- our  entire log~stics 
18 lift, other than what is on the aircratt carriers themselves 
I9 is in the reserves. So thls is a good move, pu t t~ng  reserves 
20 and active together in aviation. 
21 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you, ADM Boorda. Could 
22 1 ask a question, Further, Admiral? Concerning the 
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I all the support and help that w e  got. I also would like to 
2 s a y  I personally appreciate our comments concerning 
3 nvatlzation, part~cularl &ling with Indianapolis and 
r ~ouisv i l l e ,  because I d o i n o w  that they're moving along 
5 And yo?? support o f  that and your statement of  that 
6 was very posttlve. And they're concerned, probably, about 
7 uhether we, say, make some kind o f  recommendation to you, 
1 wh~ch is a question of how much authorit we have. But if we 
9 rrrrke the suggestion that we would li& to see it encoura l u l  

.(I -- privatization -- I think the *I1 be a lot more comfortabbe . 

i now b your statement. So {thank you very much for that. 
i and I [Link it's a wonderhl  direction to go. 
J Let me 'ust ho around with a few different 
4 'pestloris if i can. b e  talked about the naval reserve, and 
5 ccnain o/ uestions have been raised, and I'd just like to 
0 ask ahout 8 e  -- the Nav believes that we  can move the 
7 rcyrve horn Boston to h e w  Bmnswick, and that's about I50 

:s away. 1 believe. is there an concern about movlng 
from a population ce?ter andbeing able to continue to 

tain that reserve situation? 
SECRETARY PALTqN: Yes, sir, it is, Mr.  Kling We 

:7- l ( ~ k e d  at that situation wlth respect to how it affects 

Pa e21C 
I undergraduate pilot training, and, your letter of  M r y  2 4 h ,  to 
2 Congressman Montgomery on this subject, could you lease 
3 elaborate on your concern, your c?mmene? ~ p e c ~ f i u b y  the 
4 risks associated in conducting all intermediate advanced 
5 strike training at a single base. 
6 In your words you stated that this would be a 
7 difficult task and r d u c e  the capacity for sur e operations, 
a and that could be unacceptable, considering fhe increased 
9 ilot training requirements I think we all know are there. 

la L o  ou still support this recommenda!ion to close Meridian? 
I I A n d d o  ou have an concerns about it? 
12 A&M B O O R ~ A :  Well, let me be very clear that what 
13 I'm going to say is my own personal opinion. The 
14 Department's o inion -- 
15 C O M M I ~ ~ I O N E R  KLING: Good enough for me. 
16 ADM BOORDA: Oka The Department's opinion is as 
17 s t a t e  in the submission. &s was a tou h call, Meridian. 
18 Lmktng a! (he BCEG's figures, there's ??XI 
19 and Mr. Pine may want to be more s p e c ~ t i ~ ~ h ~  I t a c F ? t  - 
20 moment -- about an 18 percent excess ca acity if you d o  it 
21 all. 811 the strike training, at ~ ingsv i l l e -80  
22 That should be enough. As we watch, a n d ~ ~ ! r ~ ~ o " r $ % i t ~  
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I department if we  can r e a l i 7 ~  those savings. Having sard that 
2 -- that's the view from the technical side. 
3 COMMISSIONER KLING: l understand. I just wonder, 
4 Secretary Dalton, d o  you have any different feeling on that? 
5 1 don't want to stay wlth this sub~ect.  I know we've got 

* 

., . 
6 others now. 

" 

7 SECRETARY DALTON: Mr. Kling, as the CNO and Mr. 
8 Pirie have said, this was a thorough analysis. It was a 
9 difficult recommendation because ~ t ' s  a relatively new 

1 0  facilit and it's certainly well sup orted by the community. 
I I It really came down to an afforda&lity issue and the 
12 savin s. And the savings heing approximately $350 milljon 
I3 over Phe twenty-year perrod that caused the recommendatron 
14 that it be closed. But it was a tough decision. It's a fine 
1 5  facility with fine people, but that's the reason we came to 
16 the conclusion that we did. 
17 COMMISSIONER KLING: Just a last uestion on tha 
18 suhject and I'll relinquish rny time. In all the?igures that 
19 you have put together, those figures, you still feel are 
20 correct and ad uate on thrs. 
21 S E C R E T a Y  DALTON: Yes. sir, our projection in this 
22 case, I think it's $345 million over a twenty-year period, is 
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I what we  antici ate the savin s to be. 
2 COMMI~SIONER K L ~ N G :  Thank you. 
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Commissioner. 
4 Corilniissioner Wendi Steele. 
5 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Onc moment, I didn't think hc 
6 was going to jump my way. Give mc a second here. I ' l l  s u n  
7 off with sometkqng that, s not bi on scope o r  substance, but 
8 it's klnd of a p n n c ~ p l e  Issue ancfl'd just like to bounce 11 
9 off you and see what our thoughts are  Mr. Secretary. 

1 0  The Oakland PAC, as you're well aware, there was 
I I s ecial le  islation passed to circumvent the BRAC process, to 
1 2  a i o w  t h e % l ~ ~  to return to the city for a dollar a year for 
I3 fifty years versus going through the BRAC process m d  
14 closing. My personal concerns with that is, take a look at 
15 Chica o they're willing to ay to move tenants out of the 
16 base. %hey want that land S!r city expans~on 
17 But In this case, now w e  have a cit tha't gets i l  
1 8  for a buck instead of  some sort of markervalue o r  cost to 
19 move. My questions for the Navy on  this are twofold. One, 
20 the Navy is, as  I understand, is  stdl goin to have to pay 
2 1  to move the remaining tenants. 1 know t f  re are  not a lot of 
22 them; that's something you're going to have to pick up in 

w 
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I My, I'm not a lawyer, one of few in the room, my 
2 Iily~nan's understanding would bc, wl~ocvcr owns thc property 
3 would be liable. But in this case, the Navy would retain 
4 ownership for the next fifty years for a whopping proceed of 
5 fiftv dollars. But would have to have. mv euess would he thc 
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I rcnsons, propcrly at that tlme, in my opinion. Meridian ended 
2 up on the 11st. 
3 As we look at this year's bud el work that we're 
r doing, we  see that we're a little bitfight on fix$ wing 
5 aviat~on, and particularly in the strike communlt . And 
6 there's alread been a decision made that we  widpick up the 
7 Air Force's A l l  I1 mission. which is oing to keep about lour 
8 squadrons of EA6Bs for us. And t iey train in the strike 
9 p~peline. 

1 0  None of this is a whole lot more training. It's 
I I small numbers. Could .we d o  all that at Kingsville-Corpus 
1 2  complex? The answer IS yes. W e  could, ~f everyth~n 
I3 happened the way I said in that letter, eat up  almost a( 
14 that excess and have no surge capability. 
I5 A g a i n . . p i n g  only personally,.I would more 
I6 comfortable I I had a Irttle surge capacrty ~f w e  dldn't 
17 guess right on what we're doing. It is an affordability 
l a  issues though. And as I said in that letter, the real issue 
19 is risk versus cost. 
20 1 would hope, and in our initial hearing I believe 
2 1  I said something very similar to this, that w e  could d o  a 
22 better job  of figuring out how to work better with the Air 
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I Force and the base just to the north of there. This was good 
2 alr space. There's a bombing range right there. We can do 
3 lots of good things together. There are reserves on the base 
4 and Nat~onal Guard. 
5 S o  I would ho e that in your deliberations, you 
6 could find a way .lo Eeep somethin at Meridian, to keep that 
7 base alive provldln the surge ca &lity without large 
u expense to us. ~ n d  that we  coul! be snmrt enough to et the 
9 benefits at Kin sville. That would require a lot of w o s  

10 and I have to t i l  you that is my own personal opinion atid 
I I not shared b the de  artment. 
12 COMdSSIONER KLINF: Thank you, Admiral. Mayhc 1 
13 could see if there's any other personal opinions on this 
I4 subject that mi ht he1 b the way. 
I5 SECRE$ARY B /RI~ :  Yeah, my personal opinion 
I6 coincides with the opinion of  the de artment in thls case. 
17 And it is  as ADM Boorda states. $e can in fact, d o  the 
1 8  stick training at Kin sville-Corpus. It will, in fact, be 
19 tight. Particularly i f w e  bring on the extra squadrons that 
20 may be contemplated; if we  can afford them and d o  that. 
21 And it IS a cost benefit analysis. It's $30 
22 million a year. And that's a c o n s ~ d e ~ a b l e  benefit to the 

6 liaGility for any damage to that propehy, ' t~whoever  they 
7 lase it to. 
8 SECRETARY PIRIE: The liability for the past 
9 environmental restoration is inescapable and stays w ~ t h  us 

l o  regardless of the disposal. For Suture environmental damage, 
I I I'm not really clear what the terms of the lease would he, 
12 but ~t seems to me that we would write the lease In a 
13 protective way s o  that we would he covered for whalever is 
14 done in the future, b whoever is the tenant. 
I5 C O M M I S S ~ O ~ E R  STEEL-E: And Secretary Dalton. I 
16 wondered ~f ou would comment on if you think we ou rht to 
I7 have the F I S ~  g o  through the BRAC process o r  allow lee 
18 specral legrslat~on to proceed? 
19 SECRETARY DALTON: Madam Commissioner, I'tl like lo 
20 elahorate further for the record, if I could, on that. I 
21 don't have anything to add from what Mr. Pirie has answcrcd. 
22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay, thank you very much. 

I'age 22 1 
I your bud4et. With not getting any money from the property 
2 r t  wouldn t revert to the cit . 
3 And secondly a legsfquestion. Would the Navy. 
4 under the lease, be liable for any environmental damage that 
5 might happen while this becomes a megaport in the next filty 
6 years? 
7 SECRETARY PIRIE: I think we're going to have to 
u give you s detailed answer for thc rccord, Commissioncr The 
9 qacstion about whcther FlSC Oakland should bc closed or not, 

1 0  is that the department recommends that it should be closed. 
I I But the secretary, in his discretion, removed it from the 
12 lrst. 
13 S o  our recommendation is to remain in status quo at 
14 Oakland. Liability for environmental restoration remains 
15 with the department regardless of whatever the disposal of 
I6 the property happens to he. We're wcll under way in working 
n that. 
1 8  COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm sorry. The liahility 
I9 part I meant was from now. ~n the future. I understand the 
20 department is liable u until now, but if the properties went 
21 throu h a normal BRRC processing m d  ot returned to the 
22 city, &en the city becomes, o r  whoever 8uys the property -- 
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wilzhing to Guam. Secretary Pine, in our letter to 

Iflepresentat,ve Undenvu)d, you stated tb;t through long term 
eabes, outr~ght  transferrals, o r  any other mutually 

4 agrccahle arrangement, as much of  the land and facilities n 
5 poss~ble on Guam, ou'd work out such agreements. 

Do you feel t k t  it's most beneficial for you if 
7 the Commission just la s hands off and allows ou to proceed 
x as ~ O I '  would; o r  woulY i t  help, given the art f&itory of 
u ncp,ll;ttions between the department and Euam, if we had 

lo language to he1 the revitalllation move forward quicker 
MR. P I R ~ E :  Well. a: you b o w .  we're advocates of 

1 2  tlexrhlc langua ie wherever tt can be supplied to us. We've 
I I k i i d  .I nlln~hcr olbdiscsssions with Representative Undcnvod and 
1.r C;ovcrnor Guitarez of Guam, and others about the disposition 
I i 0 1  ihc p r o r r t y _  And I think we  can come to an amicable 
1 6  unclerstan Ing In t h ~ s  casa. , In paflrcular, the I t ~ a t i o n  of the MSC shi s and 
1 8  the hclico ler squadron seem to me that rather t i an  directive 
I 9  l i~ng~iige &)r the relocation of  those, language that allows 
20 the llcet commander the tlexibility to ut those squadrons 
21 where i t  hest suits his operational would be very 
2 2  hclpt~rl. And that would permrt hlm to locate them in Guam 
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I for part o r  all of  the Future as  ma be best for them. 
2 Back to the dis  sition uf t i e  property. I think 
1 that we are on a g d r i i c k  w ~ t h  the government of  Guam. I 
4 think we can d o  rt without a great deal of  help. The more 
5 flexrble the Ian u g e ,  the better for us. 
6 COMMIS8lONER STEELE: Okay. Somebody can hell, 
7 remind me -- the recommendation that we  received, were the 
8 MSC shi s to o to Hawaii? 

M{. P I ~ E :  y e s  
COMMISSIONER STEELE: So you'd like to open that up 

er and not designale Hawaii, specifically, in our 

13 MR. PIRIE: Yes. 
I-! COMMISSlONEq STEELE: Okay. The fuel f i rm on 
I 5 Guam --just kind of  finlsh Guam off here -- bad choice of 
16 worilh, excuse me, delegate -- finish the issue of  Guam -- 
I 7 H , I ) T ~ I I I ~  OI I I  thc operational chain of command on our visit wc 
1 8  were lold that you had actually -- the department as a whole 
19 v o t ~ l d  like to retain the fuel farm, that it yss an overs i~h t  

1 7 0  to hilve i t  on the list. Wolrld ou all concur with that'. 
1 z I M R .  PIRIE: We would$ke access to the fuel farm. 
; 22 We wotild like to be able to use the fuel farm. Whether we 
i 
! 

- 
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t Force, I think that will work out very well. And then h e  
2 prospect of moving -- no, I'm sorry -- setting up the pilot 
3 trainlng and the way you've got i t  set up -- nght now, ust 
4 in C o  us Christi. t s my understanding ou move a11 the T 
5 44s. to?msacola.. ~ n d  with the i?c(easd ~ F O  wso or  
6 bas~c  NAV training, nav~gator traln~ng, d o  you have room to 
7 d o  all that down at Pensacola? 
n ADMIRAL BOORDA: It fits, J.B. I don't want to 
Y ive anybody the impression that we can't fit it the way we 

10 gave it,, it*! a p r  *e Issue. Are we  loing to d o , m r e  
I I consol~dst~on In h e  Air Force? I t b n k  we'd l ~ k e  to, nnd I 
12 think.the Air Force would like to and we're goin to keep 
11 working the problem. But r ~ g h t  now, no, thingsht  where wt 
14 got them. 
I5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And this mornin with the Air 
16 I7  be Force, a turbo Admiral 'et versus Boorda, a turbo it came prop, up that that may if the cause J ~ A T S  the k a v y  oes to 

In  some problems. Do ou want to comment on that? 
19 ADMIRAL B ~ ~ R D A :  Well, as you w d l  know, we'n 
20 oirig to have air space issues, de ndin on what JPATS.looks 
21 [ k e  And withqu! knowing J P ~ T S  looks like it's a 
22 Irttle hard to antlclpate that. I t h ~ n k  that whatever 
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I ha ens, if JPATS is an airplane that requires bigger AQs, 
2 di r i ren t  kind of  issues, ou're golng to see us have to 
3 consolidate more. That's tie way we would deal with it. But 
4 that's really speculative until we know what the airplane 
5 looks like. 
6 COMMlSSlONER DAVIS: A s  you all can suspect, we've 
7 had a lot of  help with some of  thlngs,welre doin . And we 
a even gave you a little help with the srght out at (!!orona, ~n 
9 that we've dded it.-- put it on to  take a look at it. And 

10 as I pull on that stnng I find there are several maybe down 
1 I sides to that process that you've got all that consolidated, 
12 it's a fairly inde endent organizat~on sitting there. And by 
I3 movin it does tRat you cause you some distress, even though 
14 you deferred tt k c a t ~ s e  of the economic impact? 
1 5  ADMIRAL BOORDA: 1 think -- if it's all right, I'd 
16 ask Mr. Pirie to answer it, because the real issues were not 
17 whether we could consolidate o r  move the functions at the 
I8 tech facilit but, rather, what was the employment in that 
I9 area and wiat  had ha pened in that area. 
20 C O M M ~ S S I ~ ~ E ~ ,  DAVIS: Basically, what we're g~tting 
21 from the cornmunltles 1s that it is a independent unit, lt 
22 n d s  to stay as an independent unit because of  the service 
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I own i t  or not is I think a matter of relative indifference to 
2 us. 
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Well, we'll follow 

: 4 throu ph with that one in writing just to  make sure that we  
5 have h e  language that would be most flexible. 
6 Only k a u s e  I was cau *ht off guard -- this is very 
7 rdre - Ism goln to ield the balance of  my time. 
8 COMMISSfON6R CORNELL: Thank you, commissionsr. 
9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Ms. Sector. I'm 

; to  sorr , h a u s e  of  inefficient management on my part I was 
; I I una&c to ,& here for our stirring opening setement. But 
n I've read it very u!chy and 1 d o  apprec~ate ~ t ,  and 1.m 
13 sorry that 1 m i s y 3  lt. 
I J  My quest~ons are I guess pretty much alon the same 
1 5  11nc I I d  before. A din, l appreciate Admiral Efoorda's v e y  
16 thoughtful remarks a&ut the pilot trainin %., A s  you know. 
17 was very concerned about the search capa ility and he's been 
18 vcry fi)rthr~ght in that process. 
I Y  I do have another. I ~uess ,  pilot training question 
2 ' will try to et thmu& i t  reaso~ably uick. In , ng at the p i k t  trainin and talkln t o j h e  Air Force 

hat kind of meshing tkat you are joing with the Air 
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1 it provides to both the second and third fleets. I just 
2 really need some of  our  guidance. 
3 ADMIRAL BoBRDA: We are technically more capable 
4 than we were four o r  five years ago, GPS, a lot of  recording 
5 systems, a lot more 3-D radars, a lot more abi l~ty to  know 
6 what hap ned and evaluate it makes that not as ood a case 
7 as it migffiChave been in the past. But the issues b e r e  are 
I really employment issues. 
9 DO you want to -- 

l o  MR. PIRIE: No, I mean, I agree with our answer. 
I I Technically the DSEC looked pt m v i n  p a ~ o f  that ac,ivit 
12 to the ~ a v a l  PG School where it would %e co-located wlth tit 
13 operations research faculty. And that looked to us to be a 
14 real kind of win.nin alignment. The other parts of it, some 
15 ~f ~ l ,poes  to Chlna f a k e ,  wnie to other Naval a1r research 
16 facilities. We did not see that we  would lose anything that 
17 couldn't be -- wasn't really rtdundant elsewhere. 
18 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And I think m last question 
19 is that -- of course, $64,000 question -- whic i  1 thought 
20 that you answered rather eloquent1 . Admiral Boorda. 1 
21 haven't read the papers yet, but I &n't know how the Sea 
22 Wolf fared in the mark-up, bat is there anything that3s 
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I happened, since you were at Porismouth, to change your mind 
2 on the kind of risks that we'd be takrrlg if we close 
3 Portsmouth. 

' 4 ADMIRAL BOORDA: In the House mark-up Sea Wolf did 
5 not make it. We still have to seq. what's oing to hap 
6 the Senate. We9re hopeful. I think I'd l i fe  to ~ h o  w% In  
7 the Secretary has sard before and that 1s that thrs IS an 
8 uncertain business, that the d88s are goin to be with us  for 
9 a long time, depcndin on how construct~on fans and funding 

lo  o; and I hope we ' l fbe  totally successfu[ but depmding on 
I I Eow they go. the 688 could become even more important for 
1 2  even longer. And it's a retty risky business shutting down 
13 the center of excellence &at takes care of that submarine. 
14 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Lastl , Mr. Secretary, I'd 
15 like to  thank y o u ~ m n a l l y  for eve p6ce  I've been on a 
I6 naval base, they id not chastise me7or my secondary 
17 education. 
18 (Laughter.) 
19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And they were very kind to us 
20 and they were ve forthright in their answers. I t  was a 
21 pleasure to  be b a g  on  a naval base. 
22 SECRETARY DALTON: Thank you very much, 
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I Icss com licated maybe to do it. but wc would hope to bc sak  
2 at both L a t i o n s .  
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. And then rtnally on that, 
4 let me ask ou a uestion because wc askcd some of our folks 
5 out in -- a x  i i a m  s c a l l  in ~ a r i n e b e s t  Coast 
6 Aviation, who is in char e o f  rt -- & some numbers to look 
7 at the March option, ancfhe rovided us with some numbers. 
8 And I will say we worked with [im in '93, too, a d  frankly hc 
9 w a s  closer on the numbers than thc DOD was, as it well turned 

10 out. 
I I Those numbers that he  provided the Base Closure 
1 2  Commission -- us, personally and our staff, at our recluwt -- 
13 are vastly different than the numbers that we have gotten 
14 from the Navy on the cost of  the March option. I realize 
I5 ou're not an expert on numbers, but my experience with Mr. 
I6 bi l l i ams  is that his numbers~have been very ml. 
17 I wonder if you just m ~ g h t  comment -- Bere arc not 
18  even close, as you know, w e  re tens of  millions of  dollars 
19 apart in a year. Could you ive us, at least, some comment 
20 on whether you think it mi&t be somewhere in between. or 
21 perhaps our  folks didn't get to look at  the whole picture or 
22 -- how d you explain that enormous difference? 
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I Commissioner. We a rwiate having you, and want to 1 2 compliment you and ayrthe commissroners for the exhaustive 
3 schedule that you've had since we  last met, all the places 
4 you've been and the schedule that you've been on to get 
5 around lo hear from everyone. And we certainly welcomed you 
6 aboard our  naval facilities and appreciate having you and 
7 commend ou for all that you've done. 
8 COdMlSSIONER DAVIS: Thank you very much. Mr. 
9 Chairman, I yield the rest of  m time. 

10 COMMlSsl?NER CORNEtLA: Thank you. Commissionc~ 
I I Davis. Commrssroner Rebecca Cox. 
12 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. I want to start by 
13 just following up  on a couple of questions that have been 
14 asked by other commissioners, to make sure I understand. 
I5 General Mundy, jf I could start with ou on the 
16 March Arr Force Base Issue. You i n d i c a t d  that certainly the 
17 Marines are w o r k r n ~  wrth fixed and rotary aircraft in many 
18  places, and that that s a doable situation. If we d o  
19 everything that the DOD has recommended, you'll have over 100 
20 fixed wing, I think, and over 100 helicopters at Miramar. 
21 Are you operating with that kind of volume and that kind of 
22 air space with a mixed group? 
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I GENERAL MUNDY Wcll, Ict mc.say first and tlicn I'm 
2 gorng to turn here -- we have a convenrent system here of 
3 passrn off to the u on the end of the table. I 4 eOMMlSSlOf4f!R COX: 1 s c c  I was hoping to g c  you 
5 to answer to  that one. 
6 (Lau hter.) 
7 cxNiiRAL MUNDY: You make I ood point. and 1 would 
n say that in support o f  Major General d l l i a m s  ang his crew 
9 out there that, indeed, the amount of  money that 11 has cost 

1 0  us to move from El Toro down to Miramar is 1 think as you 
I I know already beyond what -- we've already been given more 
1 2  money than was rnitially estimated. 
13 S o  the have been, the 're on scene and the look 
I 4  at a lot of  dliferent thlngs. &me of  that relates, {think, 
15 to the facilities that are available and to the rception of' 
I6 the replacement versus the acceptance of  a E i l i t y .  For 
17 example, we know we're closing a lot of housing, somc 2.700 
I8 units up around El Toro, as we movc south. The , on thc West 
19 Coast, understandably -- and 1 would. too, i f w e  had the 
20 money to d o  it -- would like to go  down and reburld a 
21  quantrt of  hotrsin in another area. 
22 some of tfat has been as  a result of the 

I I I 
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I GENERAL MUNDY: Rarcly. Prohably in an exercise 
2 or,  you know, certainly operationally; but not on a routine 
3 day-toda basis. 
4 C O ~ M I S S I O N E R  COX: Not on a day-to-day basis? 
5 GENERAL MUNDY: No. 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: S o  that at least the volume 
7 itself is different. 
8 GENERAL MUNDY: The volumc is considcrablc. There 
9 are a lot of -- as I think you well know -- El Toro has four 

l o  runways. M i r a m *  has one. So there are some complications. 
t I You have the M a n n e  layer that comes in from the sea that 
1 2  complicates air traffic control, IFR versus VFR, from time to 
13 time, seasonally. 
14 S o  there will more difficulty in o rating there 
15 than there would be if they wsre s e p a n t ~ ~ u t ,  again, my 
16 fundamental belief is it's ossrble to d o  11. 
1 7  COMMISSIONER CBX: YOU co~lId do it. II wouId be 
18 safer to d o  it at March, were that an option? I meap you 
19 wouldn't disagree -- or  El Toro o r  somewhere outsrde, if that 
20 were an o lion. 
21 G E h R A L  MUNDY: Well. I'd prefer not to say safer 
22 although that's debatable. I would prefer to say it would be 
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I difference in those -- 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. Although tllc nutnl>crs, as 
3 1 understand, that they've given us on hous~ng d o  not assume 
4 we're oing to build more, but d o  assume because San Diego 
5 cost o h i v i n g  is higher that our  costs are going to go u 
6 moving to San Diego. which I a..sume even the Navy &esntt 
7 disagree with. 
8 GENERAL MUNDY: Yeah. As far as the other cost 
9 factors, again can I ass off  to you on that, Robert? 

10 MR, P I ~ I E :  &ell, if the Issue is d m  the actual 
I I estimated cost of the move from El Toro to Miramar excccd the 
12 estimations in the COBRA model, I think that's not a 
13 surprise; because the COBRA model, for one thing, excludes 
14 envrronmental restoratron costs. 
I5 COMMISSIONER COX: That's really not the issuc. ~n 
16 fact the COBRA model was wron . it now appears, b a ~lirce- 
17 folJ factor -- of actual spent dofiars, not projs teJcosts ,  
18 from El Toro to Miramar. 
19 But that's not the issue. My on1 int was at the 
20 time Mr. W i l l i a m  and the very same staff a ~ l d  us that 
21 the costs would be about where the re  going to come out, 
22 which is three times more than the g a v y  projected at that 
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ime. My only po/nt is that's a done deal, it's over, those 

w s s u e s  are -- nobody is looking at reopening El Toro. My 
3 only point was that hts track record on numbers, at least In 
4 that area and involving those assets, has been a whole lot 
5 better than the Navy's. 
6 And I was wondering if, r h a p s ,  you all might be 
7 willin 3 to ive that a closer loo given hrs track record. 
a ~ R . % I R I E :  Well, I*m always interested in new 
9 idcas. And not having the numben before me and not having - 

10 - 
I I COMMISSIONER COX: We'd be happy to do it Tor the 
1 2  record. 
13 MR.  PIRIE: -- had an opportunity to d o  a detailed 
I4 analysis of them, I can't tell you whether I belleve them or 
I5 not. 
16 COMMISSIONER COX: Oka Ma be you'd just take a 
17 I(X,L at both sets. m a t  would tx Xilpfu{ 
18 GENERAL MUNDY: But let me reinforce, Commissioner, 
I Y  if I ma , again -- I'd like to sa your thesis is not without 

some Hgree of accurac and tiat,  yes, the pro.ections out 
21 there were pretty close $mause it looks like wiere we're 
1 2  going. 

Page 238 I I Florida and South Carolina and California, had all been h ~ t  
2 significant1 -- 
3 CO&~SSIONER COX: No, I understand that you -- I SECRETARY DALTON: -- and those are the reasons 
5 that we made the decision. And aAer the recommendation that 
6 we made on Long Beach, which was ainful but we thought was 
7 necessary, we made the clecision t Rat w e  did with respect to 
8 those other facilities. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: 1 g u q s  what I'm saying is it 

1 0  might be helpful ~f you would look at ~t not an economlc 
I I imoact basis. but on a militarv value added basis because I 
12 t h i h  we would be interested i n  your thoughts on that, too. 
13 And, Admiral Boorda, you look like you wanted to 
14 say somethin on that? 
I5 A D M I ~ A L  BOORDA: No. Only that, in fact, we've 
16 done that. And that's why it would have been o n  the list had 
17 it not been for economic Issues. The independent look that 
18 ou talk about -- and I'm not suggesting you put it on the 
19 kst ,  I mean, it's not on the list now, you added it for 
20 consideration -- 
2 I COMMISSIONER COX: We added it, right. 
22 ADMIRAL BOORDA: Buf tllc independent look you kilk 
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I That notwithsta+ing,.the prospect of  moving to 
2 March is more a functlon of ust eople and resources that we 
3 don't have to be able to run k a t  Ease. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: Sure. 
5 GENERAL MUNDY: Were the base available. could we go 
6 there as a tenant? 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: You'd love to. 

GENERAL M.UNDY: We would opt for it just like that. 

, ~ t .  

that's not 
COMMI!!%$& COX: I understand. And I didn't nlun 

tollow-u that closely. Secretary Dalton also to follow- 
'12 up on the d r o n a  issue and, frankly, ypu know I wish in a 

13 sense you hadn't looked at it on a pollt~cal basis because 
14 there are.a lot of  mil~tary ar uments for Corona and I wonder 
I5 if you might take look at !fat 
16 I'm ~n the a ~ r l ~ n e  business, we have the National 
17 Transportation Safet Board. It's an independent group, it 
1 8  oversees everythin irom our tralnln to accldents to whcthcr 
19 the FAA is doing t i e  right thing. Tkere are a lot of purple 
20 who - -  I'm sure Boeing wo~lld like to have the NTSB working 
21 out o f  ljocing's offices. The FAA itself wouldn't mind having 
22 the N'TSB under it.  
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I about could be  done easily from another lace, and thafs  the 
1 y t g r a d u a t e  school. They also are not L operators. 
3 hey d o  assessments for us in a lot o f  areas. 
4 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. And I have just !wo other 
5 quick questions, and they're really sort o f  'what lf. You 
6 all proposed that we reverse a '93 dccision to move NAVSEA to 
7 White Oak and instea? move it to  the Nav Yard. 
8 Also ~n *93 we ~ndlcated ,that S P A ~ R  ought to stay 
9 in the area, although I don't think we  specifically said -- 

10 if we did not take your redirect on NAVSEA to White Oak. the 
1 I SPAWAR people have indicated that they believe that there are 
1 2  more synergies with what they do here than what they d o  in 
I3 San Diego an$ prefer to stay In the area. 
14 If we d ~ d  not would ou be supportive -- not move 
15 White Oak, i f  we lefl White (rak open and moved NAVSEA to 
16 White Oak would you be interested in leaving SPAWAR at the 
17 Navy Yard? 
in SECRETARY DALTON: That's pretty convoluted. Our 
19 plan is -- we think that what we're raommending to you makes 
20 the most.sense and we recommend that you take it. But the 
21 hypothetical, I'll ask Robert to,-- 
22 MR. PIRIE: Yes. That is a hypothetical question I 
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I But we've all d w i d d ,  as  w airline industry, that 
? it's important to have t h a  Independent outside look where 
3 they don't have any other role -- they're not involved in 
4 ldnning or procurement or promotion of GPS or anything elsc. 
5 );hey can l w k  at it independent1 
6 I see Corona coming out o f i h e  airline business 
7 very much in that same category, they're an independent 
8 group. And you all are pro osing to move them to the -- you 
9 aren 1, Secretary Dalton -- !!ecretary Perry and the Navy are 

10 roposing to move them to the equivalent of the FAA or  
1 I poc~ng. And I worry about that on an independent assessment 
12 basis. I wonder if you wouldn't mind, Secretary Dalton, I 
13 know you took them off the list on a polltical basis and 
14 maybe, therefore, didn't have an opportunity to look at the 
15 military independent assessment issue -- if you wouldn't mind 
16 cornmentin on that. 
n S E C ~ E T A R Y  DALTON: Well, Commissioner. as I 
18 -dicated 1 don*t really have anything much to add beyond 

it I told you at our previous meetin It was the decision 
I m d e  with respect to lmkin  at t t e  total impact of 

at had been done in BRAC '93. BiAC 91. and looking at BRAC 's, the recommendations we were making to the states of 
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I would dear1 love to leave severely alone. 
2 (Lau Xter.) 
3 MR. flRIE: We're recommending moving SPAWAR to San 
4 Diego because it allows us to achieve a considerable 
5 consolidation o f  staff and strpport for SPAWAR %d 
6 cons~derable savings over the years. And that savings is not 
7 allowable wlth other options, such as Navy Yard, such as 
8 Hanscom Air Force Base. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: So unrelated to the fact that if 

10 we move NAVSEA to the Navy Yard, you would not have room for 
I I SPAWAR - you would still recommend that we move SPAWAR to 
1 2  San Die o? 
I3 MW. PIRIE: Yw. Ahsolutrly. 
14 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. And then, lastly, 
15  Secretary Dalton, we  recently recelved a letter from the 
16 Secretary of Trans ortation expressing concern about the 
n Coast Guard at A$&. I wonder if o erations of tbe Coast 
18 Guard were iven consideration on $e Ad& pro 
19 SECRETARY DALTON: I haven't seen tc?' .  
20 corres ondence, Comnussloner. 1.11 be hap to take a l w k  
21 at it. G i t h  res t to the Coast Cuard.at A& -- 
22 MR. PI% I've seen ~t - and ~t came in very 
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I late, as  a matter of fact. And we  believe that the Coast 
2 Guard has other options in the Aleutian Chain and elsewhere 
3 in Alaska to su rt their o erations. However, if they wish 
4 to take over N A Y A ~ ~  ancfpay $25 million a year to operate 
5 it, I*m sure that w e  can come to some kind of an agreement. 
6 COMMISSIONER COX: You're willing to work with 
7 them, to  work out their operation problems. 
8 MR. PIRIE: I'm willing to work wlth the Coast 

1 9 Guard an time. 
1 0  CO~MISSIONER COX:  hank you. 
I I COMMISSIONER COINELLA: Thank you, Commissioner. 
12 It's my distinct privilege at this time to introduce our 
I3 chairman, the distinguishul chairman ofthc 1991 Defense Base 
I4 Closure and Rulignment Commission, formcr senator from the 
I S  great state of Illinois, Alan Dixon. 
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Chaiyman. 
17 Gentlemen, m y  I first say to you I apologlre for belng one 
18 during some of your testimony. As men of your im f 
19 hope you understand thcrc am somc housckacpin GEh"y";ow 
20 with the vote starting next Thursday. I'm onjy going to ask 
21 three uestjons. 
21 &e IS one I would rather not ask. And I say in 
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1 or  risks versus costs to o erate two strike trainin bases. 
2 And I understand that. 8ow, this mornin one 05 m 
3 distinguished colleagues asked General s h i v a n ,  a n 2  
4 Secretary Togo said, ' Now, here, ou're closin two depos" -- 
5 and.then they went throu h kin4 of a hyptReticai case. And 
6 I sad. *lrn*t there a Jot o$ nsk in thls? H e  sal?, "Yeah. 
7 There's a lot of  risk In that, but we  considered it as an 
8 acceptable risk; in view of  the cost, w e  recommend doing it. " 
9 And, you know, I'm going to be honest with ou now. 

to This is one of them that we re goin to  have a tou time 
I I with around here, s o  I'm c o m p e ~ l d t o  ask both O ? ~ O U  in a 
1 2  specific way about Meridian. Now, what are you telling us 
13 herc? Wc know you're gctting it down to onc, ou're oing lo 
I4 save a lot of money, but is 11 an unacceptab!e risk! Now. is 
15  it acceptable o r  isn't it acceptable? I guess that's what I 
16 have to ask ou. 
17 ADMlkAL BOORDA: As I was -- Mr. Secretary, do you 
18 want to  o first? 
19 ClkAlRMAN DIXON: I almost hcsitate to use your own 
20 words to  ask the question, but -- 
2 I ADMIRAL BOORDA: No. I'm elad vou did. Inasmuch ns 
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I talked about it a minute ago. 
2 It's my personal opinion -- it's not the 
3 Department s opinion -- that we're right on the margin 01- 
4 surgc ca ability. I agrec with ihc n u ~ n b r s  that thc BCEF has 
I done. And that would give us  ah)ut  18 percent excess 
6 capacity training at Kingsville, using the Kingsville-Corpus 
7 complex. That.rqutres ever th rng  to go  ust rlght. 
8 I would like -- persona ly, not the d e  artment's 
9 position -- to he able to find a way to work&tter with the 

1 0  Air Force to keep some residual capabilit there for surge; 
1 1  10 keep tha! lace open, not lo411y c ~ o s d  and still tr lo 
1 2  get the flexl&lit to get the savings from combining tKings 
I3 at Kin sville. h a t  would r uire you to give us more 
I4 "exib,$ity than we  haye a s k g  for. And that's why I say 
I S  11's m ~ ~ s o n a l  opinion. 
16 everything goes exactly as lanned, we'll be 
17 okay and wc will close a very good anfvery new base that was 
18 hard for us to ut on the Itst. 
I9 C H A I R J A N  DIXON: ~ c l l .  I l i a r  you, but let rnc tell 
20 you my roblem with - I respect the answer. Let me tell y o ~  
21 my robycrn now. I was h e n  in the Reagan years. I voted 
22 for h e  buildup. If I was here I'd still be  voting against 
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I advance of  the question, Mr. Secretary and Admiral Boorda 
2 tbat I know and respect you both for everythin you do; and 

4 what our  p s l t i o n  IS. 

c f  3 even when I dpn't agree wlth you, I understan pretty clearly 

s &ow, I'm compelled to make this statement and ask 
, 6 this question. 1 h o  e y o u ~ n d e r s t a n d  it. I'm not trying to 

7 put you on the s I )  but elght of us have to vote. 
8 You recen(Py ievised the pro . s ted  pilot training 

I 9 rate -- now, it's been discussed a dttle but we haven't 
1 0  gotten specific -- to reflect increases in pilot training 

1 I requirements, including the introduction of additional FA- 
12 18s, EAG-P uadrons. I have seen, and it i s i n  our packet, 
13 Admiral ~ o o z a ,  the letter you sent to the distinguished 
14 congressman from that dlstrict who all of us have great 
I S  affection for. 
16 Now, you conclude -- I won't bore the audience with 
17 the whole question by saying this -- the combination of 
18 increased strike PTR in a single-strike training base makes 
19 successful completion of our projected PTR more difficult and 
20 reduces our capacity for surge operations, and that could be 
21 unacce table. I understand that. 
22 f u t  the trade-off remains the degree of difficulty 

22 they were mine, let me answer yourYque6ion. I think we 
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I the reductions. All right? But that's Alan Dixon, and 
2 that's not the count and that's not the Congress right 
3 now. And I acce t%at, There's a change. 
4 Now, all o f u s  wish there was more. And we're 
5 going to have to make some tough choiccs herc. Now, tlicrc's 
6 a 40 percent reduction in authorized and appropriated 
7 amounts, and a 30 ercent reductron in force level. And if 
8 we ive you everytRing that all of you have asked for --  
9 notkng more than that, let's assume Bat, it's not the way 

1 0  it's golng to ha pen, exactly, but let's just assume that for 
I I the purpores o f o u r  discussion -- if we give the DOD 
1 2  everyth~ng they ask for, it's 21 percent. So there's excess 
13 capaclt out there. 
14 d o w ,  I know there's a lot of risk and a lot of 
15  stuff we're doing, but I have to  say that, unfortunately, 
16 you, tlic guys that are going to havc to makc these judgliicnt:ll 
17 decisions In many cases -- now, I don't say we can't change 
18 thcse thin s, some of them we're ar uing about, we might have 
19 some different ideas in fact, a n f a l l  the services might 
20 have some different :deas, some at the mar in, some at the 
2 1  heart, maybe. But it's on numbers where tiere's an arguable 
22 difference. 
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I But it's hard for those of us, I will say in due 
2 r e s ~ t  we  have three distinguished men that had the 
3 experiences you had up here that I'm privileged to serve with 
4 here -- k t  it's hard for us to make that kind of a.'udgement 
r ahout thls dog one thing. I u s t  want to level wltL you 
6 about that. I cfon't feel comtbrtahle with it. I dun't want 
7 to take an unnecessary risk. S o  I hate to pursue it beyond 
8 that. 
9 I don't know, Mr. Secretary, d o  you have anything 

1 0  further ou want to .say? 
I I SZCRETARY DALTON: Mr. Chairman, as the CNO liar 
12 indicated, this was a tou h recomniendation for us because of 
I3 the points that he has out ined.  We d o  feel like that the 
I4 Kin ~sville-Corpus Christi complex has sufficient capacity to 
15 s i n d :  r t .side .' all our Department of the Navy strike tra1111n 
16 Even if we  d o  add the 10 fllght squadrons and relocate tk 
17 E2-C2 train to Kingsville. 
18 He's made the point with respect to what would 

We don't plan on brin ing on 10 additional squadrons :: :;';h?:iime. As a matter of fact. we're talkin with 
21 discussions between three and six. But if we$id, we could 
22 make it. S o  we have the ability to d o  it. It still makes i t  

1 I 1 
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rint'ul recommendation that it be closed, but that 1s our 
ommendation. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, here's what I'm goin to ask 
i you to do. We're goin * to vote starting next ihurs&y 
i nrlrnlng at 8:30 a.m. bd like my colleagues and inends here 
o on this panel here to have one da of rest ofprayer. 

4,111etinle by the end ot' the day $uesday we  d llke to hear 
:, further from you on thls close call that will resolve in your 
u m ~ n d  your judgement as our leaders in that field about the 

1,; r15k versus cost thing that you ultimately make your decision 

Because i f  you leave it this way -- I'm willing to 
1 1  have you leave it that way. and then we'll hassle wlth it. 
1 4  But we do see what ou're sayin to us. We understand it. 
,j i t ' s rs t .kind of harif i j r  us to m 9 e  a call. We've got it 
1 0  on I e lrst. It takes five to take ~t off -- I would remind 
17 you -- we'll all eight be here. And I think itls,one we need 
t a  to know more about. All right? Sorry to put rt back in your 
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I last and final thing related to that is that w e  take note of 
2 the fact that throughout these rounds there have k n  
3 alterations, realignments and changes and so  forth, in the 
4 BRACs. And wc s u s p t  that therc's a probabilit some of you 
5 may w*t to revisit some of those thlngs in t k  future. I'm 
6 not talkln about any other bases haven't been touched. 
7 ~ u t q ' m  talking within the BRAC process. And we'd 
8 like to hear from you, we've asked the other services -- w e  
9 don't want to set up some bureaucracy out there that's oing 

1 0  to cost the tarpayen a lot of money -- but we'd like toftave 
I I your suggestions about how the idea of reviewing these BRACs, 
12 so you're comfortable with everythin you have done, would be 
13 -- in other words, Senator Stronl fhurmond is asking us to 
I4 come before the Armed Service Committee in t k  Senate in a 
1 5  couple weeks, and we*? llke to be able to say, Here's what 
16 we think about BRAC in the future. Here's what we  think 
17  about reuse. We'vc got people working on it. Here's what we 
1 8  think about realignments o r  reviews of this BRAC stuff in thc ~. 

1 9  lap -- 
20 SECRETARY DALTON: Sure. That's fine. 
2 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Two more. I put this, Mr. 
r 2  Secretary, to the other services and I put it to you and your 

19 next several years. " 
20 SECRETARY DALTON: Mr Chairman, we'd be happy to 
21 provide that, our o inions to ou on that subject. 
22 CHAIRMAN ~ I X O N :  ~ b n t  you. W ~ I I ,  1 just want to 
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I collea rues, that what we  are seein here in this unpleasant 
2 dutr  !kat we're undertaking to the%est of  our individual 
3 abi ltres IS doing this job and recognidn you are  oing to 
r leave some excess capacity out there. d e  all see tfa,t, 
r cveryhody tells us that in these public m ~ t i n g s  and In 
6 prlvate. And probably ought to look agaln sometlmq. 
7 Now, everybody knows nobody wants to look rn two 
n years. I don't see an congressmen come up to me a ~ d  say, 

I'd like to have m o t i e r  round two years from now. 
(Lau rhter.) 
CI(AfRhlAf4 DIXON: Ain't too much demand for it. And 

o n  I think there's much stomach for it in the 
1 3  country, to L tru!hRI with you. But I think it is true we 
14 ought to look agaln sometrnle. 
15 And recognizing presidential politics and all, 
1 6  there's be pinnin to be a kind of  a consensus that maybe 
i ?  about 200t -- wtich lets two presidential elections 
I x tntervenq, and also has the nice number there because it's a 
19 culminatron of  all the BRACs out there. And we're thinkjng 
20 that we might take a look at t h e p i b i l i t y  o r  rsommendrn 
?I one more to take another I w k  a er the dust has settled, a n t  
22 wondsrcd whclher you have a positive or negative view -- any 
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I say that, General Mund we all understand you're retlring at 
2 the end of the month. k d  wejust  want to say we  a reclate 
3 you spendin part of  your last ew weeks with us. % honor 
4 and congrat$ate you, sir, for our distinguished career of  
5 service to the natlon and the d a r i n e  Corps, we're proud of  
6 you. Thank ou, sir. 
7 ADMIKAL BOORDA: I thank you very much, Mr. 
n Chairman. And you have just s iled my rap rt with the CNO 
9 because he has sworn thrt if % comes up  E r e  and h?s to 

10 listen to anymore compltments about me he's not going to 
I t invite me over for dinner o r  something. 
12 
13 &%:i?&!,BOORDA: So I told him if he*d wait three 
14 years, it will be hls turn. 
15 SECRETARY DALTON: I thought we were oing to get 
16 through a whole hearing without that, for once,%ut we  
17 didn't. 
I I 
I Y  A!#kZ)BooRDA: Thank you. sir, it's a plusure to 
20 serve. 
21 COMMlSStONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Chairman Dixon. 
22 Commissioner Joe Robles. 

L 
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I of the four of you as experts in the field -- about that. 
2 SE,CRETARY DALTON: Mr. Chairman, I think that the 
3 prcress-1s a good rocess. It is one that has worked well. 
r t's dlf t~cui t  -- a n f i t ' s  a difficult job  that you  have -- 
5 but r t  IS one that I think was properly devised and one that 
6 does o f f ~ r  the opportunity to close excess capacity and get 
7 n d  of thtngs that w e  don t need. 
8 As we all know, as our bud ets have come down, we 
9 had too much infrastructure and t k s  p m e s s  has ?one a great 

10 d a l  to eliminate what we  don't need. I would thlnk that 
I I that sort of time frame would allow the consolidat~on to,  in 
1 2  tact, occur, that has happened in BRAC '88, '91, '93, '95. 
13 A n d  most of '95 would have been complete by then, in lernls oi 
14 1ht3 S I X  years. 
15 So that is a time frame that I think would give 
16 a c h  hervice the opportunit to see how it is operating with 

1 1 ,  the new st"ctun, see if i n i c u l  the excess capacity at,the 
/ l a  margin or rf it reall is more than is necessary. And !I 
, were the case, {think that another round at that tlmr 

IJ indeed make sense, and it seems to me that would be an  
ropriate consideration for discussion. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you for that. Now, the 
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I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I just have one question. I 
2 know you've had a Ion afternoon. It relates to an issue 
3 that we've been, sort of, wrcjtlin with which rivate sector 
4 versus in-service work ac,ross a w i o ~ e  gamut oLctivities. 
5 And my question dir.e4:tly relates to the Portsmouth 
6 visit. You're uslng the pnvate sector to d o  some nuclear 
7 refuelings for your carriers. With the closure of  Long 
8 Beach, you're goin to have to rely more on the private 
9 sector to do some of that work. 

10 What about the submarine force? Have you 
I I considered or  is there some overriding operational -- we saw 
1 2  the intricacies of nuclear work and the intricacies of 
13 submarine work, the closed bases, the very highly specialized 
14 facilities, but you seriously looked at movrng some of  that 
I 5  workload into the private %tor? 
16 ADMIRAL BOORDA: Long Beach has -- I know you know 
1 7  this, but just so ,the record will be right, Long Beach has 
1 8  nothin to do wlth an of that nuclear work. 
19 ~OMMISSION$R ROBLES: No. I understand, non- 
20 nuclear work. 
21 ADMIRAL BOORDA: With r e s ~ t  to submarine nuclear 
22 work, we have a lot of work In the pnvate sector. Rlght now 
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I Robles. I would l ike to finish up wi th a few questions that 
2 I have. Going back to the consideration o f  Guam, not to be 
3 redundant but to be a little more precise on some o f  the 
4 tcstimony we received, in regarding to thc MSC shi s and HC- 
5 5, we understand that the senior leadership i n  tpe Navy has 
6 had discussions wi th Governor Goodarest and Congressman 
7 Underwood from Guam concerning the MSC ships and their 
8 helico ter squadron HC-5. 
9 b e  also heard that you and a delegation from Guam 

10 are i n  essential agreement as to a change i n  the 
I I recommendation that w i l l  be a win-win position for both 
I2 parties. 
13 I t  a p r r s  to us that the decision to relocate or  
14 locate the SC ships and MC-5 at a particular location is not 
1 5  a decision that depends on whether a articular base is 
16 closed or  not and whether either unit more than 300 
17 civilian personnel. 
18 Consequently, would i t  be acce table to you i f  the 
19 Commission made no decision as to t l e  final location o f  MSC 
20 ships and HC-5 and recommended any such decision be made b 
21 the Navy at some time i n  the future when the leadership o r  
22 the Navy found i t  necessary? 

w 
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I remain. 
2 The testing facilities would remain, the launch 
3 testing facilities, the test tracks, the airport. Most of 
4 those types o f  facilities would reniain. 
5 I t  s my understanding that i n  determining the cost 
6 o f  the closure that the cost o f  n~ov ing that equipment was not 
7 figured -- there are about 300 pieces o f  equipment there -- 
8 and that when i t  was determined they were not included, the 
9 local command was asked to arrive at the number of ieces ol 

10 equipment they needed to move i n  order to do the j o t ,  and 
I I they came up with a number somewhere, as I remembcr, around 
12 124. 
13 They were told that that number really did not fit 
14 into the model, and that 74 was the right number. 1 have two 
1 5  questions, I guess. One would be your feelings on that 
16 comment i f  you feel the are accurate i n  regard to that move 
1 7  and whether or not you kl i t  makes sense to overhaul those 
I8 lar e launch valves, the steam launch valves i n  Jacksonville 
19 an§ then ship them to Lakehurst for tat inq. I f  you could 
20 answer those two uestions for me, please. 
21 SECRFTAR~ PIRIE: Wi th  respect to the first issue 
22 what is the proper amount o f  equipment to be shipped, thai 
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I most o f  that work is construction. The construction of a 
2 submarine and the puttin 7 together o f  the nuclear power plant 
I and fueling i t  is a much kfferent operalion than refueling : or defueling. 

Oddly -- probably not oddly enou h, I think you'd 
6 probably undeqtand refueling and defu3ing is a much more 
7 complex operat~oq because you're work a hot reactor, and 
8 ou re worhng wl th radloactlve materials from the very 
9 beginniVn a confiiU1ed space. We had not planned on moving 

10 that wor to the pnvate sector. 
I I COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So there is really no plan. 
1 2  Ion term-plan even to consider doing that funct~on or  piece 
13 o f  t iat  function? 
14 A D M I R A L  BOORDA: As Ion aq we have to do 
Ir refuelin defuellng and overhaul w o i  for the -- foc"s on 
I6 the 68891ass for a m~nute  -- for the 688 Class, and i n  
I7 everything goes exact1 l ike it's sup Jal to -- the last 688 
1 8  doesn't go away unti l  $026 -- then i K o u l d  make sense for us 
1 9  to do that work i n  public yards rather than i n  the private 
2 0  sector. 
21 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. Thank you, Admiral. 
22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Commissioner 
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I Navy has declared to be excess to their n d s .  
2 Also, we understand that thcre is no disa reernent 
3 w i ~ h i n  the Navy as to the reconmlcndations o f  h i s  report. 
4 Would the Navy have any objection i f  this Commission includd 
5 i n  its re r t  recommendations to transfer those Nav lands in 
6 the ~ l u F 9 4  re rt to the Government o f  Guam un&r the 
7 pnaedures o f  t E  Base Closure Act? 
II SECRETARY DALTON: That would be fine, Mr .  
9 Chairman. We would have no objection. 

10 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Mr. Sccrctnry 
I I A uestion or two on Lakehurst. That is something we haven't 
12 ta&ed about today. Lakehurst, as you gentlemen know, 
13 handles all the launch and recovery, research and 
14 protot ping, procurement, testin 
1 5  h appears that little w o u l d t e  moved from there 
16 other than some o f  the heav machinery and the 
17 remanufacturing o f  some o&e uipment the mnnafac~urinj 
I8 o f  single-point items, i t e m  that? they failed would cause 
19 a ship to go over the deck. 
20 What would remaln would be, basically, i n  my 
21 understands now you can correct me if I 'm  wron but the 
22  engineering buildings would remain. Three buildhgs would 
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I I SECRETARY DALTON:  Mr .  Chairman, that would 

2 certainly be acceptable. We did have a meeting. I had a 
3 short meeting wi th Mr .  Perry, met wi th the Governor and the 
4 delegate at len th. 
5 SECRE~ARY PIRIE: As did Admiral Boorda. 
6 SECRETARY DALTON:  And I defer to him. 
7 ADMIRAL BOORl)A. Because you don't have to makc 
8 that decision and we can, it w i l l  give us some added 
9 flexibilit I t  w i l l  he1 Guam, and particularly i n  the case 

1 0  o f  those ~ S C  ships, tEey~re not often i n  their own port 
I I anyway. The 're out working wherever wc want them to work. 
1 2   hat's why Qe :re i n  the MSC. 
13 So I t h m l  tt  makes good sense. The Governor, 
14 Secretar , Assistant Secretary and I all agreed that the 
15  fle?ibili& would b,e useful,, and then we can make that 
16 decides when the trme IS TI ht. 
17 COMMlSSlONf R COkNELLA: Thnnk you In addition. 
18 somc comments about what's called the Glut '94 I-ands. Wc're 
19 interested in  he1 ing ease the rocess o f  transferring excess 
20 federal land i n  Euam to the dvernment  o f  Guam. 
2 1 And we understand that there are some 4,000 acres 
22 o f  Navy land included i n  a report known as Glut '94 that the 
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I was a discussion between the chain o f  command of L~kehursl 
2 and the commanding officer, and i t  1s perfect1 consastent 
3 with our system for the chain o f  comlnand to d a d  what', l ~ e  
4 appro riate amount o f  stuff to move when a base is closed. 
5 ?he normal dialogue that takes place when a hasr IS 

6 nominated for closure is that the command immediately says, 
7 "Well, you can close me, but ou have to re l~cate my e p r e  
II hase at a iece o f  real estate o r m y  choosin %ran! new. 
9 ~ n ~ d i s c u s s i o n  goes on fro111 there a%aut. No. 

10 That's not what we had ~n mind. That's excess capacity we'll: 
I I talkin about. We want you to close the base enti,rely. 
1 2  That f i r uss ion  goes on, and that is provlded for in  our 
13 system. 
14 So what you have seen i n  all that is the product oJ 
I 5 that. Certainly, the comyand doesn't l ike berng told, No, 
16 only 74 pieces, not 124, but that's the prerogative o f  the 
17 systcrn's commander to decide tIt;~t. 
18 Now, wi th respect to overh;iuling the valvw in  
19 Jacksonville, I think that's an entirely reasonable position. 
20 It 's a fine industrial facility, and there i s  no reason for 
21 us to replicate irldustrial facilities all along the East 
22 Coast. 
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1 I've been seeing 30 percent on force structure, and I want to 
2 know if 1 am corrected on that. 

SECRETARY GOTBAUM: I will tell you, sir, that when 
4 I first said that we don't have very good m w u r e s  of  
s infrastructure, we have even fewer -- o r  rather, we  have even 

Page 26 1 
I you all have done, frank1 , on behalf of thesecretary and 
2 the Department the first txlng I want to say IS we're very 
3 thankful for the opportunity you're givin us  to et a last 
r word In, slnce h e r e  is, obviousl a lot tfat has fappened. 
5 Before I get to spa i t i cs ,  ma , I'd like to 
6 make a couple of  points, not necessanry b s a u s e  you will no, 
7 have heard them before hut because w e  think they are 
8 sufticiently important that we  make them. 
9 The first one is that an aggressive rogram of  base 

1 0  closure remalns absolutely necessary. d i t h o u t  11 w e  stmply 
t I are not going to have the funds we  need to maintain the 
12 forces we have to have for readiness in the next generation. 
13 There has been a lot of  rhetoric recent1 about the 
1 4  end of the decl~ne of the defense budget, and ;hen  a even a 
IS prospccl that our budgd at the Department of Deknse may be 
16 increased some this year. 
17 But whether it 1s or  is not, the fact of  the matter 
1 '  t ha~  the Defense bu$et is still going to be down versus 

n~rd-'80s by about 0 ercent. Our force structure is 
g to be down about 4 g  percent. and our infrastructure is 
n ithout 20 percent. 

?? ('IIAIRMAN 1)IXON: Is th;lt correct, Mr. Gotl);tu~~i? 

was that the 
7 cxpenx of moving the test facilities w h c h  are in place 
n was - -  we renlly couldn't come to closure on that. It would 

I r have Ixxn better, if the expense had been right, to relocate 
1 0  all of that stuff at Patuxent River. 
I I Sut in the end, we really -- it was a very hard 
11 decision and we  really decided that was the en ineering and 
1 3  the test facilities that we had to leave. It woulcfhave been 
I r k t t e r  to close the whole place, yes, sir. 
1 5  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, sir. And I 

1 to thank ;illof you gentlemen, and I'm going to make Admiral 
1 I1 Boord;~ sit throu h this one more time because I ,  too was 

I a gotng to thank C!eneral Mundy for hie n y y  years uistsllar 
I Y  serv!cc and leadin men of t h ~ s  country ~n the 
20 Martns Corps. Id thpcp%%e your service to our country, 
2 1  srr. Thank you. 
12 GENERAL MUNDY: Thank you very much. Comnliusioncr. 
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I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: And we would also like to 
2 submit written questions for the record. We will be getting 
3 thosc over to ou. Thank you. 
4 (A brierrecess was taken.) 
5 COMMlSSlONER CORNELLA: We will E o N ~ ~ u ~ .  I'd like 
6 to introduce the next panel, Ms. Marge McManamay - I'm going 
7 to get it ri ht this t ~ m e  -- Lieutenant General Babbitt, 

%xretary fosh Gotbaum md Mr. Bob Bayer. Welcome. 
cretary Gotbaum. 

SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, members of' ~ h c  
' m o m m i s s i o n  -- 

I z COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: ~xcuse rn OM moment. we 
I3 need to swear you in. If you would please rise and raise 
I 4  your right hand. We almost made it through the first day 
1 5  wtthout making that mistake, but we'll get ~t done here. 
16 (Panel sworn.) 
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Secretary 
1 8  Gothaum. 
I Y SECRETARY COTUAUM: I'm sorry to hear that, we're 
20 the first grou you've heard today that you were suttlcicntly 
21 worrtrd YOU [ad to swear them in. 
2 2  After all of the hundreds of  hours of  hearings that 
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I continued analysis that has gone on. 
2 So not perfect, not that there are no mistake,  but 
3 the law has requ~red nnd we've t r~ed .  to be ver objective and 
4 do so. n a t ' s  not alwa s the case with eve t b n g  youVve 
5 h a r d  before you, and f h o w  you know it,rbut 1 thlnk it's 
6 important for us to remind you. 
7 You've s nt a lot of  time now going through this 
II stuff. You've K r d  talk from communities from their 
9 consuitants, many expert consultants including some very 

1 0  distinguished fla of lcers and in each case urgln you to d o  
I I  a little less, d o  s h e  different, keep a piece on  81s 
12 base, move some workload here, et cetera, leave just a few 
13 active opewtlons, whatever. 
I4 You have also, I suspect stron ly have heard from 
tr within DOD from officers who woufd iike to keep o r  add to 
16 their existin infrastructure but without the responsibility 
I7 for paying t io re  costs. 
18 As you weigh this, ant1 ou obvious1 must, nnd we 
I9 know you will competently, all wq ask is tiat you remember 
20 that these folks d o  not have iin obligation to protect the 
2 1  national defense within a t i x d  hudget, and we do,  and we 
22 would assert you do. 

6 more measures of force structure. 
7 So when I ~y generally a third to 40 percent, what 
8 I'm renlly doing IS giving you a melange between number of 
9 fighter win 5, number of active duty troops, number of ships 

10 et cetera. 5;'s somewhere between 30 and 40 rcent. i 
I I promise you we can gen i ~ p  a stnt~sttc that w ~ l  contirm your 
1 2  vlew. 

r 
13 But the critical point is by whatever measure our 
14 force structure is down considerably more than our 
IS ~nfrastructure, which is down about 20 percent. 
16 The recommen&tions the Secretary of Defense placed 
17 before you would reduce our infrastructure by about another 5 
1 8  or 6 percent. 
19 It would result in savings to the Department o r  the 
20 tar ayers over a couple of  decades net by wmethinp on the 
2 1  or&r of n8 billion. That's money we  n+. That r really 
22 my first p a n t .  it's our most important polnt by far. 
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I Second point, our .recess is not perfect, but it 1s 
2 considerably more o b j s e v e  than some of  the stuff that we  
3 have h e r d  that has been presented to ou  all. 
4 L ~ k e  ou, and in some cares w ~ t l  you over the last 
5 three -- w e i a v e ,  over the last three months, gone over our 
6 recommendations and alternatives that have been suggested in 
7 light of the sustained anal sis and criticism from 
8 communities, their consuiants, et cetera. 
9 And w ~ t h  very few exceptions, some but very few, we 

10 still feel that the recommendat~ons we made to ou  are sound 
I I They're still right. Both the recommendations for closure 
12 and the ones that ought to endure. 
13 This does not mean that the results are perfect or 
14 without error. We already last week sent a letter to the 
1 5  Commission admitting that our analysis of  Kirtland was not 
16 right and therefore withdrawing our recommendation that it be 
17 realigned. 
I II And I would like to deliver today and insert for 
19 record a similar review of some work ~n the Arm , 
20 particularly at Dugway in which we conclude tharfor a 
2 1  variety of reasons more,operattonal than cost-driven we don't 
22 t h ~ n k  that recommendat~on makes sense in light of the 

I I J 
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I let me start, if I may, with the proposal made by the fofks 
2 in Utah to close all of Letterkenny and move that work to 
? U;Il 
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I hope ou would give appropriate deference. 
2 by last general point before I get down to 
3 individual cases and open up to quest~ons is ver simple. 
4 Regardless of what we  d o  here, re a r d l a s  of w b t  you d o  
5 here, we  a n  going to need future gase closure authority. 
6 If you lake all the BRACs that have gone thus far 
7 and you take the most robust estimate of the most aggressive 
8 closure scenario that you are doing, I suspect that you will 
9 not get an infrastructure reduction that comes close to our 

10 force structure r d u c t ~ o n  or  our budget reductron. 
1 I One  of the things that this Commission has done 
12 that is enormously heartening is, in fact, raise the uestion 
I3 of future base closure authority. W e  hope YOU wii) consider 
14 the matter carefully and we  hope you w ~ l l  consider the 
IS  matter strongly in the affirmative. 
16 If I may now, I'd like to get to some specific 
17 cases, and I'm not going to s nd a lot of time a n  each of 
I8 them. Thcre are many. as you &w, and you've already heard 
19 from the service Secretaries and Chief, but I'd like to 
20 discuss a couple of  them and then just open it up for 
21 questtons. 
22 In most cases, because they make a broader point, 

- -..... 
4 Let's be clear what we're not saying. Hill has. 
5 excess ca acity. That's undenrable, but we  don't thrnk the 
6 way to fi(i that excess capacity is to tear down ajoint  
7 operation just when the investments have been made and it has 
8 begun to work. 
9 W e  have, as a result of a recommendation of the 

10 Commission in '93, consolidated on an interservice basis 
I I m~ssi le  maintenance at ht terkenny.  We have proposed, aflei 
12 considering the matter, to resize and restructure and 
13 downsize a lot o f  Letterkenny but to kee most of that effort 
I4 and to ally it with the electronics capabifiy that is 
I5 alread availability at Tobyhanna. 
16 h e ' v e  already spent a lot.of money, over $20 
17 million to develop that capabil~t . We've moved people 
I8 there. &*ve moved workload tiere. In fact, we've moved 
19 about 70 rcent of that workload there alread . 
20 Is i ~ h m r e t i c a l l y  possible to d o  that w o i  at 
21 Hill? Yes. it is. It would clear1 r uire some MlLCON or 
22 recognizing that you'd need to s&rghings  in multiple 
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I As part of  that, we  would ask as you continue your 
2 review that like my other court of review, which this 
3 Commission obviously IS, that you recognize the professional 
4 operational and military jud ment that has gone into these 
5 recommendations and give if' appropriate deference 
6 As you know, the Chairman of the J o ~ n t  ~ h ~ e f s  of 
7 Staff h a s  testified, and as ou've seen before you a lot of 
8 very senlor mll tary a s  we71 as crvrlran tlme went Inlo these 
9 because this is not just a matter of countin beans. 

10 This  is not just a matter of  dollars. 1's a 
I I matter of  operations, and there are some recommendations 
12 which are, obviously, controversial but which we  made based 
13 on stron m~lrtary advrce. 
I4 1:1kgive you one example that I know is beforethe 
15 Comm~ssron is Grand Forks. In our vrew, the rssue IS not 
16 whether you could save money or not but closing all of Grand 
17 Forks. 
I8 But it is the considered judgment of the Chief of 
19 Staff of !he Air Force, of the rest of the milrtary 
20 leadersh~p, In fact of  each of the operat~onal commanders 
21 that that 1s a facility which we  want to keep on an operating 
22 basis. So as you review, as you lake this Into account, we 

Page 26 
I w t  tip at the ur in of the Commission sugiqstei!. We re 
2 doing i t .  We t i in& it will save costs. We t ~ n k  11 w ~ l l  
3 save money, el cetera. 
4 Not that Rome isn't a good facility. It's a 
5 terrific facility, but unfortunately, we  have more excellent 
6 facilities than w e  can handle. Brooks is -- and I know that 
7 thc Commission has been concerned with Brooks as well -- is a 
8 similar story. 
9 We are ro osing to close it and consolidate those 

10 activities at d i g K t - ~ a t t  not because Brooks isn't a good 
I 1 facility -- it is a very good facility -- but because we have 
12 more ca acity than we  need, and leaving that capacity open 
I3 means tRat we're not reducing lab ca acrty. 
14 I want to talk about a couple o fo ther  issues 
15 because they're general, and they come on my plate at OSD 
16 One is housin . This Commission has made the point in 
n several of  its fearing, in m view entirely s propriatcly 
18 that the Department of ~ e $ s e  should not s i u t  a b a a  d;)wn 
19 and then waste erfectl 
20 And you e v e  asldt:,"h"%8or not we need 
21 au~hority o r  direction or  whatever to  use housing on closing 
22 bases, and I want to be very clear this is an issue that we 

I 
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I send a lot of  time and a great deal thinkin about and 
2 worrying about, but the truth is we  alrea& have that 
3 authorit . 
4 d already have the ability at closing bases to 
5 transfer housing to another servlce o r  for another use, and 
6 we. use it. As 11 happens, I'm the person in DOD that signs 
7 oft on this so  I can tell you rsonally that the Air Force 
8 took over kavy  housing at G f f e t t .  
9 The Navy took over Army housing at Fort Sheridan, 

10 and in each case at a closing base we revrew it. We see 
I I whcthcr it makes sense because somc of the housing at closing 
12 bases, like our housing at the bases we  retain, IS not up to 
13 snuff and see whether 11 makes sense to kee it and use i t .  
14 S o  w e  think we've gpt the au$ority. %'hat wc ask 
I5 the Commission not to d o  IS to requlre us to keep housing in 
16 cases where it won't make sense. 
17 This gets me to a similar case, which is 
18 rivatization. We have the authority ri ht now lo contract 
19 11, work with the Dcpaninent of Dcknsc. k c  arc cncour;lglng 
20 etfbrts at Louisville and at Indianapolis to develop private 
21 alternatives to the facilities that are being -- that we have 
22 recommended to be closed there. 
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I facilities not necessarily at Hill. 
2 But in our view, r t  simply makes no sense to.do a 
3 180 now because w e  are enga ling here in joint maintenance, 
4 and we're doin it on a b a s ~ s  h a t  we think is cost- 
5 effective. S o  $at's one issue on tactical missiles and the 
6 question of  how we resolve excess capacity. 
7 Let me talk, if I ma , a minute about labs and how 
8 we reduce lab capac~ty. J o u  know almost as well as we. 
9 probably as well as we  that the local community is concerned 

10 about the closure of  Rome Labs that Rome IS an excellent 
I I facility whose closure would affkct the entire central New 
12 York re ion. 
I3 4 recognize that. W e  just don9t think that thrre 
I4 is an alternative. We have excess lab capacit Lruu  
IS thc Dcpartment of Defense. We bclicve, and we x ave loo fhoUt cd at 
16 the issue a ain and w e  have not changed our view, we helievc 
I7 that conso/!datin those efforts at two other very good labs, 
I8 at Hanscom and klonmouth, will achieve simultana~usly a 
19 reduction in costs, an encouraging of interservicing and a 
20 maintaining of quality. 
21 And that is  precisely the kind o f  activity that the 
22 Joint Cross Service Group, which Joint Cross Service Croup we 
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1 personally have spoken to the mayor of  

z Ind~ananolis a lot of t tn~zs.  We thlnk we  have the author~ty Y 
I 3 IO '10 tliat r i ~ h t  now. What we ask from the Commission k 

4 thiit you notoforce us to do something that doesn't make 
sense, because it's one thing to m t  rivatization. It's 

b one thing to permit a facility toE u s d t o  bid on the 
7 Department's business. 
8 11's quite another thing to say to the Department 
v of Defense you must keep worklng this place, and you've got 

10 to kre excess capacity 0pe.n because that, then, keeps us  
I I from &inp the m~ssion which is, in fact, to reduce capacity. 
I z Thos? are the sorts of issues that we  thought we 
13 ought to r a s e  s ifically. I uess before o enlng u to 
Ir ueltions I w o u T l i k e  to rem&e the point t ia t  1 ma& the p , ' .  I S  ~ r s t  tlme I came here. 
16 This is a miserable process. We don't like it. I t  
17 1s an absolutely necessary process. We are enormously 
18 gratcftrl and wc apprcciatc the Commission's role becausc you 
19 are the court of review. You are the assurance to the 
20 Congress and to the public that what we do, in fact, is 
2 1  consistent with the force structure and, in fact, is 
7 1  conststtnt with the.critzria. 
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I talking to people here in the Commission, around the country 
2 and In the Congress and other places is that we'd better 
3 leave it alone a little whlle. 
4 I think that everybody is kind of  full of BRAC 
5 right,now, and our thought is in view of  the Presidentiql 
6 elections and other t h ~ n g s  that d o  have a way of  lmpactln 
7 these things to some extent that we mi ht t h ~ n k  about 2081. 
8 I know that's a ways off, but 2081 is at the end of 
9 the BRAC process. It permits two Presidentials tointervene, 

10 and ~t gives us some time to catch our breath and glves 
1 1  everybody a time to review everythmg. 
12 That may not bt: as much as you would have wanted, 
13 but I ask you whether you think that it 's a solution we could 
14 lrve with In view of  the fact we  have to report to the Armed 
1s Services Committee in a cou le o f  weeks. 
16 SECRETARY GoTBAJM: Mr,. Chnirman, lu mc be very 
17 girtxt on t h ~ s  point because 1 think ~t 's  Important. My view 
I 8  ls,reaI slm Ie. We have found and we  have proved that 
19 wlthout a ERAC rocess we can't close our ~nfraslructure. 
20 And notwit&tandin$that y e  hop: yo" will endorse 
'? I  our recommendations and elp us a lot In thls t h ~ n g ,  there is 
22 clearly a lot left over. My suspicion is that in the 

Page 273 Page 27t 
I e v e r y  localion we have bcen to. He probably knows everytlilng 1 that you see and we see this fact that there are chan es in 
2 a5 well as we know. 2 what is done in the BRAC process over the yea?. b e  see 

GENERAL BABBITT: If he was on1 here 3 places that were losers becoming wlnners and vlce-versa. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: He progably is. 4 So it's all part of  the evolutionary process, and 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Bayer. 5 we are very interested in hearin from you and articularly 
SECRETARY BAYER: I have nothin to add, sir. 6 Mr. Bayer, who has had a lot okexperieoce in t t i s  field 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: What I 'fask is that tile I about your suggestions how best we can d o  that without 

setting up some big bureaucracy, which we do not want to do, 
to p e m t  the BRAC accommodations that need to be m d e  
between now and 200 1. 

SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Ver important point. 7 Actual1 ma I make one further point. 
I3 & A I ~ M A N  DIXON: Y ~ S .  PI- do. J O S ~ .  

SECRETARY GOTBAUM: I promise you that even though 
it is absolutely t h ~  case that you and your staff and the. 
comrnunlties are tired and would like a breather there 1s a 
small office,within the Office of the Secretary of  Defense 

in  that would l ~ k e  a breather ust as much. 
CflAlRMAN D I X O ~ :  I believe it. 
SECRETARY GOTBAUM:, Let me if 1 m y ,  defer 

21 directly to Bob Ba e r  on the question of what lntenm 
to you that the sense I get in 22 authonties we  n d .  
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I So we apreciate  that. We appreciate all the work 
z Y O U ' V C  done. e look forward to keep on answering the two or 
3 ihrw questions that might be left outstanding, and we look 
4 k)rw;trd with only a modest amount of  nervousness to your 
5 ~onclusions. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you, Secretary 
7 Gotha~~m. General Babbitt, do you have an opening statc~ncnt. 

I r? 
GENERAL BABBITT: Very briefly, I 'ust wanted to (pint out that the original testimony iven to & Commission 

un  D~liallol DLA was given by General f a m y  Farrell. He has 
12 since departed DLA and moved to a job, in the Air Force. 
I J Upon his departure, I took over hrs duties with 
I4 regard lo BRAC. I have reall nothin to add to his original 
15 ~cstlmony, but you have a d d d  some t k n g s  as  potentla1 
16 closures In the ~nter im period, and I'm here to answer any 
17 questions that you ma have. 
18  C0MMlSSlONEl CORNELLA: Ms. McMmamry, *I you 
I Y  have - -  
20 COMMISSIONER KLING: Just one question about 
2 1  General Farrell. I 'ust have to advise you that 1 think we 
22 named h ~ m  the shadow because I think General Farrell was d 

I I 
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I fullness of  time we  will discover sometime before 200Bthat 
2 this problem is a real problem. 
3 But t h ~ s  1s the world of the possible, and an BRAC 
4 is better than no BRAC authority at all, and theretore we 
5 think it is most importiint that the Commission be strong that 
6 there be some. 
7 As to when that would be, 1'11 tell you, sir, the 
8 Secretary of Defense's view was three to four years. There 
9 were others even within the buildin who said five,,six 

10 years. 1 don't thi* we  should be %gmatic about time as 
I I much as about the im or twce  that there be s process. 
12 CHAIRMAN ~ X O N :  Well, I a p  reciate the v s w e r .  
I3 The numbers are r a l l y  compelling, I w18 say but 1 just 
I4  sense that, you know, there 1s some -- I even find in the 
15  public sec!or less 0 f .m enchantment with this idea than 
16 there was In the, b e g ~ m i n g .  
17 And it's l ~ k e  any unsavory thing that you encounter 
18 after a while. Ypu aren*t so interested in continuin4 the 
19 process, and I t h ~ n k  we'll just t?ke a look at ~ t .  We 1 l . k  
20 ta lk~ng to, you, and we'd apprectate you talklng to statf. 
2 1  We're -orng to try to work out what's best. 
22 h e  other part of that that's awfully important is 
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I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yeah. I think that's all very 
2 good. 
3 SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, may I add one 
4 further one? Part of my job which 1 don't discuss very 
5 oRcn, although this Commission was nicc enough to ask about 
6 it at one po~nt .  is the reuse area. 
7 The  Con ress has been enormously gracious in 
8 providing legiiative authority that permits much speedier 
9 property dlsposal at closln bases, and I would say it's 

1 0  equally im rtant that we  End a way lo maintain tho? 
I I streamline&ocedures for property dtsposal on a gomg- 
1 2  fonvard b a s ~ s  even In the lntenm. 
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank ou very much. 
14 Incidentally, I pisspoke before. 1 diYn.1 mean to say 
1 5  unsavory. I t h ~ n k  unpleasant would d o  it. 
16 I wonder ~f I could bother General Klugh for just a 
17 minute. Was he sworn? 
1 8  GENERAL KLUGH: Yes, sir. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: General, would you come up next to 
20 my friend Bob Bayer by the mike s o  w e  get it in the record? 
21 I just want to ask you a ques!ion. I hope I'm not puttin 
22 you on the spot. but you c h a ~ r a l  the Cross Service wor&ing 
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I Now, we know that there's a considerable amount of 

.)) 

2 controversy and question and cxamin;~tion which you'rc goin 1 

3 to undertake on the question of downsizing versus w h o h  
4 closures. 
5 But the fact that we didn't have a computer model 
6 that was sophisticated enough to close 20  percent at 5 
7 places, versus making a 011, close-itldon't-close-it decision 
8 at ?e ts, I don't think should be -- should be the basls on 
9 wh.rYou make the judgment. We really were trying to et 

10 some rough measure of capacity reduction, using a ,  ~rankfy, 
I I rough corn uter model. 
12 CHAhMAN DIXON: Well. l rcs t that, and l don't 
I3 n m l  a corn u k r  model if I 01 e y e b a c t h o u g h ,  Mr. 
I4 Swretary. h e r e ' s  an awfuflot of  excess capacity out there 
IS thztt I saw with m eyeballs. Gcncral Klugh, you had thc Navy  
16 on your staff w l e n  you did the cross servrcing of the depots? 
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I SECRETARY BAYER: I think there are two or three 
2 in&, Mr. Chairman. One of  them is, obviously, the Ion er 
3 K e  interval is.between this BRAC round and the next one h e  
4 more compell~ng IS the reason to have some sort of a 
5 practical interim authority either to make changes that we  
6 see from the recommendat~ons that you and the President and 
7 the Congress ult~mately agree to in thls round and also 
8 closure o r  realignment ac t~ons  that become compelling, time 
9 compellin , dunng that ~nter im period of  time. 

1 0  S o  tEe authorit that w e  would have to fall back on 
1 I right now would be ib USC 2687, which has clearly been 
12 impractical and in fact as been made moot by this process. 
13 The  only other two p o ~ n t s  I'd like to make on this 
14 issue are one of  the ke factors that made this whole process 
15 work was the waiving o?thc National Envimnmcnhl Policy Act 
16 with regards to the specific closure and realignment 
1 7  decisions not the decisions to reuse the property. I think 
I8 that clear1 has to be in an interim authoGt . 
19 ~ n d ; l e  other p a n t  {would make wltK regards to 
2 0  any interim authority that it be done in such a way that it 
21 be expedited enough that communities won't be hung out 
22 inord~nately. 

17 The workin rou 7 
- 

18 GEN&&L ~ L U G H :  Yes I did. Yes, sir. 
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1'11 ask you, sir, whether it wa! 
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I We chose in the Joint Cross Service Group two 
2 alternatives. We offeral the Air Force two alternatives. 
3 One is close one and shrink in place to get rid of the excrqs 
4 capacity; that is, through interservicing send work out to 
5 the private sector. 
6 Second, to close two depots. The Air Force chose 
7 the third alternative of shrinking or  downsizing five depoLq 
8 in lace. I would say to the extent that the Air Force could 
9 r18 tse l f  of  the excess capacity, that is a good 

1 0  alternative. 
I I The objective we  had in the Joint Cross Service 
12 Group was and still 1s to n d  ourselves with the excess 
13 capacrty. 
14 SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, can I makc onc 
I5 additional int to m collea uel  
16 C O x I S S I O N Z k  COR8ELL.A: That's quits all rtglit. 
1 7  SECRETARY GOTBAUM: Thc Joint Cross Scrvicc Group 
18 roccss, as you know, was rough. What was done in thc d e p t  
1 9  !oint.croq Service Group is we  +evelo a linear 
20 programrmng model and said to  11, ID e f" fect, go  out in a 
21 relatively mechanistic way, close things u n t ~ l  you got down 
22 to a part~cular capacity. 

20 your opinion that there was substantial excess ca acity, even 
2 1  In excess of two of the five depots on the basis oF what you 
22 and your group saw, that led you to believe that you could 

I I J 
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I Group so 1 guess you are on the spot. 
2 Now, your alternatives offered closures when you 
3 chaird thc Cross Scrvicc Working Gmc~p, hut in no instances 
4 did you recommend downsizing. We also take note that in thc 
5 past certain services that now rccomrncnd only downsizing were 
6 ~ntrigued before with closures. 
7 Now, all of  this IS very interesting, I guess I 
8 ask will you please tcll this Commission why you recommended 
9 closures but did not recommend any downsizing? 

10 GENERAL KLUGH: Well. Chairman Dixon. I would tell 
I I you that we were focused in the Joint Cross Service Group on 
1 2  the amount of excess capacity that w e  had with an objective 
13 of downsizing the depots to meet core logistics requirements. 
14 And we did not have an way of managing o r  determining 
15  downsizing of multiple 6)cations to get to that excess 
16 capac~t  
n A e r e  are two ways of etting at the excess 
I8 capacity, particularly in the l i r  Force. and that is 
19 downs~wng or closure of a depot, closure of two depots, 
20 closure of one depot and shrinking the rest of them to get to 
21 the excess capacity and s h r i d i n g  all depots in place to get 
22 to the excess -- get down the excess capacity. 
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1 recommend closing one, and downsizing in place for the 
2 h;~lance, o r  closin two. 
3 CENERAL%LUGH: If I understand your i ur*tion, 
4 would that he excess ca acity, the remaining after'. *,. 

5 CHAIRMAN D I ~ O N :  Was there adequate capacity 
6 remaining if you -- in the jud men1 of you and your cross 
7 se rv~ce  i r o u g ,  ou close two. f 
R G NE A KLUGH: Yes. If wc closc two -- thc FO's 
9 depot, as I remember specifically, a peared to be about a 

10 depot and three quarters. in terms ofdepot equivalence 
I I excess. And, therefore, by closin r two depoLs and shi t i~ng 
1 2  workload to other existing bases tkt must remain open lor 
1 3  vartous reasons using that capacity better, then that 
1 4  certain1 could take place. 
I5 d t t i n g  into nvatization, a a matter of fact, 
16 some of that work yoad -- in other word!, havilg one and 
1 7  three quarters depot excess, certainly rlvatizatlon o f  sonle 
I n  of that remaining workload could, in Fact, give us room for 
19 closing two depots. We felt that ~t was certainly, 
20 economically, driven to et that excess capacrty to the best 
21 utilization that we  possibq could. 
22 So I guwr in some {would say that -- three ways 
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I And, in most cases, it turns out that, either 
2 because we couldn't get those costs m a.bases that was 
3 suffictently secret that wouldn't raise cam, just to -- you 
4 to you asked the uestion -- or ,  because the turned out to 
5 be relat~vely smafi, and we've declined to d so. Now there 
6 are some exceptions to that, okay? One of  them is Kirkland. 
7 Okay? That was -- 
8 COMMISSIONER COX: And we, I mi ht say 1 thought it 
9 was a very gracious letter on Kirkland, an3 we very much 

10 a preiiated everythin you all did to et to the bottom of  
I t t&se costs and o u L o w ,  it was w$I done. 
12 MR. 'CO?$;\UM: I*nl not sure if -- I'm lousy III 
13 u o t ~ r ~ g  peu le verbatim, I)ut 1 will tell you what the 
1 4  %rdary o f ~ e f e n s e  said is something almost as direct as. 
15 * i  we made a mistake, let's say so. Period. Okay. What I 
v d. however is that most of the time, when we incorporate 

curPorated costs, or when we refine analysis in an 
w ' t ~ v e  fashion, it still turns out we've ot a lot of 
19 exccss capacity, and the rank ordering s t i i  looks an a w b l  
20 l o t  allkc. 
? I  And so, my caveat earlier on in my opening 
22 statement about -- where -- we are required to be -- we art: 
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I of getting to that excess capacity. One was to close one 
r depot, and downsize everything else, but still lakin I the 
3 excess capacity out. And second was to close two iePots and 
J sending whatever little workloa? left that was excess to 
i capitcrty t!) other services in an tnterservice matter o r  
a p r~va~ru t ron .  And then third, shrink all the depots in 
- place, which is a challenge. 
3 But then, what do you d o  with that excess capacity 
u ol those tacilities that you declare excess? So, the answer 

111 15 - -  I guess, the best 1 could. 
I I CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, General Klugh. Cor 
I 2 (hi11 response, which is helpful for the record. 
I J ('OMMISSIONER COKNELLA: Thank you. Chainnan Dixon. 
I J Con~n~issioner Cox. 
15 COMMISSIONER COX: Well. I'm honored to be rig111 
la t l ~  Chairman. Secretary Cotbaum, in revious teslimon 
17  to the Commiyion, you had stated that t i e  COBRA ana(ysis 
18  rovides an est~mate of  closure costs, as w e  all know. 
I Y  Roucver. the Navy has excluded certain base closure costs 
21) relatcd from its COBRA analysis, where those costs are DOD -- 
2 1  apparent1 civilian labor costs. 
2 ? AnY;t says the e l f a t  of making one time costs 
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I shown on the COBRA for at l a s t  the Navy analysis understate 
1 the true costs of implementing the recommendat~ons. In some 
3 cases, this is somewhat significant. For exam le, including 
r the cost for disassembly, reassembly, and c a l l L t i o n  of  lab 
C. .-quipmcnr for lhe Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annupolis. 

~ l d  raise the one-time cost for this recommendation from 
ut $25 million to $50 million. QW Has somehow the DOD taken to this -- into account 

9 ~n your evaluation of the DOD numbers? 
10 MR.  COTBAUM: No. 
I I COMMISSIONER COX: No. 
I 2 MR. GOTBAUM: I vuess, if I may -- 
13 COMMlSSlONER C ~ X :  Of course. 
I4 M R .  GOTBAUM: The direct answer to your question is 
1 5  no, pcndin contradictions b my collea ue. 
1 6  C O ~ I S S I O N E R  C O ~ :  Oka %ut? 
17 MR. COTBAUM: But -- and &is is a very but --  as 
18  you know, this is a roczss in which we try -- we are 
19 required by law, a n i w e  tr to be  as objective, as 
20 comprehensive, as  auditahrc. etcetera, etcetera. etcetera as 
2 1  poss~hle. And, we have in a couple of  instances, been fiiced 
22 with tl~c question: Why don't you add more costs to the mix? 

2 the closing base realizes that his base is on the list, and 
3 the base commander at the receiving base realizes that he's 
4 about to et an o rtunlty for lnrttal MILCON and that cost 
5 oes to $32, or &? Oka ? Estimate number three is when 
6 &e controller's office in tbk relevant service. the 
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I required to be objective. The folks who are basicall tryin 
2 to din the recommendations are not -- 1s the only a&Iit~on)i 
3 woulkmake. what  I will do, if I could, is go  back, and with 
4 your permission, come back for the record with a uesstimate 
5 of what are the im lications of t h ~ s  failure to incluse DOD 
6 civilian -- would t&t be all right? 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. That would be helpful, 
8 and you're nght. In some cases, 11 may not make a b ~ g  
9 difference, and at least the numbers we  have on  that one -- 

to it's twice the one time costs. It st111 may not make a 
I I difference. 
12 MR. COTBAUM: Well, let's be clear what the process 
13 is, okay? Because I've been -- I've been a neutral anal st, 
1 4  a?d I have been an a d v ~ t e ,  okay? It's what -- one o f t b e  
I S  side effects of k i n g  an investment b:a+er. When I am a 
I6 neutral analyst, 11's my job to say thls 1s our guess. The 
n odds of being wrong up nee, to be about the same as the odds 
18 down. When I am an advocate, I can get enormously creative 
I9 at adding costs that these obviously competent people at DOD 
20 fail to include. 
2 I And, I can be also enormously creative at 
22 forgetting to include costs, as well. 
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I COMMISSIONER COX: Right., And I undcrstnnd that, 
2 and I understand that thls IS  not a sclence, and we  are not 
3 ~ o i n g  to get every dollar ri ht There is not question about 
4 ha. However, we  would fike to save money for the Dcfennw 
5 Department. 
6 MR. GOTBAUM: Yes, ma'am. 
7 COMMISSIONER COX: I f  we know, for a fact, that 
8 there are additional costs, L don't think w e  should stick our 
Y head in the sand, and pretend like we're saving a whole lot 

10 more mone than we are. And so, you know - once we ec past 
I I the son  o?genernlities where there are specifics a n t w e  d o  
12 know them, 1 would like to consider them, even though the 
13 COBRA model itself ma not be capable of  doing that. 
I 4  MR. COTBAUM: Ill 1 give you the counter argument, 
15 j u s ~  to ive ou a for instance. 
16 &OM~ISSIONER COX: Sure. 
17 MR. COTBAUM: One of the thin s I have observed as 
18 I look at the BRAC process is that,, ofcourse none of us 
t Y  knows exactly what a closure cost IS, right? but,  it turns 
20 out there are three stages in the life of a cost estimate. 
21 Estimate number one is when the recommendation has made the 
22 initial COBRA cost, and thirt closure cost is $10. 

7 controller's office in the -- we're talking abo'ut the 
8 Secretary of  Defense -- and the budgeteers get at it. 
9 And enerally, what we find IS, when we  actually o 

10 and spend &e money, ~t ends up hetng a little less than tlfe 
I I $10 we started out w ~ t h .  So -- 
12 COMMISSIONER COX: No, I understand that - anyway. 
13 Let me go on. We, as you all can probably tell from my 
14 fellow commissioners toda in the Air Force, there is at 
Ir least some concern abou( ti; Air Force downsizing. And I 
16 don't know where that tlme -- where that's golng to go. But, 
17 assuming, for a moment that it is the decision to close one 
18 or  more Air Force depots, would it be our view that we 
I P  should encourage interservicing, hy m&ing that part of the 
20 recommendation? 
21 Or do you see that as your job, w d  we should 
22 simply say send it where you may? 

I I 
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I as  part of the closure decision. 
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 

Page 289 
I MR. GOTBAUM: Let me start with what:s$esirable, 
2 and what's possrble. We're in favor of rnterservrcrng, and 
3 we are doing it, and we  are -- and any place where it IS 
4 encoura cd should be encouraged. What we have round though. 
s is that t i e  ~ R A C  p r o c e s  by rtself happens not to be a very 
6 good way to encourage rnterservrclng, because the BRAC 
7 rocess is precisely the timc at which every single commander 
8 L o w s  that his o r  her ca acity is OF the line. 
9 And so, what we  gscovered ~n our joint cross 

lo service groups is that w e  are most effective at getting 
I I interservicing before o r  after the decision, rather than 
12  during the decrs~on. Now, that doesn't mean that the 
I3 commrssion could not, and should not in its recommendation, 
I4  whatever it decides. sa DOD rnlerservicing makes sense, Y I5 would save money, an you ou ht to do. more of  it. 
16 But, I guess what we  w o j d  h o  r that you would 
I7 r e c o g n i ~  that the actual process for &idin where workload 
I8 ought to  o is sufficiently complicated. suffcienll subtle, 
19 that I this it really ought to be ? management juc&menl. 
20 May& one done on an rnterservlce b a r s  b for example, the 
21 D e  t Maintenance Council, that General k lu h runs. But 
22 t h a ~ e ~ s e n t i a l l ~ .  it ought to be a judgment ma% after, not 

3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: ~o;nrnissioner J.B. Davis. 
4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Sccrclarv. as you notd.  
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I MR. GOTBAUM: 1 have learned, sir, in my one ear 
2 at the D e  artment of Defense, never to make promises a k t  
3 what 0 ~ 8  can pay for, especrally in the current environment 
4 
s COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Givcn that's a maybc answcr -- 
6 what about two? 
7 MR. GOTBAUM: Let me  .sa this. We have not, at 
8 least, not recently, looked at what t i e  up  front closure 
9 costs are, o r  would be, for closing a whole d e  t. The -- we 

10 drd look when the Alr Force came forward a n r s a i d  our 
I I estimate of  closure costs is -X-, and the did, in fact, seem 
12 to us to be plausible a! the time. And t%t was as I 
13 recall, a ve  substantral sum a roachin a billion dollars. 
14 COM%ISSIONER D A V ~ &  It's a kittle more than that 
IS  now, isn't it? 
I6 MR. GOTBAUM: And therc is no denying that up 
n front costs d o  matter, and up  (ront costs d o  constrain us. 
18 And, there is n o  denying that even something as important as 
I9 base closure has to be measured a ainst modernization. and so 
20 I don't want to leave ou with fhe im ression that we are 
21 confident o r  comfortaile that we  w& take a depot closing, 
22 and pay for it with the budgets that w e  havc allocated for 

5 we've b e q ~  gettin a lot of help on some of ihis  btuff, and - 
6 - from v a n o w  s r k .  But in each case. there are some that 
7 ring a truth in the process. And I'd like to 80 back to 
8 General Klugh's drscussion -- you know, it s strll the DS -- 
9 OSD position that -- the Air Force positron, i.e., downsizing 

10 the de  ts, IS the preferred option. 
I I KR. GOTBAUM: Yes, slr. And let's be clear why. 
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: As Gcncral Klu h said, we're 
13 looking for reductions of capacity on a cost efkctive basis. 
14 That's what the name or the game is. And we had a computcr 
I5 model, which helped us guess what you ought to do, but that's 
I6 what rt was. It was a computer model to help us  guess what 
17 you ou ht to do. The  first mission is  to reduce capacity. 
I8 t b e  Air Force made the case, and backed it up wrth 
19 some analysis that they could reduce a lot of  the capaclty at 
20 lower cost, b chomprng pieces out of  five air logistic 
21 centers, and by closing a whole air logistic center, large -- 
22 because depots turn out to be only parts of  the ALC, In the 
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I BRAC. I can't ive ou that assurance, sir. 
2 COMMISS~NE&R DAVIS: That's two maybc's, sir. wc'll 
3 accredit you for. I'd like to  follow up on something 
4 Colnmiss~oner Cox said. You know, wc rc always looking for 
5 interservicing. And one of  the things the community canie 
6 forward on was moving the Marines, bccause the congestion of 
7 the area down in San Dicgo at Miramar -- moving the Marincs 
8 to March Air Field - or March Air Force Base, de ndin on 
9 how old you are -- and, the answer w e  bas ica l rgo t  from the 

10 Commandant t tday was, es he'd like to d o  that. 
I I But he'd like s o m e L J y  else to a the brll. We 
12 asked each one of the se rv~ces  -- woulc! t iey step u to that 
13 process. and each one of  them respectfully d e c l r n d  Now I - 
14 - would OSD be  willing to  step up  to that process? I mean, 
I S  what is the OSI) sition on it! 
I6 MR. GOTGUM: 1'11 tell you, sir. This is u s  
n We -- if we  had our  druthers, we  wouldn*t d o  any of $is. I t  
l a  IS because we  have to ay the bill that we're doing thrs. 1 
19 am very well -- very {miliar with the proposal that we pu! 
20 this capacity in March, rather than where we have slotted r t  
21 rn the vanous places we've slotted 11. The rssue IS that i t  

22 would cost moncy. It would cost moncy, you should pardon t l~c 
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I case of, for example, Kelly. 
2 The de t is half of the ALC, and the ALC is about 
3 two thirds of%e tot.1 hase: So that -- they made their 
4 case. They backed 11 up wrth numbers that, in effect, they 
5 could reduce capacity, and they could d o  so  on a cost 
6 effective basis b downsizin T o  us, we  looked at it. I'll 
7 tell you Bob aqYhis staff lo&ed at it. and it seem+ to us 
8 that was fulfillrng the requirement on a cost effectrve 
9 basis. 

10 W e  are very well aware and we  are perfectly happy 
11 that thc Commission is looking at this issuc, bccause we know 
12 that it is controversial, and we  know that you will be 
13 objective about it. But,the reason we  support, and supported 
14 was because we  are t r y ~ n g  to do just that -- reduce capacrty 
15 on a cost effective basis. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I hatc to beat a dead horse, 
n but I asked the Secretary of the Air Force that if we  closed 
I8 one, would the Air Force he able to sustain its readiness and 
19 modernization accounts, and the out years with the costs 
20 involved with closing the cheapest one, whatever that one 

2 1  was. Whether OSD will bc able to handle that, from a - from 
22 the budgeting process -- 
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I expression, up front. 
2 And we are clearly bud e t d  concerninq that in,!hr 
3 interim. And it would -- furttermore, it wou d, rn effect, 
4 add an active duty component. and add the infra~tructure for 
s an active duty component at a base which is now strictly a 
6 reserve base. So, rt would cost a fair amount of money. So 
7 l'nl not su r i d  that the Commandant said sure, as long as 
8 you'd ay x r  it, I'd e k e  it. 
9 &ay. But the rssue is, from the 

10 the taxpayers and the Department of  De~s"~~:k;!le, 
11  because we  d o  have to pay for it, we think there are better 
12  ways to d o  it. 
I3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: M r .  Chairman, could I have  on( 
14 more short uestion? 
1s C H A I ~ M A N  DIXON: You certainly may. 
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Bcin an aviator, I an1 vcr 
17 concerned about wind tunnels, and #ings like that. ~ n l  an( 
18 thcn NSWC at Whitc Oak - that Hypersonic Wind Tunncl' ,And 
19 the,Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff referred to thrs 
20 facrlrty as a national treasure -- unrque natronal 
21 capability. National treasure is my word. Have you looked 
22 n~ your requirements from an OSD pcrspcclive of wind tunnclsv 
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1 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, thank you Mr. Secretary, 
z and Mr. Chairman, if I had another time, I d ask what about 
3 rivdle industry, but I think 1'11 pass on  the wind t u ~ e l .  
4 S h m k  you. 

A PARTICIPANT: Oh. It's one of  my other 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Lee Kling. 
COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. I noticed that you 

9 made some statements about the labs, and wanting to d o  that. 
10 And I don't want to get Into that but I would just like to 
I I make a comment that leads me almost to my next one, is that 
12 IS -- I think we ought to k careful when we tear.apart the 
13 labs in our high tech areas, and so  forth, and split them up 
I4 and send them to the winds. 
I S  And I reco nize that ou think that, but I ha pen 
I6 to thrnk that our future is t& high tech, and is  thefabs, 
17 and IS those thtngs, as opposed to storage. So -- which 
18 rnakss mc then ask the ueslion of you that, on March -- and I 
19 wan, to read ou a l i t i e  hit -- on March lst,  the DOD 
20 suhmrtted 1 4 8  realignment or closure actions to the 
11 Con~n~ission. 
1 2  And to date, the services have revised 63 of these 
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Onc is, we are re-cstimi~ting, partly as the result 
the result of suggestions on the 
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I I mean, you've got one in Tennessee, you have one 
2 in White Oak. Is that excess to our  requirements, even x 3 though i t  has a unique capability. 
4 M R .  GOTBAUM: Unfortunate1 sir, the answer to 
I that, unfortunately, for those who w o u b  like for us to k e p  
6 that facility is open the answer is yes. It is excess to 
7 our requirements. L t  me give you -- this is a case i n  which 
n - -  to go back to the Commandant's example about, tf I don't 
r have to pay for it, I'd like to use it? Okay. 

10 The folks who operate that wind tunnel at White 
I I Oak, w ~ t h  whom 1 have personall spoken, I'll tell you, tell 
1 2  me [hat they have for a number o lhears  bee" tryinb 
13 other components o l  DOD to pay t e opent in cos;:() rt 
1 4  costs. it' I recall correctly -- and if l 'm off by h l f  a 
1 5  mill~on dollars,.I, apologiw -- about $3.5 nullion a yrar to 
16 operate that facll~ty. 
17 And they are having trouble getting a half a 
t n  miltion dollars of other supprt from other DOD components. 
19 What that says to me is t at, yes, if i t 's  free this is 
21, sorncrhrng we Irke. But right now, ~ t ' s  not free. And 
2 1  therelore, with respect, we think it's better that in fact. 
?! wc concentrate our capacity elsewhere. 
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I and say from where we  started that we're now down sf30 
2 million on an annual in saving and we have to add to that now 
3 -- in the cost of -- we have to add to that Kirkland now 
4 because Ki rk lad  is not going to provide the savings that was 
5 onginally rovided into these number. 
6 ~ n d f  guess really the uestion I'm trying to ask 
7 you is Bat  you have certain j e m s  buggeted going forward in 
8 the process and you counted o n  certain o f  these q v i n y  and 
9 these costs there and my on1 simple question is if we re 

10 falling off of these savings tKat we encounter, wouldn't ou 
I I encpura le us to look for alternate wa s to beef these bac i  up 
12 to find tkings such as -- such as -- an$ I'm back because all 
13 of us are on. the depot business but such as looking at 
14  something l ~ k e  that that maybe could take us back up into the 
15 savin s level if lt was sound. 
16 4.m not tr in to get to a specific dollar number. 
17 MR. COTiAjM: No, no, you raise I serious point and 
I8 I think it deserves a serious answer. The answerls  it is 
19 clearly the case that we're looktng for the Conymssion to 
20 help us lower infrastructure costs and as  we said when we 
21 first testified, we would hope that in any case you decide 
22 that we have made a mistake, if you can, that you find a 
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t art of communit ,,and art1 because w e  waqt to  mnke sure 
2 rhat we're doin &is i g l t .  d(le are re-estimating from the 
3 moment we ma&e a recommendation 
1 COMMISSIONER KLING: ~ g a / n ,  I -- excuse me. 
5 MR. GOTBAUM: That,  always in the first round, 
6 raises the costs. Lowers the savings. I personally take 
7 some comfort in the fact that what you're telling me is that 
8 after that process has .one through, we're still hiking 
9 a b u t  something wh& wpuld savq the tar ayers I said 

to eehteen, you're saying nlnetecn brllion ,doYlars ---io that 
1 1  overall, In fact, the savings are substantially on the same 
12 order of ma nitude as they are. 
13 Does &at mean there aren't changes? Yes, sir,. 
14 there are -- I would characterize them, though, as -- in 
15 percentage terms -- relatively small. And I would also want 
16 to point out and make a very important art of  the record, is 
17 that I am absolute1 conficlent -- as contfbent as I was that 
18 the numbers woulYchange between March 1 and to& , I am 
19 equally confident they will change again once you m d e  your 
20 dwiston. 
2 1 COMMISSIONER KLINC: And I agree and we all know 
2 2  that that is what happens to these numbers but when you Iwk 

Page 300 1 I substitute that you discuss it with us because there are 
2 always military and operational implications for all these 
3 changes. 
J Having said that, one of  the things that I hope the 
5 Commission is cognizant of is this issue of  up-front costs is 
6 a real issue and it is helpful long term but may& not 
7 feasible short term to help us by add~n,  hundreds o f  millions 
8 of dollars to the BRAC budget in '97 f that's the way we 
9 achieve the 2001 savlngs. 

10 COMMISSIONER KLING: But i f  we found that the cost 
I 1 of closing was that we could get a ayback in three to four r: 12 years, then ou would sup rt that. 
13 MR. EOTBAUM: c t  me be clear. There are lots of 
14 issues that arg not on this table that have paybacks in 
15 three, four, ttve, six years, okay, and they are not there 
16 because they would rer uire substantial chunks of  mone up 
17 front. It is partly for tkat reason, frankly, that most o? 
18 the flag officers with whom I'm spoken -- and I can't sa 
19 everyone but a lot have said I do want another round of BRA8 
20 and usual1 the answer is longer than three or  four years but 
21 that per ioJof  time but remember that three o r  four year 
22 payback ignorcs the question of how rnuch you pay up front and 

1 
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1 Page 301 1 I how much you a u lront is rcall what we are budgeting io. 
I 2 C O M M ~ ~ I ~ N E R  KLINO: My time is up hut just 
I 3 s ecifically, if we  found -- and I don't have this as a 

4 Zct  -- if we  found at a depot the cost to close was $450 
5 million and the annual savings was $150 million, how would 
6 you feel about that? 
7 MR. GOTBAUM: And that this was -- and the 
8 Department had made a recornmendation which would have saved 
9 less money in a way that was less military -- 

10 COMMISSIONER KLING: I'm 'us1 sayin in theor if 
I I a cost to close of a depot was at $440-sw m d ~ i o n  4 d ~ d  wl 
12 could save and that the savings figure would end u to be 
13 $150 million a u r ,  how would you just  feel abou! that? 
14 MR. GOTLAUM: 1 would think 11 would be somethin 
15 which when we  can afford it, we  would like to d o  and t f e  
16 issue is can we  afford !I.. I'm reall not t r y ~ n g  to dodge 
17 your point but 1 think 11 IS genuinery important to 
18 understand that there is a budge constra~nt under which we  
19 operate. 
20 Now, I will tell you that I meant what I said about 
21 the rhetoric of more money for defense has colored peo le's 
22 views because a lot of folks within the building, even, Rave 
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I .said "Whoa, well, now we're going to havf more mone and I 2 therefore, we  d o n  n to close as much. ~ u t  what t iey 
3 don't see and what the controller of  the De artment of 
4 Defense reminded me as  recently as yester$y is for every 
5 additional dollar that the Congress is promlslng us, there 
6 are $5 of claimants and so  my suspicion is when we "get a 
7 little more money', we're not oing to have a little more 
8 money; we're going to have a fittle less mone and as you d o  
9 your deliberations, we  hope you will take quire seriously 

I0 Into account sir. 
I I COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you. 
I2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Montoyn. 
13 MR. MONTOYA: I gucss the day is ap roaching whcn 
I 4  our second guessing you all is going to e n s a n d  it's goin to 
15 turn the other way and I'm beg~nning to feel that heat an§ 
16 therefore, though I find your answers today, as last time, 
17 very interesting and you re a very interest~ng witness but at 
18 the same time, your llbncss ives me some diseomlort because 
19 I sense that we're dl ov& h e  line on M many things and I 
20 sense it not so much from you, Mr. Gothaum, but the result of 
21 SECDEF whatever guidance you ave or  did not ive the 
22 service. because w e  ve  got a num%er of  theories of how you 

4 I'll give you an example of your own words. You 
5 talked about Brooks Air Forcc Base and closing the base down 
6 and moving things to another place and ou're etting rld of 
7 lab ca acity. I would argue that using t b  Air fo rce  
8 delinilon of  ALCs, you aren*t gelling rid of a" capc i ty  
9 because what you're doing is ou're takrng a right-s~de 

10 lahorato supprcdly, fully w o r l d  and ou're going to move 
I I it s o m e h e  else and what you're reshy doing js trying to 
12 reduce ~nfrastructure su port by closln 1 the e n t ~ r e  base. 
I3 You're goin to take a&antage of anoker  base's overhead b) 
I 4  movin thi5fab capacity that you have to another location. 
Ir f h e  Air Force's argun~ent with us is really saying, 
16 Commission, we have right-sized our ea acity to lnect our work 
n load in a different way than closing Sings.  You're goin to 
I8 cost us more money by forcing us to movc our cal,acity aroun§. 
19 Then w e  have that other stuff we've accounted for, the empty 
20 spaces and the idle machines, that's all been factored Into 
21 our cost structure and so  we  don't have excess capacity. We 
22 have right-sized. 

I 
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I As we  look at things where the Navy closes a 
2 shipyard, now, that's closing excess capacit and that's 
3 gettrng n d  of  excess capacit because sometiin has gone a 
4 way. Closin a wind tunnel  your other exampfe, thi l t '~  
r getting rid ofexcess  capacity. It's gone. 
6 And so to the extent a service closes something, no 
7 longer nculin it, I think you'd glve them great deference to 
8 that decision But when they're not c l o s i n g m e t h i n g  like 
9 Kirkland, just  moving it around, then it omes a matter of 

10 cost. I thlnk our hurdle is higher to overcome our 
I I questioning w i e n  you're closrng nothing but ou're nierel 
12  nnvin  t h ~ n g s  about and I think that's where kirkland f a i h ,  
13 80, let me try to pm our  down on Long Beach 
I 4  havin used that as a backdm . We really ncul to k h w  
15 speciffally what it costs to c&e a shipyanl because we're 
16 enterin a very difficult decisron phase and I have seen the 
I 7  omcia1 RavY numbers to close Lon Bcach is somdhing on the 
18 order of -- I think it's less than $100 million, the cost to 
19 d o  that. 
20 I'm also aware of  an internal NAVSEA memorandum 
21 from the shi yard commander to his hierarchy !hat he's 
22 talking abou!closure costs in excess of  $400 mll ion.  Now, 
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I dcal with excess capacity and the Air Forcc has one, the Army 
2 has another and the Navy has something in between those two. 
3 
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I that is a huge variation and I would ask you to find out -- I 
2 didn't ask the Navy specifically because I wanted OSD to take 
3 a role in this. I'd l ~ k e  to know what are the facts of 
4 closing Lon Beach Naval shipyard and second1 , I think in 
5 the case of  sRipyards, we have the further b e n e d  of other 
6 closures. There seems to be some history that estimates for 
7 closing shi yards have been far lower than actual ex erlence 
8 and so  we  Rave some em irical evidence to better ca'ulate 
9 the closin of  the Long #each Naval shi ard. 

10 So, f o r  the record and before the {Ad, I would 
I I really like to get from ou what that answer is because i t  is 
12  so important and I thrni I understand Air Force's - and one 
13 ol your definitions of  excess capacity. You might have two 
14 o r  three more but I think i understand one. 
15 MR. GOTBAUM: I will not he glib. I will give you 
16 a one-word answer. es. 
17 MR. MONT&A: n a n k  vOu. 
I R COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Commissioner Rol)lcs. 
19 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Just a couple of quick 
20 questions and you can well imagine the depo is'sue is ioing 18 

21 hit you right between the eyes one more time with feeting an 
22 1 just have the first question, kind of an interesting 
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1 uestion and you understand this has been a ver interesting 
2 !ay. We started off the day with one service te i ing us that 
3 the want to  take all their capacity, wring it out, get down 
4 to t i e  very most o timum, leanest structure they can take 

1 5 risks. admitted r i s k  because they think it's manageah~e r ~ s k  
6 because of -- there's actually other things. 
7 Then we're followed up  by another service that says 
8 oh, by the wa we're very risk avcrsc and so we're not (;oing 
9 to close anytkng.  We want to  just downsiw it, lay 11 a w ~  

to a"! get ready for the big one. And then right in the niiddrc 
I I ot  11. the Navy says we  re k ~ n d  of halfway there. So we're 
12  trying to wrestle with this issue. 
13 And then I was also interested in hearing that the 
14 United State Air Force just told us that 71 percent ol all 
IS DOD closure savings have been achieved by the Air f 'o~ce.  
16 Now. Mr. Gotbauln, does it make scnsc that the Unitwl Sl;~rch 
17 Air Force has to date, achieved 71 percent of all BRA<' 
18  savings? Is that a true number'! A number you can cer t~ly 
19 to'? 
20 MR. GOTBAUM: Can I deal with the easy ones first? 
2 1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I mean, this was in tcstimony 
22 today, we were told that they had been a leader in closures 
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I big place, it has a range of activities. I'm tryin to worry 
2 about -,- m d  so f r e l y ,  I would not be surprise$ that there 
3 wcre c~rcumstances In whlch we saved mone by closing an 
r mstnllation entirely and also that there were bmes when we 

u v e d  more money b cutting out ieces. That frank1 dcws 
t surprise me at a l l  The r u u ~  t!r us and the i s u c  for 

Commiss~on and I'm not gorn to be glib about ~ t ;  I'm 
to be blunt about it, IS whit% is the one that,saves 

Y money most cost effectively and maintains the rnilrtary 
10 rn~ssion. That's the question and we know it's a question on 
I I the Commission's plate. We're glad that it's on your plate 
1 2  and we're going to deal with that. 
13 Mr staff, proving that they are as competent as I 
14 llkz to c alm In public, reminds me that it is probably true 
15  that the Air Force statement, as made, is true because in the 
16 early rounds -- the way ou et savings in this business, as 
I7 y i u  know. is you s p n d  r i t  ofmoney up front and then -- so 
1 8  the first three years, you gon't save anything; you spend and 
19 then ou start getti? savlngs. And in the earllest rounds 
20 or ~ i . 4 ~ .  '88 and 81,  the Air Force closed a lot of 

,21 f~silities,  okay. 

/ 22 
So, I suspect that i t  is true that if you looked as 
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I S o  with respect I think that the job that General 
2 Klugh was trying to do was precisely one of sa ing how much 
3 ca acit can I reduce before I threaten reainess .  And 
4 aItRou&we do not run around very onen in the Depanment of 
s Defense saying tick, tick, tick, tick, oh, killed readiness 
6 etc. We try to  make 'udgments about what ca acity we  can 
7 afford and what levetof risks and that's what fhe level of 
u debate is. 
Y But if nobody has said that if we  eliminated all 

l o  depo ca acrty, we would not be rrady, then that's clearly 
I I true. d e  issue here 1s what levels do w e  n d .  
1 2  COMMISSIONER KOBLES: And that's a good 
13 clarification. I just wondered if any other service, the 
14 Arniy, the Air Force, the Navy brought u the readiness issue 
I S  as sa ing if w e  got ri? of the p r o p o s ~ o v e r  capacity we 
I6 run rnto a readmess problem. What you're telling me 
17 1s that would not -- your rtxommendatrons were cons~stent 
1 8  with maintaining readinas and et being able to downsize 
19 the infrastructure and getting r i l o l e x c e s s  ca acity. 
20 MR. GOTBAUM: K e e  in mind, sir, Phat what we, in 
21 effect, dld 1s y k  the a rvrce ,  &th military and civilian 
22 what rs your judgment, keeping military value first, as to 
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I in the United States Air Force, that they, in fact, have 
z a v r d  some $18 billion, that is 71 ercent of all the savings 

~ c h i c v d  h the De artnlent of ~ e g n s e  in this base clostlre 
4 process a n i  I thou % that was a very interesting number. 

MR. G O T B ~ U M :  And Commissioner, slnce I cannot, 
6 ngtit 110w. from memory, Ict me absolutely circle back on that 
7 ;Jne. 
x COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Could you please gct buck to 
u us o n  that and validate the voracity. There are some 

1 0  ~hs~imptions there we're not understanding and that didn't go 
I I along with that number. 
1 2  MR. GOTBAUM: Ri  ~ h t , ,  if I can deal with our tirst 
13 question, which is wh IS 11 &at my father's house {as nnlrny 
Ir restructuring plans. Ad. 1'11 tell you sir, is not (o me - 
I S  - and I spent a lot of  time in the prlvate sector dorng 
16 restructuring -- that, by itself, is not a surprise. 
17 Let's go back and take the prevlous commissioner's 
18  poi111 about the wind tunnel, okay, in which we're "closing 
19 one tacll~ty and actually s h n n k r n ~ o u r  use pf land but we're 
20 xtual ly usin the land next door. And t h ~ s  is genutnely a 
21 in which there is no one-SIE-fits-all ap roach. , 

22 As you know, much better than I ,  the6epartment a 
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I The second question has to d o  with the depo jolnt 
2 cross service groups and I know they went through a lot of 
3 deliberation but we h a r d  today for the first time -- at 

least I heard i t  for the first time.1 won't speak for the 
5 other commissioners -- that readiness was an issue. Never 
6 beforz had 1 h a r d  that when ou all did,the deliberations, 
7 there was a ruginess  impact i u t  today, ~t wns testrfied that 
8 now we're ralsrng the readiness specter and snyingoh, by the 
9 way, we can't close because ~f we  d o  that, there will be a 

1 0  readtness impact and I just had never h e r d  that and I 
11 wondered if you had heard that ~n thejolnt cross service 
12  groups or  an other time'? 
I3 MR. OTBAUM: Not having the benefit of the 
I 4  tutimon this morning, it is very clear and that pan  of  the 
15  reason d;ler?l Klugh -- and I should probably I+ him nnswer 
16 this -- we're rn a process, not as drfficult o r  as rnrsernble 
17 as this process, but pretty difficult last year with the 
In  services tryin to define core. Why were the trying to 
I9 define core? ftec.usF they were try/ng ,to de%ne,t?at level 
20 of work load which, in order to n ~ a ~ n t a ~ n  our a b ~ l ~ t y  to t ~ g h t  
2 1  wars, which is how we drline readiness, okay. ought to be in- 
22 house. 

: 6 savings from the three rounds that we've had and the rounds 
1 7 that we're recommending and I will tell you, sir -- and 
I 8 frdnkly, I was surprised -- they were very close to the same 
i 9 for each service. 
' 1 0  C0.MMlSSlONER ROBLES: And that's what I thought. 
I I I I'd lust Irke for you to make that available to us. 
I2 M R .  COTBAUM: And we will send you those numbcrs. 
11 S-). over the fullness of time, the three rounds plus the ones 
\ 4  thcre, tnith is they look Itke every service was making a 
I - , ~ r y  serious effort. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And I didn't want to add o n  
ut the numbers because your one-size-fits-all A to Z 
roach would bc okay if thc numbers were all consistent but 

19 whcn they're also major diffcrcnces in assum tions about what P 20 gcts saved, what doesn't get saved, what s a cost, what's a 
21 savings, it realp c a u T s  us r r p l e x i n g  problems and this is 
I? what we're dea Ing w ~ t h  ng t now. 
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I savings,achieved to date not of  costs, that the Air Force IS 
2 mponwble for a lot of  them. One thing I can tell you 
3 though, is that we, as art o f  our analysrs, when the 
4 Saretary's recommen$ations came to the Department of 
5 Defense, Bob and I looked at all three services' estimated 

6 With your permission., sir, I'd like to let Genernl 
7 Klugh, who is res nsible tor this in the -- 
8 GENERAL TLUGH: Briefly, Commissioner Robles, 
9 will just say that the readiness issue was addressed, tls Josh 

1 0  was saying, through sizin the depots to  core. And that we  
I I were protectrng the capabiil  to sup ort all of  the key 
1 2  weapons systems that might L i n v o R 4  in a JCS scenario. 
13 None of the alternatives that we sent forward to 
14 the services violated that. All of those alternatives, both 
I S  in DM1 and DM2, took the core u n d a  consideration and, 
16 therefore, read~ness under consrderatlon. 
17 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, sir. So what I'm 
I 8  hearing you say, then, is if you r ight-srs  the de  ts to be 
1 9  able to meet that core capacity that you identlfie%n your 

ou should not have a readiness problem. ::  group&^^^^^ KLUGH: That is correct. 
22 COMMISSIONER RC)BLES: Thank you, sir. 
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I the kinds of  reductions you can recommend consistent wtth 
2 readiness. And so  in every service there were depot 
3 facilities in which the servlce said I want this one, I need 
4 this one and therefore, we're not going to touch it, in every 
5 service. 

- 
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I MR. BAYER: Commissioner Robles, I'd like to add 
2 one further po~nt ,  rn. terms of read~ness. And that IS that 
3 the Joint Cross Servrce group was looking at readrness from 
4 the logistics int of view, i.e., sizing to core. But when 
5 the services t E n  looked at their bases, particularly in the 
6 Air Force where there were multi-service o r  multi-mission 
7 bases, their readiness construct for that base was broader 
8 than simply lo  istics. S o  that might be another reason why 
9 you rece~ved tfat in ut. 

10 COMMISSIONkR ROBLES: Thank you. I understand. 
I I Because they have air fields there and they d o  other 
1 2  ancillary nussions there that may have a readiness impact. 
13 But a arn, we're not ta lhng about reducing those. 
1 4  %he a r y m e q t  has.alyays e n  about taking the depot 
I S  maintenance functron w ~ t h ~ n  an arr log~stics center, for 
16 example, and downsizing it to do core upacit work. And so 
17 that ought not have a readiness impact u n L s  you have to 
1 8  degrade the base support structure sufficiently such that it 
19 may affect other nussions. I thought I understood the 
20 equation. I was 'ust makrng sure. 
2 1 S O y M K S l ' o ~ ~ R  CORNELLA: Thank you. mmmissioner. 
22  C o m m ~ s s ~ o n e r  Steele. 
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I COMMISSIONER STEELE: Good aRcrnoon. Am I correct 
2 in that the Secretary's uidelines for the De artment for 
3 BRAC '95 instructed tee services not to incrude or consider 
4 environmental cleanup costs in putting forth their 
5 recommendations. Is nl memory of that memo ri ht? 
6 MR. GOTBAUM: grot, day one -- a ~ d  I mean f a  one 
7 Iikq 1988 or  cer ta~nly the 1991 round - -  11 has been t i e  
8 pol~cy  of the Department of Defense -- ~n other words, it is 
9 not just this Secretary of Defense, but it's been all of 

10 them -- essent~all that env~ronmental cleanup -- we know 
I I that we  have to c y a n  up pur land whether it IS active or 
1 2  not. And we therefore did not want to bras ourselves, in 
13 effect, a ainst doing cleanup where w e  ou ht, by utting that 
I4 on the &le since we  have to pay the freig!t w h e t k r  it's 
I S  open o r  closed. 
16 And so  yes, i t  is true in this round, and it was 
17 true in previous rounds, that the estimate operating costs, 
1 8  they estimate com liance costs b t  they don't wtimate 
1 9  ~ l m u p  costs an8they leave those off to the s ~ d e .  Now, it 
20 IS of  course a b s o ~ u t e l ~  true that once w e  make a closure 
21 decision we  in fact -- if we  want to d o  reuse, we  have to d o  
22 that cleanup, and that's why that cost gets factored into our 

I I 1 
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I okay. That would be a mislake. 
2 S o  w e  t to be try to be neutral in this and make 
3 the decision. %ut we  are undo! a budget constraint and, as a 
4 result -- and it is true not 'ust In the Arr Force; the Army 
5 and the Navy, too -- they\ee a runnrng tab of how much 
6 nloney they think they have Z r  base closure. And as a 
7 result, in effect, what we d o  -- and thrs ~ e t s  to a point 
8 that the other commissioner made - some th~ngs don't comc on 
9 this list because they.simpl add a lot of upfront cost, even 

10 though they are. nomrnslly i i  h payoff. 
I I And that is, 1 belleve, t i e  context in which the 
12 Air Force said, Is there a pa off for dosinp a d e p t ?  , 
13 Answer: Yes, there is. Is t iere  an u fron cost. Answer: 
I4 Yes, there is. Is it lar e? Yes. and tk re fore  if we  can d o  
15 it more cheap1 w e  wib 
16 COMMASIONER STEELE: Oka . And to follow up 
17  there, and this is sort of a continuation o r a  couple of my 
I8 colleagues' questions. If you could put on your investment 
1 9  banker hat for me, please for a moment, and you have a 
20 choice here, lookin at A ~ C S .  We've got the $276 million 
21 that was bud e t d  &r the closure o f  Kirtland. 
22  MR. &TBAUM: Seventy-e~ght. 
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I COMMISSIONER STEELE I think I havc that nun~hcr 
2 right, o r  close. If you look at Brooks Air Force Base and 
3 the commun~t  's contonement plan. true, the steady-state 
4 savings are haTf the department s recommendation. but we're 
5 talking numbers of 17.6 versus 32.2. But the upfront cost 
6 for Brooks, if we  d o  the Departnlmt's recommendat~on. 11's 
7 2 1 1 million; the communit s is only 32. 
8 I can ive ou. Mr. 6ves;ment Banker, 200 million 
9 upfront for %roq{s, two hundred and whatever I said -- 

1 0  seventy-six rnill~on -- for Kirtland, and give ou a steady- 
I I state savin s a heck of  a lot bigger than B e  %fference 
1 2  between 1 r a n d  17, is this a proposal you would ~nterestul 
13 in'? 
1 4  MR. GOTBAUM: Havin spent a lot of time on both 
15 sides of  the table, buying and sefling, I thin* it's ver 
16 important to ask the question of, Am I buying o r  sellng'? If 
17 I'm sellin -- 
I 8 C O ~ M I S S I O N E R  STEELE: Short answer,, please 
19 MR. GOTBAUM: Okay. I thrnk the rssue IS what'the 
20 numbers really are. We -- let s be very direct. Whenever a 
21 community comes to us and says, "Wc can save you moncy as 
22 long as  you leave capacity lying around," I cover my wallet. 

1) 
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I BRAC recommendations. Is that clear? 
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Sure. My follow-up qucstion 
3 then would be, the Secretary of the Air Force this morning 
4 specifically s a d  that we should not consider an ALC due to 
5 environmental costs. Thcrc wcrc some other issucs mentioned. 
6 but that was mentioned specifically. Given the Secretary of 
7 Defense's guidance to the Department and the testimony we 
8 heard this morning, how would you counscl the Colnmission on 
9 whcthcr or not we considcr environmental cleanul, costs as wc 

10 proceed into this final week? 
I I MR. GOTBAUM: Again, I {on't have the benefit of 
1 2  the Secretary of  the A I ~  Force's testrn~on 
1 3  discus.& thrs issue with her in the past, fPhrk?gi?$ue, 
14 as I tned to say it before, which is we  try to keep 
1 5  environmental cleanup costs off the decision of  which base 
16 you close. 
17 In other words, if we have two hases, one that has 
I8 a lot of environmental cleanup and another that doesn't, 
19 okay we  don't think environmental cleanup ought to get into 
20 that factor because if we did, every base commander in the 
21 world would understand that what he ought to do is drop a lot 
22 of oil drums in sensitive places. We don't want to d o  that, 

Page 3 
I And that is what in many. many. ~nariy cascs colnmunitics Iiavc 
2 done. 
3 We don't like this process, okay. It is miserable. 
4 But that is all too often exactly what people are saying. 
5 That's what's going on at Brooks. It s what goin * on at 

ure, we c 6 Rome. And as a result, can we "savew money,? k 
7 save mone b leavin excess ca acit 
8 C O X ~ S S I O N & R  STEEL%: ?;an save you a l o t  nlc 
9 money in the long haul by providing to the De artnlent the 

1 0  upfront costs that were test~fied a couple m o n t l  ago that. 
r I hyd they been there, the A.ir Force would have gone a 
1 2  different course. So, all nght ,  one more last question 
I3 here. 
14 1 reall d o  commend all of you on the work of the 
I S  Joint Cross ervice groups. I think !hey really did do a $ 
16 good job. My frustratron In thrs charr IS they had the 
17 responsibility, but they didn't have the authority to make it 
18 I~appcn. Getting back to Commissioner Davis' comnicnt allout 
19 interservicin I would like to provide the Department the 
20 greatest f l exh l i ty  with the recommendations -- they're not 
21 recommendations -- with the report that we send forth. 
22 However, given the track record on 
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I mtrrscwicing -- gou mentioned depot maintenance council as 
, 2 A sur~cs t ion  on s ould we  close a depot o r  two, where that 

3 .uorlhad could be best ,directed. Does the depot maintenance 
.I ;ouncrl have the authorrty to make it happen? 
5 M R .  GOTBAUM: Yes. 
6 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Interservice? Okay. I just 
7 . A , ~ I ~ I  10 be sure. 
n M R .  GOTBAUM: Yes, it does. 
9 COMMISSIONEK STEELE: Okay. Lastly, General 

lo Yahh~tt, the Ogden community has forwarded a concept d er 
I I r h l t  h bas~call allows DOD to divest o m e r s h l p  of the && 
I! property but ahow D1.A to l a s e  it back to meet its short- 
13 t ~ r l n  capacil needs for storage, which I guess are state? at 
14 ? I  n,~lle,n );we accept the Department's recommendat~!,n. I 
1 5  ~ U C "  that number har since maybe become a little bit illy. 
I 6 Given the shortfall in stora capacity q d  the 
n p)1cn11a1 additional shortfall s h o h d  the C o m m a s ~ o n  proceed 
i n  r o  d o  a different approach to the ALC issue, have ou had an 
19  j p p ) r ~ u n i t y  to look at the OgJen community's proposal! And 
!I) ;.OIIIJ you comment on that? 
!I 1-ICUTENANT GENERAL BABBI?: Yes, we h r r c  'l't~c 
21 r 1 4  (11 a shortfall -- the 21 that was onglnally stated, 
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I ,what we now feel is closer to 10 million, if there art: no 
2 ather changes made -- is truly a risk. And we would there is 
3 some reasonable probability it would never be required. To  
r -r)v cntcr into an agreement with Ogden to lease space that wc 

.ever need didn't seem prudent to us. And therefore we  
W I  that offer now. 

If in fact it should come to pass that some of that 
is required, certainly it js available to us, that 

9 we would enter into agreement e!ther Ogden or  communities 
10 chat have facilities -- other facilltles that might be 
I I ~ f f t x ~ e d  by closure to cover a short-term shortfall. And we 
1 2  .-,ouU propose that was one of our risk management a roaches. 
I J  COMMISSIONER STEELE: TO my surprise. PRavenal 
I 4  k e n  handed a note that says m time is expired, so  lTnl going 
1 5  1.1 Iollow u and ask you what iappened to this 21 mlllion 
16 -,Ionage. fmean.  back at the beginning, when we h e a d  that 

117 ..*as out there -- 
118 LIEUTENANT GENERAL BABBIIT: Why did il go from 21 
I9 1 1 - -  

COMMISSIONER STEEL!: -- and that was one oflllc 
, ? I  rrasons where the ALCs said, Oh, well, look, we'll have 
I ? ?  r - ~ ~ ~ l n .  .~rlr,lher good reason lo downsize." Do you not nccd tlri i t  

\ 
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I had said if you could find that kind of  mone to close a 
2 depot, you would d o  that. Is that correct? &id I hear your 
3 answer correct1 3 
4 MR. GOTkaLJM: What l said is, we're looking lor the 
5 payoffs that we can aftbrd. And that is precisely what we 
6 are doing throughout this process. 
7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: If I look the 278 million 
8 that would be saved now that we're not going to Kirtland, and 
Y I take the 127 million that would be saved on the down-sizing 

10 of a depot, that would glve us 405,million. Wouldn't that go 
I I a long wa s towards the closure of a depot, assuming it was 
1 2  in the 4 d l o  600 million dollar ran e 
13 Me. COTEiAUM: At the  risk o/ib;ing contentious, are 
1 4  y e  also mcluding in the led per the Increase costs that we've 
1 5  discovered in all the other $ces [hat the Commission still 
16 agrees should be close. 
I7  COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Well, if we want to do 
la  that, we can start including in a lot of other costs, too 
19 and savings. Like if we have savlngr of $SO million dollars 
20 a year b not up trading tquipment that is on that site -- you 
21  know, tKere haskeen a figure out that infrastructure costs 
22 and improvements over a 30-year penod, I believe, but I'd 
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I have to go  back and get those numbers. But anyway, I f 
2 amounts to $50 million a ear to keep up radin the qulpment 
3 and re airin it and reJack it and tke i n a t m c t u r e  and 
4 everytRin tiat exists In the !Iepots 
5 So !mean, we can play a lot bf numbers games here. 
6 But my questlon is, Couldn t that money be used for closure 
7 then? 
8 MR. GOTBAUM: The answer is, yes, sir. And I don't 
9 want to play numbers gqmes, but I want to be very direct. 

10 The congress does not gtve us  lnfinlte year money. The 
I I congress ives us money ear by year. And therefore there 
12 are a lot tiings, dozens orthings. that this De artment 
13 would love to do that would save billions of  & ~ a r s  ea 
14 r uire upfront costs of only tens o f  millions o r  hundreds of  
15 Aliens, that we dq not do. 
16 And all I ask is, as you consider our 
17 recommendations, and as ou form your own, keep in mind both 
I8 parts of the equation. ?hat's all. 
19 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We will do that, sir. And 
20 1 thank you. I have one last quest~on for General Babbitt. 
21 If the closure of one or more ALCs would happen, would 
22 that -- how would that affect your previous recommendations 

-- 
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r , ~ ) n ~  - -  oops, I got my note. 
LIEUTENANT GENERAL BABB~TT: D ~ S  $at mean 1 don't 

have to answer? We had proposed $21 mll lon as a prudent 
i J n z k  long before,there was any offer made by the Air Force 
: S fur excessca aclt at the five ALCs ~f none were c1osd.  

6 h o d  we st111 ? e l  k a t 9 s  a prudent "e, and we still feel 
7 that that's a lean forward approach that DLA should make. 

1 8  rhere is the possibility that inventory 
' 9 r=qu~rcments wlll o down even further than,we've been able 
1 0  ~ L I  csttnlate now. h d  therefo~e we  w o u I ~ , s t ~ I l  fee1 there's a 

I I pss ibi l i t  we will never r ulre that addrt~onal space. 
1 2  CO&MlSSlONER S T 3 L E :  Oka . thank you And I wish 

i 3  you ltwk ln our new st as ou r e p l c e  our shadow 
I4 L I E U ~ E N A N T  ~ E N E ~ A L  BABBITT: ~ h a n k . ~ o u  

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We do have to havc a iiltle 
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I in regard to DLA activities. Would some of  those 
2 recoqmendations have.to be changed? O r  would there be 
3 sufficient ca acity to plck up whatever would come out of  

5 
B 4 those ALCs. 

LIEUTENANT GENERAL BABBIIT: First of all, Mr. 
6 Commss~oner ,  it depends on other recommendations tn part, 
7 that the commission may recommend. And say, for example, you 
8 had considered the alternatives of Letterkenny and Tobyhanna 
9 Army De ts and also Red River Army Depot in your discussions 

1 0  so  b r .  E d  whatever decisions you might recommend there 
I I would also affect our capacity and ryulrement  for storage. 
12 But, because I don't know the answer to that, I'll 
13 ualify my answer and say if you assume that only the four 
14 Yepots that DLA originally recommended for closure,ars going 
15 to be closed. then we ~ r o w s e d  a 21 million cublc foot 

I w ~ l o r  once in a while. 
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Very little. 
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA. Even in this process 1 

I 
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16 shortt:41! as a risk. ~ n ' d  Ge  honestly felt that it was a good 
17 possiblllty that that shortfall would d ~ s a p  ear by 2001 and 
1 %  therefore would never have to be reolack;. I 

1 9  jubt hdve two quick questions and then we'll be tinished. 
ZO h( r Gl)lbaum, you had sad In answer to Commiss~oner Kl~n 1 ' s  
? I  uzallon about -- he ave you -- about the scenario invohvlng 
!2 I.*. 5 0 0  r n ~ l l ~ o n  dolkrs  to c l o x  and IS0 annual savlngs. you 

19 We still feel that we can mana'ge that risk, and we 
20 havc tried to be reasonable about thn~ by raying how would we 
2 1  manage that, and we have a 11st of a number of  alternatives, 
22 which exceed by quite n b ~ t  the 21 million cubic feet, that 



~ u l t  i-pageTM 
Base Realignment & Closure June 14, 1995 

13 forthcomin in rovidin 1 it. 
14 CO&I&IONE~CORNELLA: You have 
115 MR. GOTBAUM: It's clear from your quesiions and 

- 

).II 

16 clear from our concerns that you're coniiderili a lot of 
n mixin an 2 matching. And I would o f f ~ r  and a$ that. as you 
I R  consicfer the alternat~ves, we  would obvlouslv like to. both 
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I LIEUTENANT GENERAL BABBilT:  Our position on what 
2 we have called collocated depots is, there purpose for being 
3 there is to support the maintenance depot. And therefore, ~f 
4 the maintenance depot were to close, w e  would also close the 
5 associated distribution depot. 
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Before wc close, 1 would 
7 just like to return to Mr. Gotbaum, because I think he has 
R one more thin he  wants to say. 
9 MR. G&BA.UM: Actually. sir, it's a request. This 
10 Commrsslon and thls staff has been absolutely terrific in 
I I making clear what the Comyission's concerns arc and =?king 
12 the Department for information. And I hope we have been a: 

19 because we know something about this and 6mause there is 
20 military judgment and other things involved, help in that 
21 process,'participate in the rocess anytime. I can assert 
22 with absolute confidence t&t we  have a 24-hour-a-day 
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I we would use to manage the risk if the need came about. 
2 That shortfall re resented about 5 ercent of our 
3 expected ca acity in 2601, and we  thoug\t it was prudent. 
4 That 21 mifion shortfall has "ow chan ved to 10 because of 
5 some fact-of-life chan es, whlch I c o u k  itemize for you. We 
6 have alread e f  those to the Commission in written 
7 form. BUI ~ ~ ~ ~ o s e  are fact-of-life changes, 
8 information that Zns ?hanged since we  subm~tted our report. 
9 If the Comrmss~on were to recommend no closures of 

1 0  AICs, we  would certainly have more than enough capacit at 
I I the ALCs, the five ALCs, excess to handle any shortfall 6 a t  
12 might eventually happen. If ou closed one ALC, it's our 
13 assessment that w e  would s t i l  have sufficient risk 
14 management capability to not change our recommendation at 
15 all. 
16 If, on the other hand, you close two ALCs, we  would 
17 still propose to manage 15 to 20 million cubic feet of risk. 
I8 And that would leave probably somewhere in the nei hborhood 
19 of 18 to 20 million cubic feet that should proba&y be 
20 considered reestablishment throu h some other means. 
21 COMMISSIONER CORNELfA: So if an ALC uns closd, 
22 the depot at that site would also be closed, the DLA depot? 
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I LIEUTENANT GENERAL BABBITT: I ' l l  bc happy I O  do 
2 that. 
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you vcry rtiucti. 
4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: We have now concluded thc 
5 29th a"4final ublic hearing of the I995 base closure 
6 comrn~ss~on.  Rnd I want to say, and I want you to carr this 
7 back to all the branches of service, to other members o d h e  
R Depa~mcnt of Defense. any installation commanders you niay 
9 come across, that w e  thank you for your hospital~ty, 

10 cooperation, your openness through this rocess. an&%r 
I I pat!ence with us., as w e  struggle to find tRc truth and to 
12 arrlve at a dec~slon. 
13 I want to thank all the witnesses that have 
14 appcarcd berore us today. The informalion you've brou 
15 has been ertremely valuable, an! I mean that, Mr. f!;Iudrum. 
16 And we wlil take your remarks lnto very serious 
1 7  consideration. 
18 We will next meet in this room on Thurylay June 
19 22, to begin our final deliberations. This heanng has 
20 ended. 
21 (Whereupon, a t  3 5 5  p.m., the hearing was 
22 concluded.) 
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I operation. 
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2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I appreciate your paticncc 
3 with this chairman, as I've asked you the questions today. I 
4 know it's been a long and arduous rocess for us. I know 
5 we've had -- we just went nonstop for  the last few months. 
6 So if there was any shortness, I a ologize for that. 
7 MR. GOTBAUM: Sir. all! can promise you is that, 
8 if I could substitute you for any of several committee 
9 chairmen in Con ress who I am not dumb enough to name, I'd do 

1 0  it in a second. h a n k  you, sir 
I I COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Before we read the  closinl 
12 statement, I would turn to Commissioner Montoya for.just a 
13 comment. 
14 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: General, I failed lo mentio~ 
15 one thing. As a courtesy to two fla officers, a retired 
16 fla officer, a supply corps f"end of  mine has written me a 
17 ratfer contentious letter with lots of su ply corps language. 
18 I don't understand the letter yet. And [)also got a very 
19 fine, eloquent rebutbl from another sup ly corps flag 
20 officer, which I also don't understand. i u t  would ou please 
21 tell Admiral Straw that I have is r r t  nse, and I wi6 do my 
22 homework, and I will understand i t g f o r e  thls IS over. 





DR,Al?I' CONGRESSIONAL TESTIMONY - AFEWES 

THE AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR (AFEWES) IS A HIGHLY- 

CLASSIFIED, GOVERNMENT TEST FACILITY IN FORT WORTH, TX WHOSE MISSION IS TO 

IMPROVE THE SURVIVABILITY OF U.S. AND ALLIED AIRCRAFT WHEN ENGAGED BY ENEMY 

WEAPON SYSTEMS IN TIME OF WAR. THE CONTINUING IMPORTANCE OF THE WORK 

PERFORMED IN AFEWES WAS FORCEFULLY BROUGHT TO MIND LAST WEEK, BY THE 

TRAGIC LOSS OF CAIrl'. SCOTT O'GRADY'S F-16 TO A BOSNIAN SA-6 SURFACE-TO-AIR 

MISSILE (SAM) SYSTEM. 

SINCE ITS BEGINNING IN 1958, AFEWES TEST AND EVALUATION (T&E) OF ELECTRONIC 

COMBAT (EC) SYSTEMS HAS SAVED COUNTLESS LIVES IN CONFLICTS FROM THE CUBAN 

MISSILE CRISIS, THROUGH TKE VIETNAM WAR AND OPERATION EL DORADO CANYON 

(LIBYAN CONFLICT), TO OPERATION DESERT STORM. CONTINUED REGIONAL 

INSTABILITIES, WORLDWIDE, MAKE THIS ONE-OF-A-KIND FACILITY AS CRITICALLY- 

NEEDED AS EVER BEFORE. DESPITE ITS ESTABLISHED IMPORTANCE TO THE 

WARFIGHTER, THE AIR FORCE HAS OFTED TO RECOMMEND "DISESTABLISHMENT AND 

RELOCATION" OF THIS VALUED NATIONAL ASSET. THE "OFFICIAL RATIONALE 

JUSTIFYING THIS ACTION IS BADLY FLAWED! 

THE AIR FORCE WOULD HAVE US BELIEVE THAT AFEWES WILL BE REESTABLISHED 

INTACT ON THE WEST COAST AND CLAIMS "MOVING AFEWES WILL NOT RESULT IN THE 

LOSS OF NEEDED T&E CAPABILITY." THE AIR FORCE'S "PROGRAMMING PLAN 94-04" 

HOWEVER, CONFIRMS, THAT THE MAJORITY OF AFEWES SIMULATIONS OF BOSNIAN 

THREATS (AND OTHER HOT SPOTS AROUND THE WORLD) WILL BE DISCARDED! THIS 

SERIOUS OVERSITE TYPIFIES THE FALLACY OF THE AIR FORCE ARGUMENT TO MOVE 

AFEWES. 



THE AIR FORCE ESTIMATE OF $7M TO MOVE AFEWES CONSIDERS ONLY A SMALL 1 
FRACTION OF OVERALL CAPABILITY AND DOES NOT INCLUDE DOCUMENTATION AND 

TRAINING OF THE REPLACEMENT WORKFORCE. ACTUAL COSTS OF MOVING THE 

COMPLETE CAPABILITY, WITH SUITABLE DOCUMENTATION AND TRAINING, WILL COST 

$60-70M AND GREATLY INCREASE THE TIME REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE RETURN ON 

INVESTMENT (ROI), THIS RESULT IS INTOLERABLE IN TODAY'S BUDGET ENVIRONMENT! 

AN OFFICIAL AIR FORCE DOCUMENT STATES "MOST AFEWES TESTING CAN BE 

ACCOMPLISHED ELSEWHERE"; ALTHOUGH THE "ELSEWHERE" IS NEVER IDENTIFIED. IN 

REALITY, AFEWES HAS TRULY UNIQUE CAPABILITIES WHICH WILL BE PERMANENTLY 

LOST IF  THE FACILITY IS DISTURBED BY BRAC. 

AIR FORCE ANALYSIS SHOWS AFEWES UTILIZATION IN FY 2001 WILL APPROACH THE 

UTILIZATION OF ALL MAJOR DoD OPEN AIR RANGES COMBINED! THIS SAME ANALYSIS 

CLAIMS AFEWES IS UNDERUTILIZED BUT FAILS TO SHOW HOW UTILIZATION WILL BE 

INCREASED IF  AFEWES IS MOVED. 

MODERN ELECTRONIC COMBAT TESTING REQUIRES RADIO FREQUENCY (RF) & INFRARED 

(IR) SIMULATIONS IN THE SAME LOCATION. THIS CRITICAL REQUIREMENT IS MET AT AIR 

FORCE PLANT 4 TODAY. THE AIR FORCE BRAC PLAN, AMAZINGLY, WILL DESTROY THIS 

UNIQUE CAPABILITY AND SPLIT AFEWES IR & RF RESOURCES BETWEEN EAST AND WEST 

COASTS! 

THE ISSUE OF AFEWES RELOCATION HAS LESS TO DO WITH DOLLARS AND TECHNICAL 

JARGON THAN IT DOES WITH THE VERY SURVIVAL OF OUR AMERICAN SONS AND 

DAUGHTERS IN COMBAT. THEY DESERVE THE VERY BEST TEST CAPABILITY WE CAN 

PROVIDE! THE NATION'S BEST INTEREST IS CLEARLY SERVED IF  AFEWES REMAINS IN 

FORT WORTH, TX AND CONTINUES TO DEVELOP EFFECTIVE COUNTERMEASURES FOR 

OUR MILITARY FORCES. I'D BET CAPT SCOTT O'GRADY WOULD AGREE! 



AFEWESBRAC QUESTIONS FOR THE USAF 

Question 1. Why are the majority of AFEWES systems, which represent Bosnian Threats to 
NATO aircraft not identified for relocation in the Air Force PPlan 94-02, Revision 
2? Since many of these threats also exist in other regional "hot spots" as well, 
how can the apparent salvage of their AFEWES counterparts be justified? 

Question 2. How can the USAF justify its BRAC recommendation without first satisfling 
Congressional direction and electronic networking study recornendations within 
its own Mission Needs Statement? 

Question 3. Which validated Government T&E facilities have the current capability to 
duplicate the following AFEWES test categories at comparable technical fidelity 
and cost? 

Fully-dynamic, Infi-ared AlertiResponse testing with actual FME seekers at 
correct IR wavelengths? 

Real-time, Real-ftequency evaluations of RF power-managed EC systems in 
Theatre-specific laydowns at operationally realistic signal densitylfidelity? 

Correlated multi-spectral (RF & IR) test capability at actual ftequencyl 
wavelength in a single location as required by modem EC systems? 

RF Semi Active Missile ECM testing, over a broad Field of View, at actual 
frequency, with real-time, threat-specific kinematics? 

Combined countermeasure (pilot maneuver + activdexpendable EC) Test 
Capability in the missile end-game with validated threats and manned reactive 
high-fidelity cockpits? 

Question 4. Why does the Air Force $7M estimate for AFEWES relocation fail to account for 
"the time and cost of replacing experienced personnel who choose not to move to 
a new location" as required Air Force Mission Need Statement, AFMC 003-93? 
How will the loss of 1500 man years of AFEWES expertise provided by the 
current O&M contractor be replaced? What are the costs of Planned Reverse 
Engineering and the development of necessary documentation for the new O&M 
workforce? 

Question 5. Explain in detail, the value-added, technical benefit to be derived ftom AFEWES 
relocation to AFFTC. Specifically, what additional enhanced test and evaluation 
capabilities will be acGeved above and beyond those cumntly provided by 
AFEWES at the Air Force Plant 4 location? 



ANSWERS TO AFEWESBRAC QUESTIONS 

Answer 1. The Air Force position in this area is particularly shortsighted in that it apparently 
considers the only threat simulations worth relocating to be the most advanced 
systems developed in the former Soviet Union. Older systems such as the SA-2 
and SA-3 SAMS which were operational in the Vietnam War era remain viable 
threats to allied aircraft in many Third World regions to this day. 

The unique fidelity, cost, and Quick Reaction Test Capabilities which AFEWES 
o f f a  for these older threats cannot be provided in any other form of simulation. 

Answer 2. Air Force Mission Needs Statement, AFMC 003-93, identifies "Networking 
existing US or Allied facilities" as an area of potential study to meet its own T&E 
needs. The 1995 National Defense Authorization Act and the FY 95 Senate 
Appropriations Committee Report impose restrictions on DoD initiatives to realign 
the EC Test and Evaluation I ~ t r u c t u r e .  These Congressional Directives, 
respectively, require DoD to develop and submit to the Congress, 1) an EC Master 
Plan and 2) a Hardware-in-the-Loop Data Linking Report. 

To date, the US Air Force has complied with neither of these Congressional 
directives or Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) guidance contained in its very 
own Mission Needs Statement for Electronic Combat (EC) Test and Evaluational 
(T&E) Capabilities. 

A test h d e d  by the USAF and recently completed within the AFEWES has 
proved, conclusively, that with the inclusion of state predictor algorithms, 
AFEWES Terminal Threat Systems can be electronically networked with manned 
cockpit simulators anywhere worldwide without appreciable degradation in the 
accuracy/fidelity of test results. 

An Air Force technical study, which was specifically focused on Hardware-in-the- 
Loop (HITL) simulation has recently been completed and briefed to USAF 
officials. This study clearly identifies electronic linking, not facility relocation, 
as the most cost effective approach to meet USAF T&E technical and fiscal 
requirements. 

Answer 3. None of the Test Categories identified in Question 3 can be accomplished at 
comparable technical fidelity and cost at any Government test facility other than 
AFEWES. 

The expected Government response will probably make references to a highly 
classified Open Air Range, which, despite its merits, is physically unable to 
perform the tests identified in Question 3 and is substantially more expensive to 
utilize than AFEWES. 



Answer 4. There is no rational explanation the Government can offer to explain how the 
1500 man years of experience provided by the current AFEWES contractor can 
be replaced. 

The $7M Government estimate was composed primarily of $5.77M physical 
relocation cost (estimated by the pound) and $2.1M estimate for required Military 
Construction (MILCON). 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) PPlan 94-04 provides an itemized list 
of the AFEWES Resources the Air Force actually intends to relocate. The current 
AFEWES O&M Contractor has prepared detailed estimates of the total costs 
involved to include development of necessary documentation and training of the 
replacement workforce. Using these detailed contractor estimates, the total cost 
of reestablishing the AFEWES assets identified in the AFMC PPlan at another 
government location is $29.6M. 

Answer 5. There is no si-gificant technical benefit associated with collocation of AFEWES 
with an Installed System Test Facility (Anechoic Chamber). To attempt to 
perform close-loop effectiveness testing with an EC system installed in the aircraft 
would require injection of AFEWES signals, to and fiom the aircraft, thus 
eliminating the need for the Anechoic Chamber. .s signal injection requirement 
would require technical modifications to each AFEWES simulator, which has not 
been priced by the Air Force. Any minimal benefit claimed by the Air Force for 
this approach would be totally offset by the absence of experienced AFEWES 
personnel with working knowledge of the equipment involved. 

This approach applied to an aircraft physically adjacent to AFEWES at Air Force 
Plant 4, would accomplish the same result without the unnecessary expense and 
lost capability of physically relocating the facility. 



giurWlghm, la U19154312 
PETE GEREN 

1 2 r ~  DIS~ICT. TEXAS 

Colonel Tomy Dychea 
Group operations Commander 
APRES 301st Fighter Wing 
NAS Fort  Worth JRB 
Fort Worth, Texas 76107 

Dear Tonmry: 

As part of our coxmnunity response to Austin's submiasion to the 
Base Cloaure and Realignment Commission on April 19 and May 10 
1995, some input from the 301st FOJ is required. 

Therefore, I would appreciate your aesistance in providing a 
response to certain data that I w i l l .  submit to the camrniaeion as 
part of this response. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
301 FIGHTER WING (AFRES) 

NAVAL AIR STATION, JOINT RESERVE BASE 
FT. WORTH TEXAS 76127 6200 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Congressman Pete Geren 5 June 95 

FROM: 301 OGICC 
. . 

SUBJ: Request for Information 

1. Our response to your 1 June 1995 letter is at attachment 1. 

2. In order to insure a complete understanding of our responses, the following 
format was used to address each statement in which a response was warranted: 

a. the original Austin-Bergstrom Support Group (ABSG) statement, as 
submitted to the DBCRC at the Dallas Regional Hearing on 19 April 1995 

b. the official response to the ABSG 19 April paper from HQ USAFIRT 
c. the "Austin Update" of May 10 1995 which addressed the HQ USAFIRT 

response 
d. the 301 FW response 

3. If we can be of any other service to you or your staff, please feel free to call 
on us. . 

1 Atch: 301 FW Response 
cc: 301 FWICC Commander, 301 Operations Group 



' a  ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995).: Forward 

History and Previous HRACC Decisions 

Bergstrom Air Force Base was established in 1942 as the Del Valle Army Air Base on 
land purchased for that purpose by the City of Austin. For the next 50 years, the Base 
served our nation as the home of Continental Air Command C-47's, Strategic Air 
Command B-52's and KC-135's and Tactical Air Command P-82's, F-101's and RF-4's, 
among other aircraft In addition to its flying operations, the base served as the home of 
the 12th Air Force, the TAC Senior NCO Academy, West and the Regional Corrosion 
Control Facility (RCCF). 

The 1991 Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) recommended and the 
President and Congress concurred that Bergstrom AFB be closed as an active duty Air 
Base In addition, the law stated that "Thc Arr Force ICeserve trnrts shall remarn zn a 
cantonment area lf the base r s  converted to a crstlian airport. If no decisro~r on a 
civil~an arrport rs reached h-y ,lzrt?e 1993, the Reserve zinrts wrll he redzstrrhrrted. I f  the 
Reserve zrrrits s t q  hut the arrport IS  not an economically viable entity by the end of 
1996, these zrrrrt.~ ~~orrld also be drstnhrrted " 

In a City Council work session on February 21, 1992, James F Boatright. Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Military Installations, USAF, told the citizens of Austin that the 
1991 BRAC law gave them until June 1993 to decide whether or not they were going to 
build a municipal airport at Bergstrom and that the Air Force would abide by that time line 

with regard to any decision about the Reserve unit Secretary Boatright also stated, "Our 
plat? rs .still, a ~ x i  will remarn. L I I ~  oztr plarz~~/t~g efforts wrll be toward operatriig that t t r l~t  

at Bergstrom asslrmrng that there I S  gong to he a17 alrport. " and again, "Cerrarrzly we 
wjonW Itkc. to see at, airport there hecarrse ther~ we cozrld lem)e the rr~r~t right where it is. 
Rut that S yottr decwzcm, the comm~rrlrty 's drcr.~ion, t7ow)elvr yarr decrde rt wJe '11 make r t  
work-for tlie Department ofthe Azr Force. " 

On May 1,1993, the citizens of Austin by a vote of 63% to 37% overwhelmingly 
approved a $400 million referendum to move the airport to the Bergstrom site. 
Subsequent to that vote, planning was begun on the airport master plan, to include the 
Reserve cantonment area. That plan includes a schedule which will move the cargo 
operations to the new site by 1996 and the passenger operations by 1998. The vote 
preceded the law's June 1993 deadline and this schedule meets the timetable of malung 
Bergstrom "an t.cor~amical/y vrnhle entity by the end of 199 6". 



The 1991 law also said that, "The Regional Corrosion Co'orrtrol Facility will remain ! f  it 
corltinzres to he ecunomical fur the Air Force to opeate it there. " This facility strips and 
paints fighter aircraf? in the most environmentally advanced airplane painting facility in the 
Air Force At the same time. the RCCF saves the Air Force between $1 5 and $2 0 
million a year over the cost of painting those 100 aircraft at a depot 

Even so, in 1993, the Secretary of Defense recommended to the BRAC and the '93 Brac 
agreed to "Close or relocate the Regional C'orrosron Control Facility at Rergsh-om by 
September 30, 1994, ~r~tless a crviliar~ airport azlthority a.y.vrmes the respon~zhility ,for 
operatitzg atrd mahtainmng the .fnci/ity before that date". Subsequently, the DOD ruled 
that the City must contract with an independent contractor, who would then bid on the Air 
Force's work The city and DOD continue to work on this issue Currently, the city, at 
its expense, has provided temporary electrical service and is rerouting utilities to the 
RCCF to insure its continued operation 

Also in 1993, the Secretary of Defense recommended, "The 704th Fighter Sqtiadrorl 
(AFES)  wrth its F-16 aircrq!fi and the 924th Fighter Grotq (AFRES) support zrt~its wiN 
move to ('ar~~c~ell AIq'H, Texas. The Regional (_'orrc~siot~ Control Facility at Hergstrorn 
AFB will he clo.~eu' rrr11e.s.s .... " At that time, the Base had not officially closed and the 
airport master planning was in its early stages 

The citizens BRAC task force questioned whether the Air Force had considered all 
services, MILCON hnds in its justification. The task force showed that the DOD (Navy) 
could save approximately $57 million in MILCON hnds at NAS Ft. Worth by collocating 
the 301 st FW at Bergstrom and having the Navy utilize the buildings currently used by the 
301st FW and those which would be used if the 704th FS moved there This was 

substantially more than the $6 7 million in MTLCON knds which the Secretary of Defense 
stated would be saved with the Bergstrom move. 

They also questioned whether a base which was located in airspace with the second 
highest trafficked airport in the nation could effectively meet its training and unit readiness 
obligations. In 199 1,  Carswell AFB was closed in part due to, "....the worst ground and 
regional air space etrcroachmenf in its category. The recqonal air space  ill contit~tie to 
he stressed by aggressive av~afifion growth it? the area. " Moving more aircraft onto the 
"closed" base than were there when it was an active duty base did not seem reasonable. 

Although the BRAC did not recommend moving the 301st FW to Austin, "7iie 
Commissron was concerned the .4ir Force failed to consider the recrtiiting problems that 



may exist by movrtlg approximately ten fhorcsnnd reservists to the Fort Worth area. " and 
"711e Cornmi.rsion also had concenls with locating 186 nircraji in an area that has 
grozcnd-ettcroachment proh1t.m.~ and i s  iri a high densip aircrafl trnfJic pattenl. " The 
'93 BRAC law did reaffirm the '91 BRAC law by providing that the "Bergstrum 
cantonment area ~~jill remart) oper? aitd the 704th Fighter Sqzmdron (AFRES) with its I;'- 
16 azrcrctfi and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) xlrpporr utzits remain at the 
Ber,qsstro cnntot~meilt area ~ultil at least the end of 1996. " 

In September of 1993, Bergstrom Air Force Base was closed as an active duty base. The 
67th Reconnaissance Wing was deactivated and the 12th Air Force Headquarters and 
ancillary units moved to Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona. With the closure, 
Austin lost 3,870 military and 1,256 civilian jobs in addition to 6,628 military dependents. 
Austin's economy lost approxirnately $330 million a year due to the base closing. 

Since September of 1993, the City of Austin has worked with the Air Force to identify a 
cantonment area(s) which nlinirnizes the cost of any new construction for AFRES They 
have designed the airport site plan based upon the location and configuration of that 
cantonment area. Designs are nearing completion and demolition and construction have 
begun with a projected opening of passenger service scheduled for October 1998. 

Because of the Air Forces repeated promises, the '91 and '93 BRAC laws and Austin's 
cornrnitment to the Reserves remaining, the city has committed to incurring additional 
costs in the design and construction of the new airport. These costs and/or design 
considerations include. 

I Location of the terminal and access to the north side of the site instead of south 
side (location of the cantonment area) 

a. North location would have required less demolition of existing leasable 
buildings and ramp space 

b. An additional access road would not have been required ($3,250,000 
contract) 

2. 6,200' spacing between runways required due to cantonment area and RCCF 
Also, additional cross taxiway is required due to runway spacing. (FAA requires 
minimum 4,300' spacing for concurrent ILS approaches) 

3 Secondary runway design to be 9,000' for Reserves use, instead of 7,500' 
airlines wanted. 



4 Relocation of cargo operations fiom existing airport two years prior to 
passenger operations, to meet '9 1 BRAC law. (approx. $l,OOOyOOO expense per year) 

5 City's commitment of $6000,000 to the Reserves for the cantonment area. 

6. City's commitment to reroute existing utilities to site. ($464,897 already spent) 

In recognition of the Bergstrorn AFB history and the Bergstrom Air Reserve Station, the 
City Council voted in 1994 to name the new airport the Austin-Bergstrom International 
Airport (A-BIA) 

In addition to sharing the cost of operations with a civilian airport beginning in 1996, 
other DOD units have cornnutted or expressed an interest in sharing the 430 ac. 
cantonment area. These units include: the Army National Guard Aviation Brigade 
(committed), the Naval Resenre Center (currently sharing some facilities) and NASA (base 
U-2 airplanes). This led Sherri W. Goodman, Deputy Undersecretary of Defense 
(Environmental Security) in June of 1994 to say, "Bergstrorn is the perfect example of 
base reuse this adminislmtron is looking-fur. '' 

"The Air Force zn fhe 21st Ce~~ttrry is gozng fo be lean, is going to he agile, and w going 
to be higher-tech that1 the one we ktrw toJay." The Air Force of tomorrow, which Gen 
Fo~leman, Chief of Staff, USAF, was referring in February 1995, will be required to be 
highly educated and technically competent. Austin, Texas provides just such a recruitment 
base. This community is the most highly educated among cities with a population of over 
250,000 83%, 25 yrs or older, are high school graduates, 32% have bachelor's degrees 
and I 1% have graduate or profc:ssional degrees. There are seven colleges and universities 
with over 100,000 students, including the third largest state University in the US The 

University of Texas, located in the Austin area. Texas A&M, with 43,000 students is only 
90 miles away. Austin is known as the '%best read city in the nation" with more bookstores 
per capita than any other city in the US 

Austin is also recognized as one of three high tech centers in the United States, "Silicon 
Hills". Of 800 manufacturers, 300 are high-tech, employing 33,600 people, or 65% of the 
manufacturing workforce. Austin is also the home of "Pickle Research Center," a major 
defense research lab and numerous defense contractors. These include: Tracor, 
Lockheed, Motorola, Radian, Texas Instruments, and others 

Supporting the Atr Force's recruiting efforts is a city with over 14,000 military retirees 
and their dependents and over 1 15 different military organizations with 103,000 members. 



Austin is a military town with all the branches of the Armed Services represented here, 
including the Headquarters, Texas Army and Air National Guard. In addition, there are 
four AFROTC and 14 AFJRO'TC programs in the area. 

"Q~itrlity personnel are the most critical part o f  any organization. " When Secretary 
Widnall said that in February 1995, instead of the Air Force as a whole, she could have 
been talking about the men and women of Bergstrom Air Reserve Station and Austin, 
Texas. For that is what Austin provides the Ar Force, a quality reservist, a quality 
facility, a quality civilian employer and a quality environment in which to live, work and 
rear a family. 

TEAM FORT WORE4 Response: Forward (Community responds) 



ABSG InjtinI Rqport (19 Ap~' i /  1995): 

Operational Readiness and Mission Requirements 

Appendix 7, Department of the Air Force A n a 1 v s . d  Recommendations ("AF Analysis") 
shows the overall evaluation for several AFRES installations for each of the eight Criteria 
used by the Air Force in their evaluation. Criteria I. 1 . A  and I. 1 .B are excluded and appear 
to apply only to Active Duty installations As shown below, according to the objective 
criteria specified in the AF Analysis, Bergstrom ARS is an outstanding location for any A r  
Force Reserve Mission. 

MSG Irlitial Report (1 9 ApriI I995): Criteria I. 1 

Ove,rall Mission (Flying) Requirements 

Criteria 

&field Capabilities 

AF Analvsis 

Yellow - 

Base Operating Support Yellow 

Training Effectiveness Yellow - 

Correct Conclusion -- 

Green 

Green - 

Green - 

Green - Overall Mission Requirements Yellow - 

TEAMFORT WORTH Response: Criteria I. 1 

Overall: Mission (Flying) Requirements 

CRITERIA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

M e l d  Capabilities Yellow - Green Yellow - 

Base-suppOrt Yellow Green- Yellow 

Training E f X m i m  Yellow - Greea- Yellow - 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria 11.3 

Overall: Airspace Encroachment 

Criteria AF Analysk 

Existing Airspace Encroach Red + 

Future Airspace Encroach Red + 

Existing Local/Regional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Future Local/Regional 
Airspace Encroachmeni 

Yellow 

Yellow 

Overall Airspace Encroach Red + 

Correct Conclusion 

Green 

Green 

Yellow 

Yellow 

Green - 

lEAMFORTWOR7HRepnse: CriteriaI1.3 

Overall: Airspace Encroachment 

CRITERZA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Existing AirspaoeEmclsch Red + Green Red + 

Future Airspace Encroach Red + G~een Red + 

Existing LocaVRegional 

AirspiaceEncroachmea 

Future LocaYRegional 

~ E n c r o a c l h m e n t  

Yellow Yellow Yellow 

Yellow Yellow Yellow 

O v d  Airspice Encroach Red+ Green - Red + 



a ABSG I~zitial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I1 

Overall: Facilities and Infrast~ucture 

Criteria AF Analysis 

Mission Support Facilities Yellow - 

Airspace Encroachment 

Air Quality 

Billeting Requirements 

Red + 

Green - 

Yellow 

Overall Facilities Yellow 
and Tnfrastructure 

Correct Conclusion 

Yellow - 

Green - 

Green 

Yellow 

Green - 

Overall: Facilities and Infrastructure 

CRITERIA W D  ANALYSIS ABSG REBU?TAL TEAM FW REVlEW 

Mission Support Facilities Yellow - Yellow - Yellow - 

Airspace Encroachment Red + Green - Red + 

Air Quality Green - Green Green - 

Billeting Requirements Y eUm1 Yellow Yellow 



m AJBSG Initial Report ( I 9  April 199% Criteria I and I1 

Criteria AF Analysis 

Mission (Flying) Requirements Yellow - 

Facilities and Infrastructure Yellow 

Correct Conclusion 

&en - 

Green - 

ZZ24A4 FORT WORW R e p s e :  Criteria I and II 

CRI- DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBWTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Mission (Flying) Reqnrements Yellow - Green- Yellow - 

Facilities and Infrastntcture Yellow Green- Yellow 
ABSG initial Repor( ( I  9 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .C 

Airfield Capabilities 

Appendix 7 of the AF Analysis is further broken down' into subelements. Criteria I. 1.C. 
"Airfield Capabilities," lists Bergstrom as a Yellow Minus, but in actudity is Green. The 
"Airfield Capabilities" category is further broken down into subelements: runways, 
taxiways, and aprons to deternline the rating. 

AHSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 . C. 1 . 

RunwayITaxiway for Fighter mission, shows Bergstrom as Green which is correct 

USAF Response: Criteria I. 1 .C. 1 

None Required. 

ABSG Ilpda~e _(LO Mq 1993)  Criteria I. I .C. 1 

Not Applicable. 



lWl FORT WORi'iY R e p m e :  Criteria I. 1 .C. 1 

Not Applicable. 



ABSG Ineial Report (19 April 1995); Criteria I. 1 .C.2.  

RunwayITaxiway for Bomber mission, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 

(3) Criteria Green = Runway at least 200 R wide and at least 10000 
it. long. 
Taxiway at least 75 ft wide. 
Apron at least 278400 sq. ft. 
Pavement strength supports bomber mission, 
Red = Anything else. 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data 

(a) Runway - 300 ft wide and 12250 it. long. 

(b) Taxiway - 75 ft wide stressed11 50 R. wide total. 

(c) Apron - 881 25 sq. yds/793 125 sq. R. or 2.85 times 
requirement. 

(d) Pavement - will support bomber mission. 
(e) Source - 

924 SPTGBCE 
Flight Information Publication (Terminal) 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire ' 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Res~onse - The grade of Red for Runway/Taxiway for bomber missions is 
correct. The actual goal posts used to evaluate this area were approved by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (attached). A typographical error in the Air Force Report 
incorrectly stated the apron requirements in square feet, rather than square yards. The 
actual value used to compute Bergstrom's Apron Grade was 104,553 square yards 
(II. 1 .B. I .c), which was sigruficantly less than the required 278,400 square yards required 
for a Green grade. 

When the Reserve Ramp or "D" Ramp was constructed in the early 1960s, it was designed 
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to accommodate KC-135As. Using this as a baseline for comparison, this and the next 
two criteria shows that a ramp of 278,400 square yards is capable of handling 42 KC- 
135s. (Methodology: 278,400 sq yds divided by 6532 sq yds per aircraft (AF 
requirements) equals 42 KC-1 35s. 88,125 sq yds divided by 6532 sq yds/KC-135 equals 
14 KC-135s on D ramp.) 

2EA.M FORT WOR7iY Remrtse: Ctiteria I. 1 .C.2 

The data cited in the ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995) claims 88,125 square yards 
available for the Bomber Mission. The corrected BCEG criteria states that 278,400 
square yards are required for a GREEN rating. The BCEG credited Bergstrom ARS as 
having 104,553 square yards available (16,428 square yards more tban cited by Bergstrom 
in the initial report). Nonetheless, whichever total is used, Bergmom ARS falls well short 
of the required area for a GREEN rating. 

TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the RED rating, assigned Bergstrom ARS, utilizing 
the current grading criteria.. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995)~ Criteria I. 1 .C.3 

Runway/Taxiway for Tanker mission, shows: 

(1) AF Analvsis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 

(3) Criteria: Green = Runway at least 150 f?. wide and at ieast 8000 ft. long. 
Taxiway at least 75 ft. wide. 
Apron at least 283 sq. fi. 
Pavement strength support bomber mission. 
Red = Anything else 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) Runway - 300 ft. wide and 12250 ft. long. 

(b) Taxiway - 75 ft. wide stressed/l50 ft. wide total. 

(c) Apron - 88125 sq. ydsl793125 sq. ft. or 2.8 times 
requirement. 

(d) Pavement - will support tanker mission. 
( e )  Source - 

924 SPTGIBCE 
Flight Information Publication (Terminal) 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

USAF Remonse: Criteria I. 1 .C.3: 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Res~onse - The grade of Red for Runway~Taxiway for tanker missions is 
correct. The actual goal posts used to evaluate this area were approved by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (attached). A typographical error in the Air Force Report 
incorrectly stated the apron requirements in square feet, rather than square yards. The 
actual value used to compute Bergstrom's Apron Grade was 104,553 square yards 
(11.1 .B. 1 .c), which was sigruficantly less than the required 283,200 square yards required 
for a Green grade. 

ABSG U . f e  (I 0 Melu '931  Criteria I. 1. C .3 

Using the above data and the same methodology, a ramp of 283,200 square yards can 
accommodate 43 KC-135s. (283,200 sq yds divided by 6532 sq yds/KC-135 equals 43 
KC-135s) 
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TEAMFORT WORTH R e p m e :  Criteria I. 1 .C.3 

The data cited in the ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995) claims 88,125 square yards 
available for the Tanker Mission. The corrected BCEG criteria states that 278,400 square 
yards are required for a GREEN rating. The BCEG credited Bergstrorn ARS as having 
104,553 square yards available (16,428 square yards more than cited by Bergstrom in the 
initial report). Nonetheless, whichever total is used, Bergstrom ARS falls well short of the 
required area for a GREEN rating. 

TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the RED rating, assigned Bergstrom ARS, ut ih iq  
the current grading criteria.. 



ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 19922 Criteria I. 1 .C.4 

RunwayITaxiway for Airlift mission, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 

(3) Criteria: Green = Runway at least 150 fi. wide and at least 
8000 ft.  long. 
Taxiway at least 75 ft, wide. 
Apron at least 433 104 sq. ft. 
Pavement strength supports airlift mission. 
Red = Anything else 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) Runway - 300 ft. wide and 12250 ft. long. 

(b) Taxiway - 75 ft. wide stressed/l50 ft. long. 

(c) Apron - 88125 sq. yds/793125 sq. ft. or 1.83 times 
requirement. 

(d) Pavement - will support airlift mission. 
(e) Source - 

924 SPTGBCE 
Flight Information Publication (Terminal) 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire , 

USAF Response: Criteria I. 1 .C.4 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 
Air Force Reswasq - The grade of Red for Runway/T&ay for airlift missions is 
correct. The actual goal posts used to evaluate this area were approved by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (attached). A typographical error in the Air Force Report 
incorrectly stated the apron requirements in square W, rather than square yards. The 
actual value used to compute Bergstrom's Apron Grade was 104,553 square yards 
(II.I.B.l.c), which was sigdcantly less than the required 433,104 square yards required 
for a Green grade. 

ABSG Updae  (I0 Mq 1995): Criteria I. 1 .C.4 

Using the above data and the same methodology, a ramp of 433,104 square yards can 
accommodate 66 KC-135s. (433,104 sq yds divided by 6532 sq yds/KC-135 equals 66 KC- 



l'i54.M FORT WORTH Re~ponse: CI-iteria I. 1 .C.4 

The data cited in the ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995) claims 88,125 square yards 
available for the Airlift Mission. The corrected BCEG criteria states that 433,104 square 
yards are required for a GREEN rating. The BCEG credited Bergstrom ARS as having 
104,553 square yards available (16,428 square yards more than cited by Bergmom in the 
initial report). Nonetheless, whichever total is used, Bergstrom ARS falls well short of the 
required area for a GREEN rating. 

TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the RED rating, assigned Bergstrom ARS, utrluJng 
the current grading criteria. 
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ABSG Initial Re~or t  (I9 April 1995): Criteria 1.1 . D 

Operational Effectiveness 

Criteria I. 1 .D, ARC Operational Effectiveness, shows Bergstrom as Yellow minus. 
Operational Effectiveness is further broken down (AJ Analvsis pages 7- 12) into 
subelements "Base Operating Support Integration" and "ARC Training Effectiveness" to 
determine the rating. 

Base Operating Support Integration, lists Bergstrom as overall Yellow. The rational for 
the subelements is unclear and refers to 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire Elements 
(IX. 16). Based on the subelements and the criteria listed in the document, it appears that 
the overall rating of Yellow is currently correct, but probably incorrect after construction 
of the Austin/Bergstrom Airport. For example, the criteria asks, "Are there other 
Government aviation units collocated on the airfield?Based on the fact that the Texas 
National Guard Aviation Department will be basing their helicopters, now located at 
Mueller Airport, here in 1998, it seems only prudent to include them in any hture plans or 
data. 

YSAF Remume: Criteria 1.1 .D. 1 

The community states that the rationale for subelernents of Base Operating Support are 
unclear. The interactive computerized base questionnaire, question IX. 16, asked if there 
were any other govemment agencies on the base. If the response was no, as is 
Bergstrom's case, then all services are provided by the host. For installations where the 
answer was yes, detailed questions followed for each support component. 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Green 
Air Force Resoon% - All Air Force questionnaire responses were based on current 
information at the time of questionnaire completion, which in the case of this BRAC 
round, was the Summer of 1994. Projected force structure changes such as the move of 
the Texas National Guard Aviation Department in 1998 were not, and should not have 
been considered for the purposes of this round. 



Operational Effectiveness: 

The USAF response to the four Criteria listed (I. 1 .D. 1 ;  I. 1 D. I .a; I. 1 .D. 1 .d; and I. 1 .D. 1 e) 
are all based on data used in the summer of 1994 without any consideration for changes in 
the future. This very much skews the true picture and the figures used to obtain that 
picture. If one of the major Criteria is Net Present Value Savings over 20 years, it stands 
to reason that any factors that would affect that value should be looked at. It appears the 
Air Force used only the statistics that supported their particular view or point. The 
actions we listed in this section are all programmed and will occur prior to 1998. In 
addition, it appears there are additional units that are interested in occupying portions of 
the cantonment area and thereby sharing in the costs which in turn reduces the cost to 
operate the 924 FW. To not consider these factors results in a picture that is less than 
complete and does not offer the BRAC all the options available. 

E A M  FORT WORTH Response: Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 (Community responds) The ABSG 
appears to be accusing the BCEG of "cooking the data" here; a serious charge requiring 
substantiation. There is no factual evidence offered to that effect. 



ABSG Initial Rqpnrt (1 9 April 1995): Criteria Z. 1 .D. I. a 

Petrdeum, Oils, Lubricants, shows: 

( I )  AF Anafysis - Yeflaw 
(2) Correct Statrrs - Yellow (Current)/&een (Future) 
(3) Criteria. Green Joint or Civil 

Yellow 'Tenant or Host 
Red Separate 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data 
(a) Based on current conditions Yellow is correct but that will probably change 

when the National Guard (NG) relocates here in 1998. Since they use the same fuel (JP- 
8), it makes sense for them to utilize the AFRES &el farm. 

(b) Source - 
1445 Air Force Base Questionnaire 
924 SPTGICC 

UWRemonse: Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .a 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Current Status Yellow, Future Green 

Air Force Resaonse - All Air Force questionnaire responses were based on current 
information at the time of questionnaire completion, which in the case of this BRAC 
round, was the Summer of 1994. Projected force structure changes such as the move of 
the Texas National Guard Aviation Department in 1998 were not, and should not have 
been considered for the purposes of this round. 

ABSG Cl@dbte (10 May 1995): Criteria 1 . 1  .D. 1 .a 

No Rebuttal Offered. 

TENFORT WORTH R e p m e :  Criteria I. I .D. 1 .a (Community responds) 



Security, shows Bergstrom as Yellow which is correct. 

USAFResmnse: CriteriaI.1.D.l.b 

None Required. 

ABSG Update ( I 0  May 1995): Criteria I. 1.D. 1.b 

Not Applicable. 

?EAM FORT WORTH Res~ollse: Criteria I. 1 .D. I .  b 

Not Applicable. 



a ABSG Initial Repprt (19 April 1995);: Criteria I. 1 .  D. 1. c 

- 
Base Supply shows Bergstronl as Yellow which is correct. 

USAF R e p m e :  Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .c 

None Required. 

ABSG Update (I0 M q  1995): Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .c 

Not Applicable. 

EAh4 FORT WORTH Repnse :  Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .  c 

Not Applicable. 



MSG Initial Report (12 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .d 

TowerIAir Traffic Control, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis Status - Yellow 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: Green Joint or Civil 

Yellow Tenant or Host 
Red Separate 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) Bergstrom currently manages the ATCALS contact with a civilian contractor 

for the airfield at a cost of $3 1,000 per month. This will continue until the end of FY 96 
when the Aviation Department, City of Austin will assume the operation of the airfield and 
the ATCALS contract. 

(b) Source - 924 OSSIOSA 

Air Force Analvsis - Yellow 
Community ~ n d ~ s i s  - Green 

Air Force Res~oosq - All Air Force questionnaire responses were based on current 
information at the time of questionnaire completion, which in the case of this BRAC 
round, was the Summer of 1994. The projected airfield operation change to management 
of the airfield and the ATCALS contract by the City of Awtin in FY 96 was not 
considered for the purposes of this round. 

I ABSGU&te(IOMq1995); CriteriaI.l.D.1.d 

No Rebuttal Offered 

M F O R T  W O R m  R e m m :  Criteria I. 1 .D. I .d (Community responds) 



MSG Initial Report (19 April 1995); Criteria I. 1 . D. 1. e 

Base Civil Engineering, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Yellow 
(2) Correct Status - Yellow (Current)/Green (Future) 
(3) Criteria: Green Joint or Civil 

Yellow Tenant or Host 
Red Separate 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) Based on discussions that have already been held with the National Guard 

(NG) and the City of Austin, it appears that the 924 FW will be providing the NG 
Aviation Department with fire fighting protection from the 924 SPTGBCE fire 
department. This is to comply with DoD fire protection directives. 

(b) Source - 924 SPTG/BCE 

USAF Response: Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .e 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Current Status Yellow, Future Green 

Air Force Res~onsq - All Air Force questionnaire responses were based on current 
information at the time of questionnaire completion, which in the case of this BRAC 
round, was the Summer of 1994, Projected force structure changes such as the move of 
the Texas National Guard Aviation Department in 1998 were not, and should not have 
been considered for the purposes of this round. 

ABSG I/pdate 110 May 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .e 

No Rebuttal Offered 

E4A4 FORT WORTH R e m m :  Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 .e (Community mponds) 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 19951: Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 

Overall: Base Operating Support Integration: 

Base O~erating DOD Analysis Correct Conclusion 
Suu~ort  Intepration 

Petroleum, Oils, 
Lubricants 

Yellow Green 

Security Yellow Yellow 

Base Supply Yellow Yellow 

TowerIAir Traffic Control Yellow Green 

Civil Engineering Yellow Green 

Overall Yellow Green 



Criteria I. 1 .D. 1 

Overall: Base Operating Support Integration: 

CRITERIA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Petroleum, Oils, Yellow 
Lubricants 

Green 

Security Ydow Yellow Yellow 

Base Supply Yellow Yellow Yellow 

TowerIAir T d c  Control Yellow Green Yellow 

Civil Engineering Yellow Green Yellow 

Overall Ydlow Green 
AJSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1.  D. 2 
Training Effectiveness 

Yellow 

Criteria I. 1 .D.2, ARC Training Effectiveness, is hrther broken down into Fighter 
Training, Tanker Training, and Airlift Taining. All data in this section was provided by 
HQ USAF/RT (formerly HQ USAFISOOR). No rational is given as to the size 
requirements for the MOAs. Although Bombers were addressed under Criteria I. 1 .C 
Purfield Capabilities, they are conspicuously absent under this criteria. Criteria I. 1 .D.2.b, 
Tanker Training and Criteria I. 1 .D.2.c, Airlift Training apperar to be correct as stated in 
the 1W Analysis. The AF Analysis contains a number of errors in its analysis of Fighter 
Training. 

Supersonic Air Combat MOAs, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red + 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green <= 150NM 
Yellow 150 NM and <=200NM 

*' Red > 200 NM 
Size Minimum of 4200 sq. NM (nominal 75 X 56 NM) 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) W-228 is located 140 NM to the southeast of Bergstrom. 



(b) Source - Jet Navigational Chart (JNC) 44 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

Air Force Analysis - Red + 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Rcswnst - AU Military Operating Area, Warning areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for t r a k g  were obtained fiom an Air Staff certified data base. 
Distances to the areas were measured ftom the base to the centroid of the area in question, 
not the nearest edge, for standardiiion/use purposes. In this particular case, the distance 
to the center of the area is 209 NM, instead of 140 NM as provided by the community. 

ABSG H e b W ( 1 O  Mqy 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2 

In theory the idea of using the centroid of the area to standardize the data used is good; 
however, in practice it penalizes you if you have a large area and will result in an 
erroneous rating as in the case of W-228. It is a very large area and as you can see the 
change in rating from Red + to Green by simply changing the measurement criteria fkom 
centroid to closest edge. 



TEAM FORT WORTH Re-: Criteria I. 1 .D.2 

The ABSG has refuted AF findings. The ABSG believes it would be an accurate yardstick 
to measure the d i  fiom the airfield to the "closest edge" of the MOA in question. 
The ABSG claims the W-228 area to be 140 NM (closest edge) fiom Bergstrom ARS. 

It is entirely unrealistic to measure the u W n e s s  of a MOA by evaluating the distance 
fiom the airfield to the "closest edge" of the airspace. No usefid training can be. , 

accomplished at a pinpoint location. It appears that ABSG has made a futile attempt to 
alter the grading criteria in order to attain a more desirable rating The AF grading criteria 
has been universal in nature and has been applied to all military installations bemg 
evaluated. The ABSG claims that W-228 is such a large area, that selecting the center 
point unfairly penalizes Bergstrom ARS. With this in mind, TEAM FORT WORTH has 
selected a nominal center point for W-228 training. 

Nominal Center Point Distance From Ber~strom ARS 

N 2700.00 2 1 1 NM' 
W 9600.00 

This center point is within two nautical miles of the AF grading criteria. Positioning 
opposing forces aorthand south of this point provides suitable distances between players. 
Orienting a tight around this nominal center point is feasible only if W-228B and W-228C 
are simuftaneoudy scheduled. If W-228B is unavailable for simultaneous use, the center 
point would have to be relocated fbrther south. 

To validate the AF analysis and rating scale, an analysis was performed on the ability for 
an F- 16C (PW-220E engine equipped) to takeoff fiom Bergstrorn, fly to W-228, perform 
a training mission, and return to Bergstrom ARS*. 

' Appendix (001): Bergstrom ARS 1 Airspace Relationship (From JNC 44). 
Appendix (002): FPLAN V9.3 Flight profile computations. 
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The "App Route Name" is highlighted on each of the appropriate flight profiles found in 
Appendix 0. The "Aircraft Cnfg" column shows the number of external gas tanks 
carried alnd the gallons of gas in those tanks. ECM indicates an extemal januning pod. 
The "Area Fuel Flow" shows the &el consumption rate in pounds per hour. Reference 
Assumption 4 below as to how this rate was attained. "BSM Wx" indicates the weather 
status at Bergstrom ARS. When the weather is VFR, a desired land &el quantity was 
1000 bs. When inclement weather is present, a larger fbel reserve is required to be able to 
divert to a suitable weather alternate. The "IFR" reflects a required fbd reserve of 2000# 
upon landrng at Bergstrom ARS. The "Area Delay" column indicates how long a mission 
could remain in the area for training purposes given the fuel consumption rates and 
Bergstrom area weather. The "Land Fuel" shows the exact he1 state at landing following 
the "Area Delay". "ASD is Average Sortie Duration. This is nothing more than the 
amount of time the aircraft are airborne. 

1. 1500 b s  STTO for 2x370 gallon cnf'g. 1200 Ibs for all others. 
2. Takeoff from BSM and cruise to W-228 at 28,000' / 300C. 
3. No winds either to or from the area. 
4. Loiter in W-228 at 5,000' at 450C (NO m U R N E R  USE ALLOWED!) 
5. RTB at 33,000' / 3OOC. 
6. Straight line vectors to and fiom the area. 

The configuration of air-to-air sorties is desired to be that of what a fighter pilot would 
expect in a combat engagement. The desired load for the F-16 would be 2 sidewinders 
and 2 AMRAAMs plus an ECM pod. This is the most realistic configuration, as F-16's 
can jettison &el tanks and bombs when the decision is made to engage in the air-to-air 
arena. The ECM pod on the centerline is a non-jettisonable store. 

The "Area Timey' shows total playtime available. Any fighter pilot will attest that a fight 
takes approximatety 3-5 minutes to setup. Between fights approximately 5-8 minutes is 
required to reposition and gather forces. Therefore, there is approximately 8- 1 3 minutes 
of administrative time required to have one fight and be ready for another. What does all 
this mean? W-228 is all but unusable to any configuration which provides the 
approximate a i r 4  characteristics (routes BSMZA through BSM4B) to be expected in a 
red world scenario. At best, the any F- 16 operating fiom Bergstrom ARS would have 
enough gas for one engagement to mature or two abbreviated engagements (route 
BSM2A). At worst, Bergstrom ARS assets would have enough gas to reach the area, 
setup an egagement, begin the "tight", and have to terminate 2-4 minutes later (route 
BSM4B). 

The 2000 Ib figure is a nominal fuel value which would allow an IFR divert to the San Antonio area (San 
Antonio weather IFR) or the DFW area @FW weather VFR). 

3 1 



One final concern is that of ASD. On average, BSM could expect ASD to be 1.7 to 1.8 to 
utilize the W-228 MOA (no AAR). In the days of limited flying hours, this higb air-to-air 
ASD is absolutely unrealistic. Suddenly, W-228 doesn't seem all that attractive. 

TEAMFORT WORm S w :  Criteria I. 1 .D.2 

Perhaps these reasons were the primary factor for the 924 FW / 704 FS utilizied the W- 
228 area only six times beginning in March 1994 to present4. In fact, no Letter of 
Agreement is currently maintahed between the 924 FW 1 704 FS and the W-228 
scheduling authority. 

W-228 is another MOA (similar to the Kingsville and Randolph MOAs - addressed 
shortly) heavily dominated by pilot training requirements. NAS Corpus Christi, 
TRAWING 2&4, is the primary user of this warning area. 

ABSG claims to qualifjr W-228 as GREEN airspace is inaccurate. TEAM FORT 
WORTH concurs with the AF rating of RED for Bergstrom ARS. 

Source: W-228 Scheduhg Authority. Chief Stevens. Radar Section. DSN 861-2503. Comm 512-939-2503. 
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(ALTERNATIVE TEAM FORT WORTH RESPONSE) 

If the criteria is changed to allow distances to be measured to the "nearest edge", 
then bases must be measured against that standard. Bergstrom's relative stand'ig 
compared to other bases would remain the same. As a matter of fsct, for the criteria to 
remain a viable £ilter, it too would need readjustment. For example, Bergstrorn 
argues that W-228 is 140 NM fiom the base when measured to nearest edge, as opposed 
to the 209 NM distance when measured to the centroid. This results in a distance 
reduction of 33%. In contrast, Carswell is 99 MM fiom the centroid of it's nearest Air 
Combat Area (Brownwood MOA); it is 62 NM to the nearest edge. Tltis results in a 
comparable distance reduction of 37%. The point is that when the "new" criteria is used, 
similar reductions are realized at all other bases. A 3 5% reduction in the analysis criteria is 
shown below. It reveals that Bergstrom would still be rated RED+ accepting their 
measurement of 140 N M  to the nearest edge. 

" Adiusted" Criteria (3 5% reduction): 

RED: (>130NM) 
GREEN (1 97.5 NM) 

It makes more praclicaI sense to measure distances from the base in question to 
the center of the working area, which might not be the area's centroid. For example, A-4s 
would require signiticantly less airspace to conduct Air Combat Tactics (ACT) training 
than would F-16s, due to differences in tactical airspeeds, radarlnrissile capabilities, etc. 

Given that air-to-air engagements begm with adversaries starting at opposite ends 
of the area, most of the fighting occurs around its midpoint. Therefore, a reasonable 
measurement to the W-228 area mentioned in ABSG's rebuttal would be approximately 
21 1 NM, arrived at as follows: 

(a) According to the W-228 scheduling authority , W-228A is a sub-sonic area 
which is reserved Monday through Friday for near exclusive use by the naval training wing 
at NAS Corpus Christi. The b t  that it is not certified for supersonic flight precludes it 
fiom this discussion. 

(b) The comlnning of W-228B and W-228C provides an area size of 60 x 25 NM. While not optimum by AF 
standards (75 x 56 NM), this area is suitable for F-16 and other fighter operations. As a matter of fact, this 
combination of the B and C d o n s  of W-228 is how they are ordinarily scheduled 

(c) The geometric center of W-228BIC is shown at attachment 1. The distance to 
the center of this area is 2 1 1 NM. This is the point where most of the training will occur 
and where the fighters will be returning to base £?om when the engagements are 
concluded. 

Assuming that Bergstrom jets are configured with external tank(s) sufficient to 
permit 30 minutes of "playtime" in the area, it would require 28 minutes to fly there, 28 
minutes to return to base, and 10 minutes to allow for terminal delays. This adds up to an 
average mission length of 96 minutes, of which only 31 % devoted to actual ACT 
mining. 
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The efjicacy of the AF criteria and their justification of a rating of RED+ for 
Bergstrom becomes clear when illustrated in real-world terms. Is there any wonder why, 
in light of Bergstrom7s overstated sigdicance of the W-228 area to their ACT 
requirements, that they utilized this area a grand total of only six times during the last year 
and a half 

Bottom tine: W-228 is no more usefid to Bergstrom's everyday ACT requirements 
than it is to Carswell's. Bergstrom's RED+ rating is valid and l l l y  justified. 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.2 

Other Air Combat MOAs, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3)  Criteria: 

Green <= 1 OONM 
Yellow 100NM and <= 1 50NM 
Red > 15ONM 
Size Minimum of 2 100 sq. NM (nominal 47 X 45 NM) and 

20,000 feet altitude block above 5000 feet AGL. 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

Brownwood Area 96 nm north 
Chase Area 70 nm south 
Randolph Areas 70 nrn northwest 
Brady Area 50 nrn northwest * , 

(a) Source - 
Tactical Pilotage Chart (TPC) H-23B 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

(5) * Note: Although Brady MOA does not meet the stated criteria (size is 1 125 
sq. NM, nominal 45 X 25), the 924 FW is able to hlfill approximately 75 % of its air-to- 
air training requirements, 75 % of its MAVERTCK training requirements, and 10% of its 
air-to-ground training requirements in this MOA located 80 NM northeast of Bergstrom. 

USAF Regwnse: Criteria I. 1 D.2.a.2 

Air Force Analysis - Red + 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Forcc Resvonec - AN Military Operating Areas, Warning Areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training were obtained from an Air Staff certified data base. 
Areas predominantly used for pilot training were not considered useable for air combat 
training. The Brady area, while useable, does not meet the basic criteria of an Air Combat 
MOA, i. e. supporting air-to-air requirements. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 Mqv 1995): Criteria 1.1 .D.2.a.2 

The hiOA used in this example is Brownwood MOA. It is not a pilot training MOA since 
it belongs to units as NAS Dallas and is predominately used by reserve and guard units. In 
the original document, we stated that Brady does not meet the criteria but that the unit is 
able to accomplish approximately 75% of its air-to-air training requirements, 75% of its 
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MAVERZCK training requirements, and 10% of its air-to-ground training requirements in 
this MOA. 

Z'EAM FORT WORTH Reyome: Criteria I. 1.D.2.a.2 

The aurent BCEG criteria requires a MOA to possess a 20,000 foot altitude block. This 
criteria does not recOgnize additional blocks of Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace 
(ATCAA's). In the case of Brownwod, the MOA provides an altitude block of 7,000 feet 
to 17,999 feet MSL. While this is not a realistic evaluation of quality airspace, all other 
bases being graded were held to this standard. ABSG claims the Brownwood MOA to be 
% NM north of Bergstrom ARS. Once again, the BCEG criteria was altered to arrive at 
these results. The Brownwood MOA is subdivided into three smaller MOAs, Hornet, 
Tomcat and Loon. Recent Brownwood usage reflects that the 457 FS has been regularly 
training against VMFA-112 (USMCR F- 18's) utilizing the Hornet and Tomcat MOAs 
c o m Y 5 .  The size of the Hornet & Tomcat MOA is 2205 square nrn6. Picking a 
nominal center point for the Hornet and Tomcat areas yields the following results7: 

Nominal Center Point Distance From Bernstrom ARS 

NAS FW, JRB is the scheduling authority for the Brownwood MOA. As the airspace 
sckdulers+ units assigned to NAS FW are afforded higher priority than off-station units. 
The units receiving first priority for the Brownwood MOA ate the 301 FW / 457 FS, 
VMFA- 1 12, and VF-20 I .  Off station users such as those ass& to Bergstrom ARS 
receive a lower priority and may have difficulty retaining desired Brownwood airspaces. 
While dissimilar assets may be available for day-today training operations in the 
Brownwood MOA, k e - t o - h  brief+ and de-briefs would be cost prohibitive for fighter 
assets stationed at Bergshorn ARS. This would drastically detract Gem the quality of 
training received. TEAM FORT WORTH finds the Brownwood MOA to be second hand 
accessible to tighter assets located at Bergstrom ARS. 

The Chase MOA b subdivided into three separate MOAs, Chase 1'2, and 3. These 
MOAs have b recently redesignated Kingsville 43, and 3 respectively. While 
Kingsville 1 and 2 are within a masonable distance fiom Bergstrom ARS, several 
limitations result in these MOAs being untenable for fighter aimmfl use. The vertical 
boundaries ~mcludtng ATCAA's) of Kingsville 4 are 1 1,001)' MSL through FL230. 
Kingsville 5 is bounded fiom 9,000' MSL up to FL230. At best, Kingsville MOAs 4 and 

Source: Brownwood MOA Coordinator AC1 Wagner. DSN 739-7689. Comm 817-782-7689. 
Appendix (003): Hornet & Tomcat Airspace Measurement. 
Appendix (001): Bergstrom ARS / Airspace Relationship (From JNC 44). 
Source: Brownwood MOA Coordinator AC1 Wagner. DSN 739-7689. Comm 817-782-7689. 
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5 allow a vertical gaming area of 14,000'. Kingsville 3 is bounded tiom 8,000' MSL to 
FL2309. There are no dissimilar assets r e d l y  available for day-today baking operations 
in the Kingsville MOAs. FhUy, the Kingsville MOAs are used primarily by NAS 
Kingsville. Their mission is very similar to AF AETC training bases. Their usage 
dramatically reduces the availab'iity for other units to utilize the Kingsville MOAs. TEAM 
FORT WORTH finds the Kingsvile MOAs to be of little or no value to  a fighter- ubit 
located at Bergmom ARS. 

The Randolph MOA, located south of Bergstrom ARS, is under the authority of Randolph 
AFB. The AETC wing at Randolph AFB heavily uses this MOA Monday through 
~rida-lo.  A fighter unit would have very limited availability during the week. The 924 FW 
/ 704 FS utilized the Randolpb MOAs only four times int the last two years". There are 
no dissimilar assets readily available for day-today training operations in the Randolph 
MOAs. TEAM FORT WORTH finds the Randolph MOA to be of little or no value to a 
fighter unit located at Bergstrom ARS. 

AsSG claims the Brady MOA to be 50 NM NW of Bergstrom ARS. The actual &stance 
is 95 NM to the center point of the Brady MOA'~. Brady MOA is acbdedged to be to 
small to qualifil as a suitable MOA for training. ABSG claims the Brady MOA to be 1 125 
square miles. In actuality, the Brady MOA is only 980 square nautical milest3. The 
vertical limits of the Brady MOA are 500' AGL through FL230. However, when MOAs 
are used for Air Combat ~ , r a i & n ~  (ACT), a 5000' AGL floor is imposedM. This floor 
reduces the vertical limits of the Brady MOA to 7000' through FL 230, a mere 16,000'. 
Other boundary limitations include that the western edge of the MOA is only 10 NM 
wide". The horizwtal and vertical boundaries of the Brady MOA render it untenable for 
modem day Air Combat Training. While dissimilar assets may be available for day-to-day 
training operations in the Brady MOA, f8ce-to-fhe brie6 and d e b r i d  would be cost 
prohibitive for 6ghter assets stationed at Bergstrom ARS. This would drastically detract 
tiom the quality of training received. As stated in the ABSG Inital Report (19 April 
1995), the 924 FW / 704 FS firlfills 75% of their air-to-air training in the Brady MOA. 
TEAM FORT WORTH finds the training value received from Brady MOA is sub-standard 
and inadequate. Subjecting an additional USAF fighter organization to the severe 
limitations found in t b  Brady MOA are not in the best interests of that unit or the United 
Statesmilitaryreadiness. 

TEAM FORT WORW Summq: Other Air Combat MOAs. 

Source: w e  MOA Coordinator ACl Hummel. DSN 8616187. Comm 5 12-595-6187. 
lo Source: Randolph MOA Coordinator. G q m n  Alan Schaefer. DSN 487-5580. Comm 210652-5580. 
" Source: Randolph MOA Coordinator. Captain Alan Schaefer. DSN 487-5580. Comm 210-652-5580. 
l2 Appendix (001): Bergstrom ARS I Airspaoe Relationship. 
l 3  Appendix (004): Brady MOA Airspace Meammment 1 Noise Sensative Areas. 
l4 AFI 11-214 Section 5.2.8.1.3. 
l5 Appendix (001): Brady MOA Airspace Measwment I Noise Sensative Areas. 
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TEAM FORT WORTH finds that all of the "Southern Texas" MOAs cited in the ABSG 
report are under the scheduling authority of either USAF or USN training wings. These 
MOAs are under the constant use of these training wings, and offer little availability to off- 
station fighter assets. TEAM FORT WORTH acknowledges and understands the BCEG 
rating of RED for fighter assets located at Bergstrom ARS. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995).: Criteria I. 1 . D. 2. a. 3 

Low altitude MOAs, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis -'Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria. 

Gre~n  , <= lOONM 
Yellow- ' 1 OONM and <= 150NM 
Red 3 150 NM 
Size Minimum of 2100 sq. NM (nominal 47 X 45 NM) and from 

surface up to at least 2500feet AGL 
(4) Bergstrorn ARS Data 

(a) W-228 is located 140 NM southeast of Bergstrom 
Brady Area 60 nrn northwest * 

(b) Source - 
JNC 44 
1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

( 5 )  * Note: Although Brady MOA does not meet the stated criteria (size is 1 125 sq 
NM, nominal 45 X 25), the 924 FW is able to hlfill all of its low altitude training 
requirements in this MOA. Brady MOA is located 60 NM northeast of Bergstrom 

OS4fReqonu: Criteria I I DZn.3  

No Response Presented. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 Mq 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.3 

No Rebuttal Offered 

TEAM FORT WORTH Response: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.3 

ABSG once again has made invalid claims not in compliance with the universal grading 
criteria. 

1. W-228 is falsely stated as being 140 NM fiom Bergstrom ARS. As previously 
discussed, even when shifting the true center point to the north, a fighter air& must fly 
2 1 1 NM fiom Bergstrom ARS to W-228. The available "Area Delay" times would be 
further reduced due to increased he1 consumption in the low altitude environment. 
TEAM FORT WORTH finds W-228 to be unusable for Low Altitude Training to fighter 
aircraft operating out of Bergstrom ARS. 



2. ABSG continues to list the Brady MOA as suitable airspace to complete required 
training squares. Brady MOA Low (500' AGL up to 6000' MSL) has six noise sensitive 
measles which faher  complicate fighter aircraft operating in the small geographical 
confines of the Brady MOA'~. TEAM FORT WORTH finds the Brady MOA to be of 
limited value for LOWAT training. 

TEAM FORT WORTH Summarv: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.3 

TEAM FORT WORTH finds ABSG quest to obtain a re-evaluation of GREEN to be 
unsubstantiated and invalid. TEAM FORT WORTH concurs with the AF rating of RED 
for Rergstrom ARS. 

l6 Appendix (001): Brady MOA Airspace Measurement / Noise Sensative Areas. 
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@ ABSG hitilil Rl-pon (19 April 199.5): Criteria I .  I D2.a .4  

Scoreable Range complexes, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Scoreable Range - 

Green Criteria - 1< 100 nm and 4 < 250 nm 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) Shoal Creek Range is 70 N M  north of Bergstrom inside R-6302A. 
(b) Yankee Range is 122 NM southeast of Bergstrom inside R-63 12 
(c) Dixie Range is 128 NM southeast of Bergstrom inside R-63 12. 
(d) Peason Ridge is 225 NM east of Bergstrom inside R-3803A. 
(e) Ft. Polk is 225 NM east of Bergstrom 

(5) Source - 
TPC H-23B 
AFR 50-46 

(6) Note: The 924 FW is able to accomplish 100% of its required air-to-ground weapons 
delivery requirements on the first three ranges listed. 

0 m e . -  Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.4 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Res~onse - All Military Operating Areas, Warning Areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training were obtained from an Air Staff certified data base. 
Distances to the areas were measured from the speclfic Air Force base to the centroid of 
the area in question, not the nearest edge for standardization/use purposes. In this 
particular case, Shoal Creek range lacks conventional target and strafe capab'ies, and the 
distance to the center of the other areas is 209 NM, instead of 140 NM as provided by the 
community. 

ABSG Rebuttal ( I0  Mqy 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.4 

It appears the Air Force combined responses to Criteria I.l.D.2.a.3 and Criteria 
I. 1 .D.2.a.4 in their answer. 

(i) Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.3 deals with low altitude MOAs and the Air Force showed W-228 as 
the closest low altitude MOA. As in 4.A above, the unit shows W-228 as being 140 Nh4 
away. The unit report also states that although Brady MOA does not meet the stated 
requirement for size, the unit is able to fulfill all of its low altitude requirements in this 
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MOA. 

(ii) Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.4 deals with scoreable range complexes. The 1995 Air Force Base 
Questionnaire criteria for scoreable range complexes/target arrays (1.2 C.4, page 1.03) 
states "capable of or having tactical targets, conventional targets, and strafe." Based on 
this criteria, Shoal Creek meets this criteria since it currently has conventional targets, 
tactical targets, and high angle strafe can be accomplished on the range The range 
currently does not have low angle strafe pits but they could be added if absolutely 
necessary Currently, they are not necessary since all the users of Shoal Creek range can 
accomplish their low angle strafe at other ranges. 

TEAM FORT WORTli Reqwaw: 

ABSG listed five separate ranges to jushfL their rektation of DOD findiis. 

I .  Shoal Creek Range, l d e d  inside the Fort Hood complex (R-6302A), is a USAFR 
operated range, maintained by the 30 1 FW". Shod Creek does not possess a range 
tower, a flank tower, or any means of accurately wring bombs which are delivered on the 
complwrlg. Fllrthamore, ordnance is restricted to BDU-33 or MK- 1 06 only. S t d e  of 
any type is nut authorized on the Shoal Creek facilityI9 . Live bombs or inert 
heavyweights are not authorki for use on the Shod Creek complex. 

2. Yankee Range qualies by AF criteria as a "scoreable rangen. However, this range has 
a very small impact area of only 0.429 sq. milesm. Additional range restrictions include no 
live or heavywe&@ delveties and no use of self-protection aids such as chaff andlor 
flares2'. 

3. Dixie Range is ideatical in size and capability as Yankee rangeu. In fact, both of these 
"scoreable ranges'' are encompassed on one range complex, McMullen Range. If the 
intent of the BCEG criteria is to have geographically separated ranges to allow flexibility 
to weather and a variety of target complex to enhance training, then the Yankee / Dixie 
fkilities should only be counted as one range. 

4. Peason Ridge Range was closed in August of 1992. There is no expected plan to 
reopen this range to high performance a i r d Z 3 .  Units stationed at Bergstrorn ARS 
would n d  have the use of this range. 

" AFR 50-461301 FW AFRES, Introduction 
l8 AFR Wn01 FW Sup 2, Annex A, Page A-2. 
l9 AFR 50961301 FW Sup 2, Annex A, Cbapter 3, Page 3-1 Section 34.  
" AFR 50-46,149 FG Suppl(149TFGRcgulation 50-46), para 2-3a. 
2' lbid, para 33.  
22 924 FGR 55-46. AtCh-4. 

~ e b n  with I&. CaI lidnett. Peason Ridge Range mining analyst BDM. DSN.863-9508. Comm 3 18-53 l -  
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5. Fort Polk is an impact area only. No capability exists to accurately score bombs in this 
area. In comparison to other ranges, no scoreable conventional or &cal targets exist in 
the impact area2'. 

Of the five ranges listed by ABSG, only McMullen Range qualiies as a "scoreable range". 
Atthough Yankee 1 Dixie qualifies as "scoreable range(s)", these two complexes are 
highly incumbered with sbict limitations and unrealistically small geographical boundaries. 
TEAM FORT WORTH corxurs with the BCEG assigned RED rating. 

24 Source: Telecon with Mr. Jerry Hilton. Fort Polk Range Operaoons. DSN 863-5819. Comm 3 18-53 1-58 19. 
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@ ABSG initial Report 119 April 1995): Criteria 1 .  I D 2 . a . i  

Electronic Combat Range within 250 NM, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: Green <= 250 NM 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) Ft Hood is 65 NM north of Bergstrom inside R-6302A 
(b) The U.S. Army has a threat array located on the east side of the impact area 

that simulate numerous real world threats. They also have personnel assigned to maintain, 
deploy, and operate the threat system. The capability exists to operate against the threats 
and to employ ECM pods. 

(c) Source - TPC H-23B 
U.S. Army 

YSAF Response: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a. 5 

Air Force Analysis - Red . 
Communitv Analysis - Green 
Air Force Resoonst - All Military Operating Areas, Warning Areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training were obtained from an Air Staff certified data base. 
Fort Hood is not a recognized Air Force Electronic Combat Range, and is not listed in the 
U.S. Army data base as an EC Range for AF use. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 Mcv 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.5 

The Air Force listed Claiborne Range as the closest EC range to Bergstrom at 255 NM. 
Claibome Range is owned and operated by the 91 7 FW (AFRES) at Barksdale AFB, LA. 
The range currently has only one Sentry Dawg, which is a limited threat transmitter only. 
These same capabilities exist on Yankee Range, 122 NM southeast of Bergstrom. 
Yankee Range currently has one Sentry Dawg and a Smokey Sam system. Fort Hood, on 
the other hand, has several actual threat transmitters and the capability to track the target, 
something Sentry Dawg cannot do. Fort Hood also possesses the capability to detect and 
evaluate the effectiveness ofjamming pods carried on fighter aircraft. The fact that Fort 
Hood does not show up on someone's list of EC ranges does not alter the fact that this 
capability exists within 65 NM of Bergstrom and therefore, can justify a Green rating in 
this area. 



Yankee range currently does have a Sentry Dawg system as well as a Smokey Sam 
system2'. The 149 FG, located at Kelly AFB, is responsible far the operation and 
maintenance of the Air National Guard f$cilities located at the Yankee Target ~ r t e ~ .  

(WE NEED TO FIND OUT FROM LTC BENNET WHAT THE A .  USES TO 
QUALIFY A RANGE AS AN EC RANGE. BSMs ARGUEMENT APPEARS TO 
HAVE SOME FOUNDING. FURTHER RESEARCH PENDINGG) 

The Fort Hood Mi ty  which ABSG refers to, lost fUndiry! (US Army) in July of 1994~ .  
There are no U.S. Army pexsonneI assigned to maintain, deploy or operate this system. 
These Eac'ities were absorbed by Lockheed Corp., a civilian contractor. There are 
currently no provisions for, or any history oc any AF unit utdkkg the system maintained 
by Lockhee4.l corpB. 

25 AFR 50-46,149 FG Suppl(l49TFGRegulatton 50-46), Para 2-4. 
" Ibid Para 1-1.b. 
TI  el- with AQior Lingsh. DSN 737-55 12. 
Telexon with M; ~ a r l g  wills. Comm XXX-287-3079. 
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ABSG Initial Report f19 A m i f  1995):. Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.6 

Ground Forces/Tactical Aircraft Employment, shows Bergstrom as Green and that is 
correct. 

USAF Res130nse: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a. 5 

None Required. 

ABSG Rebuttal f I O  Mq 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.5 

Not Applicable. 

~ F O R T W O R ~ R e p o l l s e :  CriteriaI.l.D.2.a.5 

Not Applicable. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a. 7 

h r  Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation Ranges, shows Bergstrom as Red and that is 
correct. The closest ACMI range is W-453, 460 NM east of Bergstrom. 

( 1 )  Note: Although a lot of emphasis is placed on ACMI ranges, they are extremely 
costly to build, operate, maintain and technology has made them obsolete. 

USAF Remme: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.7 

None Required. 

Not Applicable. 

TEAMFORT WORiWRepmv: Criteria I. I .D.2.a.7 

Tbe woiid's most bighly adnoced tactical training range is located in Nevada. The Nellis 
range complex has been a user of ACMI technology since the mid-2970s. The Red Flag 
Monitoring Debrief System (RFMDS) is an advanced ACMI range which allows a ground 
station to track and display a large number of aircraft in near real time. While earlier 
versions of ACMI are limited to track'ig fewer aircraft, the value added to training 
missions is recoguized throughout the Tactical Air ~orces~'. ABSG claims that ACMI is 
obsde~e is M y  incorrect. 

" Telecon with Major Jeff Wish, Nellis AFB Range Control (RFMDS) DSN (682-1 110). 
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ABSG Initial Report fl Y April 199511: Criteria I. 1 .D.2. a.8 

Full Scale Weapons Drop Ranges, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green <=2OO NM 
Yellow >200NM and<=250NM 
Red > 250 NM 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) Ft Hood is 60 NM north of Bergstrom inside R-6302A and is a Full Scale 

Weapons Drop Range. 
(b) Source - TPC H-23B 

JJW Res_me: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.8 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Fom Resmnss - A.4 A4iiitm-y Operating Areas, Warning Areas, Ranges, and 
Restricted Airspace used for training was obtained &om an Air Staff certified data base. 
Fort Hood is not a recognized Air Force Full Scale Weapons Drop Range. 

Ovenll Comment: In order to effectively evaluate all bases equally, the Air Staff 
developed and certified a data base to capture all Military Operating Areas, Warning 
Areas, Ranges, and Restricted Airspace used for training. To qua]@ for the data base, the 
training area had to meed the minimum criter* established for the specific training item. In 
some cases, Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard units are able to use areas not 
specifically designed fbr the type training required. While this should be considered 
positive, the BRAC process was designed to identifL those bases which best were able to 
support future force structure, to include those which were in close proximity to training 
areas meeting Air Force requirements. Again, Fort Hood was not listed in the Army data 
base as being available for Air Force use. 

Since we have not been provided the Air Force definition of a Full Scale Weapons Drop 
Range, it is difficult to respond to this criteria. However, it appears that the only ranges 
used in this category were ranges completely controlled by the Air Force. This makes no 
allowance for the use of Joint facilities nor acknowledges the fact that other agencies can 
and do provide facilities used by Air Force units. The Air Force used Claiborne Range, 
255 NM east of Bergstrom as the closest range that fits this category. Claiborne Range is 
essentially a postage stamp range that only has the capability to handle a limited number of 
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inert munitions and no live munitions at all. Fort Hood can handle any size of inert 
munition and live MK-82/83/84 weapons. Once again, the fact that Fort Hood does not 
show up on someone's list of weapons ranges does not alter the fact that this capability 
exists within 65 NM of Bergstrom and therefore, can justify a Green rating in this area. 

72Z4.M FORT WORIH tkwonse: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.8 

The Fort Hood area consists of the Fort Hood MOA and R-6302~'. Inside R-6302 is the 
Shoal Creek l€ange and an impact area. As stated earlier, Shoal Creek range is  restricted 
to all but trahing ordnance only (BDU-33 and MK-106)~'. The Fort Hood impact area is 
primarify used by the US Army for ordnance expenditures. This impact area is &ready 
available to AF fighter units. This impact area is normally restricted to two high 
pedomuaz ai~wafl'~. Scheduling of AF assets to expend heavyweight ordnance (live or 
inert) are at tbe discretion of the US Army. Currently, any use of the impact area must be 
done in conjunction with US Army exercises33. 

ZZi2.M FORT W O R W ~ :  Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.8 

The AF assessnmt to not qualitjl the Fort Hood impact area as a Full Scale Weapons 
Drop Range, and subsequent rating of RED is accurate and fair. 

Ul Enclosure 6 to Tab F to App 9 Annex C to 12 AF OPORD 1-88. 
3' - - AFR 50-46/301 F W  Sup 2, Annex A, Chapter 3, Page 3-1 Section 3-4. 
" Enclosure 6 to Tab F to App 9 Annex C to 12 AF OPORD 1-88. 
33 Telecon with LTC Bright. D.O. 3rd ASOG. DSN 737-1909. 
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a ABSG Initial Report a 9  April 1995):. Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.9 

Visual Routes/Instrument Routes (VIR/IR), shows Bergstrom as Green and that is 
correct. 

YSAF Reamse: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.9 

None Required. 

ABSG Rebuttal (10 Mav 1995): Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.9 

Not Applicable. 

7EAM FORT WORTH Re.gmnse: Criteria I. 1 .D.2.a.9 

Not Applicable. 

Overall: ARC Fighter Training Areas 

Criteria 
Supersonic Area 

DOD Analysis 
Red 

Other Air Combat MOAs Red 

Low Altitude Areas 

Scoreable Ranges 

Electronic Combat 

GroundA'actical Area 

ACMI Ranges 

Weapons Drop Areas 

Low level Routes 

Red 

Red 

Red 

Green 

Red 

Red 

Green 

Overall Training Areas Red + 
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Correct Conclusion 
Green 

Green 

Green 

Green 

Green 

Green 

Red 

Green 

Green 

Green - 



CRITERIA 

Supersonic Area 

OUKr Air Combat MOAs 

Low AttitudeAreas 

Scoreable Ranges 

Electronic Combat 

GmndlThdcal Area 

ACMI Ranges 

WeapomDrop Areas 

Low Level Routes 

DOD ANALYSIS 

RED 

RED 

RED 

RED 

RED 

GREEN 

RED 

RED 

GREEN 

Overall Training Areas RED + 

ABSG REBUTTAL 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

RED 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN - 

TEAM FW REVIEW 

RED 

YELLOW 

RED 

RED 

RED 

GREEN 

RED 

RED 

GREEN 

RED + 



e ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995); Criteria I. 1. D .2 

Overall ARC Effectiveness 

Mission DOD Analysis Correct Conclusion 

Fighter Training Red + Green - 

Tanker Training Green - Green - 

Airlift Training Green Green 

Overall Training Yellow - 
Effectiveness 

Green - 

7EY.M FORT WORTH Response: Criteria I. 1. D. 2 

G!im!w! DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Fighter Training Red + 

Tanker Training Green - 
Airlift Training Green 

Green - 
Green - 
Green 

Red + 

Oreen - 
Green 

Overall Tmining Y e b w  - 
Effictivtllesa 

Green - Yellow - 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995).: Critieria 11. I 

- 
Mission Support Facilities 

Criteria 11.1, Mission Support Facilities, shows Bergstrom as overall Yellow -. Any 
krther information needed on this criterai must come from AFRes. 

USAF Response: Criteria I. 1 .  C. 1 

None Required. 

ABSG lcpdnte 0 0  M q  1995): Criteria I. 1 .C. 1 

Not Applicable. 

TEAM FORT WORTH Re-: Criteria I. 1 .C. 1 

Not Applicable. 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April l995): Criteria L1.3 .A 

Associated Airspace 

Criteria 11.3 .A, Existing Assosciated Airspace, is hrther broken down into MOAs and 
Restricted Airspace, Bombing Ranges, and Low Level Routes. There are no specific 
corrsponding questions in the 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire. The analysis here 
appears to be a complitation of all the airspace, range, and low level data originally 
contained in the unit response to the Questionnaire and appears to be somewhat 
subjective. 

Criteria 11.3 .A. 1, MOAs and Restriced Airspace, shows: 

( I )  AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green - Civil and commercial aviation development generally 
compatible with existing Military Operating Areas and 
Restricted Airspace. 

Yellow - Civil and commercial aviation development impacts access to 
some (limited) MOAs. 
Red - Civil and comercial aviation dominates the development of 

and access to MOAs or Restriced Airspace. 
(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 

(a) The two MOAs used the majority of the time by the 924 FW, Brady 
and Brownwood, are impacted very little by civil and commercial aviation. The only 
impact is when the Brownwood MOAs are capped because of weather problems around 
Dallas/Ft Worth Airport and they are seldom capped below FL 230 which allows the 924 
FW to complete its mission. The Brady MOA is almost never impacted by civil aviation 
The other MOA7s ofien used - Chase, Randolph, Crystal - are seldom effected by civiI 
aviation because of their location in south Texas, a sparsely populated region. 

(b) Source - 1995 A r  Force Base Questionnaire 
924 OSSJOSAM 

USAF Res_oonse: - Criteria II.3. A. 1 

Air Fome Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 



Air Forcc Res~onsq - Applicable MOAs and Restricted Airspace were evaluated by the 
Air Force Reserve Functional Expert, using criteria developed in conjunction with the 
Base Closure Worlung Group member from Combat Forces. Professional judgment and 
reference to the following questions in the questionnaire were used to determine Direct 
Input grades: 1.2.3.B. 1,1.2.3.B.2, lS2.3.B.3,I.2.3.B.4, 1.2.3.B.5, 1.2.3.B.6,lb2.3.B,7, 
1.2,3.B.8, and 1.2.3.B.9. 

In order to adequately answer this question it is necessary to utilize day-to-day operations 
and unit expertise. The unit has a very highly experienced and knowledgeable air space 
manager with previous experience as an FAA h r  Traffic Controller. He works very 
closely with Houston Center and the Southwest Region out of Ft Worth. Using his 
expertise and daily experiences within the unit, we do not see civil and commercial 
aviation dominating the development of and access to MOAs or Restricted Airspace. The 
704 FS does not experience problems on a daily basis and has an excellent working 
relationship with both Houston and Ft Worth Centers. The response does not track with 
data the unit hrnished in the 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire. The closest questions in 
the Questionnaire are under I.2.E, Airspace Used by Base; they do not reveal any civil or 
commercial aviation domination or encroachment into MOAs or Restricted airspace used 
by the base. 

The 301 FW also has a very highly experienced and knowledgeable air space manager with 
previous experience as an FAA Air T d c  Controller. He also works very closely with 
Houston Center and the Southwest Region out of Ft Worth. His expertise and daily 
experiences within the unit tend to validate the professional judgement of the Air Force 
Reserve Functional expert. An AOPA survey highlighted that general aviation pilots may be 
frustrated about not being able to determine if an area is active. The Air Transport Association 
(ATA) wants air carrier aircraft to be able to fly point-to-point. In January, the FAA began to 
allow point-to-point operations for aircraft at and above FL390 between selected city pairs. 
The ceiling will gradually decrease to FL290. This will have a significant impact on high 
altitude ATCAAs used by the Bergstrom unit. 

Source: Southwest Region Airspace Committee Meeting Minutes Memorandum for 
Record, dated April 10, 1995. 



Bombing Ranges, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green - Regional development generally compatible with A r  to-Ground 
ranges. 

Yellow - Regional development incompatible in some (limited) areas, 
creating restrictions on Air-to-Ground ranges 

Red - Regional development severely incompatible in may areas, causing 
major restrictions to Air-to-Ground ranges 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) There is no data to support a Red rating. The three ranges predominately used 

by the 924 FW have NO regional development that impacts on them. 
(b) Source - 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire 

924 OSS/OSK Interview 

@ U W  Response: Criteria LI.3.A.2 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Res~oase - Applicable MOAs and Restricted Airspace were evaluated by the 
Air Force Reserve Functional Expert, using criteria developed in conjunction with the 
Base Closure Working Group member fiom Combat Forces. Professional judgment and 
reference to the following questions in the questionnaire were used to determine Direct 
Input grades: 1.2.3.B.1, I.2.3.B.2, 1.2.3.B.3,1a2.3.B.4, 1.2,3.B.5,1.2.3.B.6, 1.2.3.B,7, 
L2.3.B.8, and 1.2.3.B.9. 

ABSG Up&e ( I 0  Mcy 1995): Criteria 11.3.A.2 

The response is the same as the previous question. There is no change from the original rebuttal 
submitted to Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations (Volume V) on 27 
March 1995. The Air Force response here does not change any of the factors. 



a 
7i?L4M FORT WORTH Resuome: Criteria 11.3. A2 

A recent ANG-contracted study of real-time airspace documented well the need to improve 
the overall military and civilian utilization of special use airspace, and suggested areas to 
explore potential sotutions. 

Source: Southwest Region Airspace Committee Meeting Minutes Memorandum for 
Record, dated April 10, 1 995. 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria 11.3 .A. 3 

Criteria I1.3.A.3, Low Level Routes, shows Bergstrom as Green and that is correct. 

YSAF Reensee: Criteria II.3 .A.3 

None Required. 

ABSGUphte(IOMq1995): CriteriaII.3.A.3 

Not Applicable. 

iZC4M FORT WORTH Res_ooltse: Criteria 11.3 .A. 3 

Not Applicable. 
ABSG Init i~l  Report (19 April 1995); Criteria 11.3 .A 

Overall Existing Associated hrspace: 

Existing Associated Airspace AF Analysis Correct Conclusion 

MOAS and Restricted Airspace Red Green 

Bombing Ranges Red Green 

Low Level Routes Green Green 

Overall Existing Airspace Red + Green 



e 7EAM FORT FOR ZH Rewnse: Criteria 11.3 .A 

Overall: Existing Associated Airspace: 

CRITERIA 
REVIEW 

DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTALTEAM FW 

MOAS and Restricted Airspace Red Green Red 

Bombing Ranges Red Green Red 

Low Level Routes Green Green Green 

Overall Existing Airspace Red + Green Red + 

ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I1.3.B 

Criteria 11.3.B, Future Associated Airspace, is hrther broken down into MOAs and 
Restricted Airspace, ~ombing  Ranges, andLow Level Routes. The same cornrnnets listed 
above for existing airspace also apply here. 

MOAs and Restricted Airspace, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green- Future civil and commercial aviation development generally 
expected to remain compatible with existing Military Operating 

Areas and Restricted Airspace 
Yellow - Future civil and commercial aviation development may impact 
access to some (limited) MOAs. Future development of MOAs and 
Restricted Airspace may be limited 
Red - Future civil and comercial aviation may dominate the area and 
access MOAs may become severely limited. Future development 
Restricted Airspace incompatible. 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data 

(a) No data is presented to substantiate this rating of Red. The FAA, Ft 
Worth Region and Houston Center over the last several years have publicized their 
Airspace 2000 plans and thier hture plans for the Austin Bergstrom international Airport 
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These plans indicate the 924 ITW should have little conflict in meeting its future airspace 
needs and requirements. Houston Center at one time proposed a new MOA for the 924 
FW due west of the base off the Junction TACAN that would be from surface to FL450 
anti have the capacity to support 100% of the unit's air-to-air requirements for airspace. 
Any changes to the Brownwood MOAs would have minimal impact on the 924 FW since 
they have other quality airspace available in south Texas, a low air traffic region. 

(b) Sources - 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire, 
924 OSS/OSAM 

U W  Remnse: Criteria Ii. 3 .B 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Resaonsq - This was a direct input grade resulting from analysis of potential 
expansion of a base's associated airspace. For a base to be rated green, the hctional 
expert required a current proposal for airspace expansion that had a high likelihood of 
approval. Past experience with airspace growth attempts indicates that even in sparse 
activity areas, airspace growth is difficult. 

Nowhere in the 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire criteria does it state that a current 
proposal for airspace expansion is a requirement. This question was adequately answered 
in the original rebuttal under this Criteria In the Questionnaire, Bergstrom and Carswell 
are listed as Red, Homestead is listed as Yellow, and all other AFRES bases (1 1)  are listed 
as Green under this Criteria. Based on the stated requirement for a current proposal for 
airspace expansion that had a high likelihood of approval in order to get a green rating, it 
would appear that all the airlift and tanker bases in AFRES must have such proposals 
pending This is doubthl since they do not have the same requirement for MOAs and 
restricted airspace that fighter units do Grissom for example utilizes the MOAs owned by 
the Ft Wayne, IN ANG fighter unit. 

W F O R T  WORTH R e p m :  Criteria II.3.B. I 

A: The Air Force's "RANGES 2005" data collection effort has grown to incorporate a 
study ofdl airspace.--use projections,extens~e list of data elements, and status of 
environmental documentation. 

Source: Southwest Region Airspace Committee Meeting Minutes Memorandum for 
Record, dated April 10,1995. 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995),: Criteria 11.3 .B.2 

- 
Criteria 11.3.B.2, Bombing Ranges, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Red 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green - Future regional development generally expected to remain 
compatible with AIr-to-Ground ranges 

Yellow - Futre regional development may become incompatible in some 
(limited) areas, creating restrictions on Air-to-Ground ranges. 

Red - Future refional development may become severely incompatible 
in may areas, causing major restrictions to Air-to-Ground ranges. 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) Once again there are no data availble to substantiate this rating and it appears 

to be subjective. There are no known FAA plans, including their Airspace 2000 plan, that 
will adversely impact 924 FW bombing ranges Again, south Texas is a low civil air traiffic 
region. 

(b)Sources - 1995 'Air Force Base Questionnaire 
924 OSSIOSAM 

jYSAF Response: Criteria 11.3 .B.2 

Air Force Analysis - Red 
Community Analysis - Green 

Air Force Res~onse - Again, this was a direct input grade resulting fiom analysis of 
potential expansion of a base's associated airspace. For a base to be rated green, the 
b c t i o d  expert required a current proposal for airspace expansion that had a high 
likelihood of approval. Past experience with airspace growth attempts indicates that even 
in sparse activity areas, airspace growth is difiicult. 

MSG U~datt? (10 Mq I995): Criteria 11.3 .B.2 

The rebuttal to this is the same as in the previous Criteria. Once again, it is hard to believe 
that six tankerlairlift bases have current airspace proposals pending. 



TEAM FORT WORTH Res_oonse: Criteria II.3.B.2 

LTC Arseneau(AF REP Southwest Regeion FAA) states that within the region there are 
30 Military OperationsAreas, 7 ~estricted Areas,54 IR,57 Vr and 76 SR &tary training 
routes, and 37 air refbeling tracks. The region is fortunate to have a military-friendly 
population. Cwent issues in the region include the requirement for expanded airspace to 
meet the needs of new weapons, tactics and reheling missions. 



ABSGInztialRe~ort~19April1995):. CriteriaII.3.B.3 

Criteria 11.3.B.3, Low Level Routes, shows Bergstrom ARS as Green and that is correct 

USAFRes_oonse: CCriteriaII.3.B.3 

None Required. 

ABSGUjdate~IOMqI995):  CriteriaII.3.B.3 

No1 Applicable. 

Not Applicable. 
ABSG Initial Report ( I  9 April 1995):. Criteria 11.3 .B 

Overall: Future Associated Airspace. 

Future Associated Airspace 

M014S and Restricted krspace 

Bombing Ranges 

Low Level Routes 

Overall Existing Airspace 

AF Analysis Correct Conclusion 

Red Green 

Red Green 

Green Green 

Red + Green 

7E4M FORT WORTH Respurn: Criteria 11.3 .B 

Overall: Future Associated Airspace. 

DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVEW 
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MOAS and Restricted Airspace 

Bombing Ranges 

Low Level Routes 

Red 

Red 

Green 

Green 

Green 

Green 

Red 

Red 

Green 

Overall Esisting Airspace Red + Green 

ABSG hlitial Report (19 April 1995.5 Criteria II.3.C 

Existing Local/ Regional Airspace Enchroachment. 

Crit.eria 11.3. C, Existing Local/Regional Airspace Encroachment, shows Bergstrom as 
Yellow and that is correct. This is base'd on Houston Intercontinental Airport located 120 
NM southeast of Bergstrom. Austin is a low air traffic density area. 

0 U U F  Response: 

None Required. 

ABSG U ~ d r t e  (10 Mq 1995): 

Not Applicable. 

TEAM FORT WORTH Reswme: 

Not Applcable. 



0 ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995): Criteria 11.3 .D 

- 
Future Airspace Encroachment. 

Criteria 11.3 .D, Future LocaVRegional Airspace Encroachernent, shows Bergstrom as 
Yellow and that is correct. This is also based on Houston Intercontinental Airport located 
120 MM southeast of Bergstrorn. Austin is a low air traffic density area 

USAFRepnse: CriteriaII.3.D 

None Required. 

ABSG Updrte (I0 Mq 1995): Criteria I1.3.D 

Not Applicable. 

TEAM FORT WORTH R e ~ l z s e :  Criteria II. 3 .D  

Not Applicable. 



0 ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995); Criteria II.4.A 

Air Quality. 

Criteria 11.4.4 Air Quality, is hrther broken down into Attainment Status, 
Restrictions, and Future Growth. The data for this is from the 1995 Air Force Base 
Questionnaire, Elements VIII 1 and VIII. 16. 

Criteria II.4.A Attainment Status, shows Bergstrom as Green and that is correct. 

USAF Rewnse: Criteria II.4.A 

None Required. 

ABSG Uvdale (1 0 M w  1 9 m  Criteria II.4.A 

Not Applicable. 

7WMFDRTWORlHRepme: Critei-iaII4.A 

Not Applicable. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 19951; Criteria I1.4.B 

Criteria II.4.B, Restrictions, shows: 

(1) AF Analysis - Yellow 
(2) Correct Status - Green 
(3) Criteria: 

Green - Not Yellow and not Red 
Yellow - 1 block >== 40 or 2 blocks >= 30 or 3 blocks >= 20 
Red - 1 block >== 50 or 2 blocks >= 40 or 3 blocks >= 30 

(4) Bergstrom ARS Data: 
(a) No mention is made in the 195 Air Force Base Questionaire of what 

constitutes a block. It is not possible with the data that we have to determine how a rating 
of Yellow was derived. On reviewing the Questionnaire Element data, there are only two 
areas mentioned, VIII.E.8 Monitoring and VIII.E.9 BACTLAER, and neither of them 
indicate that Bergstrom is not in complete compliance with Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commision (TNKCC) rules and regulations. The City of Austin 
environmental compliance officer has called Bergstrom "pristine" when compared with 
most airports or military bases. 

(b) Source - 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire. 
Interview with City of Austin environmental compliance officer 

USAF R e v m e :  Criteria I1.4.B 

Air Force Analysis - Yellow 
Community Analysis - Oreen 

Air Force Reswnst - This question refers to a data call briefid to and approved by the 
Air Force Base Closure Executive Group to better quantify Air Quality Restrictions. The 
data call was sent to each base with instructions to complete each block in order to 
examine specrtic air quality restrictions. Weighting was assigned to each block depending 
on its importance. Once the data call was completed, the points in each block were 
totaled to determine the type and severity of each specific restriction. Bergstrom 
specifically exceeded the applicable goalposts fbr open burning, and regulations 
prohibiting open burningtopen detonation. In addition, they answered yes when 
questioned whether they have continuous emissions monitoring requirements for sources 
at the base which exceed the Federal New Source Performance Standards requirements, 
and whether Bergstrom has BACTLAER emissions thresholds (excluding lead) that 
exceed the Federal Clean Air Act requirements. 



This area is very difficult to determine exactly what is being asked and how it is being 
weighted. The environmental personnel assigned to the 924 FW do not hlly understand 
how the ratings were arrived at nor exactly what they mean. Without full and complete 
access to the data used to determine this rating it is impossible to adequately comment on 
it. It does appear that under Criteria for Monitoring and BACT/LAER, the unit is being 
penalized because the State of Texas has regulations that are stricter than the Federal 
Clean Air Act requirement. 

TEAM FORT WORTH R e p m e :  Criteria II.4.B 

Without realizing it, the ABSG has hit the nail squarely on the head. In &, their rating 
of red is due precisely to the fact that the state of Texas has more stringent regulations 
than the federal government requires in the area of air quality, making the government 's 
point. Of course the unit is beha -penalized for it. because it is clearly paying more to deal 
with those issues. Example: Many states allow open air burning, but the state of 
Texas does not. Instead, in Texas' a contractor is typically needed to resolve the problem 
at additional expense to the American taxpayer. 



e ABSG Initial Re~ort (19 April 1995):. Criteria 11.4. C 

Criteria IJ.4.C, Future Growth, shows Bergstrom as Green and that is correct. 

U W R e m o m :  CriteriaII.4.C 

None Required. 

ABSGUpdp~efIOMa?,1995): CriteriaII.4.C 

Not Applicable. 

T W  FORT WORTH Reqwnse: Criteria II.4. C 

Not Applicable. 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Criteria 11.4 

Overall: Air Quality: 

Air Qualitv AF Analysis 

Attainment Status Green 

Restrictions Yellow 

Future Growth Green 

Overall Green 

Correct Conclusion 

Green 

Green 

Green 

Green 

TEAM FORT WORTH Respme: Criteria 11.4 

Overall: Air Quality. , 

CRITERIA -- DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM F W  REVIEW 

Attainment Status Green Green Green 

Restrictions Yellow Green Yellow 

Future Growth Green Green Green 

Overall Green Green Green 



a ABSG Initial Report N 9  April 1995). Criteria 11.6 

Billeting Requirements 

Billeting Requirements is broken down into Installation Billeting and Commercial 
Billeting. This area relates to 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire Elements IX.3.A and 
IX.3 .B. Bergstrom ARS has 1 191 AF reservists assigned as of 23 March 1995. Of these 
a maximum of 385 require billeting during drill weekends. The 924 FW provides 155 on- 
base billets and 230 off-base billets during drill weekends This equates to 32% of 
reservists requiring billeting, 13% on-base and 19% off-base, with the off-base billeting 
providing 60% of the total. This does not change the AF Analysis of Yellow but is lower 
than the figures shown in the 
Questionnaire. 

UMF Reaxme: Criteria II.6 

No Response offered. 

ABSG Uvdure (1 0 Mcy 1995): .Crite6a II.6 

No IJpdate Submitted. 

TEAM FOAT WOR77-f Response: Criteria II.6 

The 301 FW has approximately 1200 drilling Reservists assigned, 142 of whom require 
bineting. This represents less than half the billeting wst absorbed by the 924 FW. 



a ABSG Initial Reporr (19 April 1995).: Criteria VI 

- 
Economic Impact 

Criteria VI, Economic Impact, shows the Percent Job Loss (All BRACs) for Bergstrom as 
0.3%, Carswell as <O. 1%, and Homestead as 0.1%. 

USAF Regmnse: Criteria VI 

No Response OfEered. 

ABSGl(pdateflOMqi995):  CriteriaVI 

No Update Submitted. 

T M F O R T  WORTH Response: Criteria VI (Community responds) 



e ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995):. Criteria VII 

Community. 

Criteria VII, Community, really refers to recruiting data for each community. All the 
AFRES bases listed are Green - This is because of Criteria VII. 11, Other Local 
Guard/Reserve Unit, and relates to 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire Element IX. 12. 
All AFRES units are shown as Yellow under this Criteria because they have > 2 units and 
<= 10 units in their community. It is not understood how the Carswell AFRES location 
can recruit effectively when competing for almost 12,000 military and reservists in the Ft. 
Worth area. 

USAF Remnse: Criteria VII 

Air Force Resnonsg - Recruiting figures were obtained from each unit as part of the Air 
Reserve Component data call and certified as accurate by Air Force Reserve 
Headquarters. 

ABSG U. . z t e  (1 0 May 1995): 'Criteria VII 

We do not know why this is listed since we did not disagree with the rating shown in the 
report 

i'E4.M FORT WORTH Remme: Criteria VII (Community responds) 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995).: Criteria WIT 

Environmental Impact. 

Criteria VIII, Environmental Impact, shows Bergstrom as overall Green with only one 
area rated Yellow. That area is Criteria VIII. 5, Installation Restoration Program (IRP). 
It is shown as Yellow and relates to 1995 h r  Force Base Questionnaire Elements VIII. 13 
A - WI. 13 F. It is interesting to note that Carswell is the only AFRES base that is 
shown as Green under Criteria VIII.5. Bergstrom is the only AFRES base shown as 
Green under Criteria WI .2 ,  Asbestos. 

U W  Res_oonse: Criteria VIlI 

No Response Offered. 

ABSG Update 110 M q  1995): Criteria VIII 

No Update Submitted. * 7EAMFORI WORTH Repome: Criteria Mn 

No rebuttal is necessary. ABSG makes no point. 

ABSG I~litiul Report (19 April 1995): Criteria I. 1 

Overall: Mission (Flying) Requirements 

Criteria AF Analysis 

Airfield Capabilities Yellow - 

Base Operating Support Yellow 

Training' Effectiveness Yellow - 

Overall Mission Requireme Yellow - 
74 

Correct Conclusion 

Green 

Green - 

Green - 

Green - 



Overall: Mission (Flying Requirements. 

CRITERIA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Airfield Capabilities Yellow - Green Yellow - 

Base Operating Support Yellow Green - Yellow 

Traixting Effectiveness Yellow - Green - Yellow 

Overall Mission Requireme YeUow - Grcen - Yellow - 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995) Criteria 11.3 

- 
Overall: Airspace Encroachment 

Criteria AF Analysis Correct Conclusion 

Existing Airspace Encroach Red + Green 

Future Airspace Encroach Red + Green 

Existing Local/RegionaJ 
Arrspace Encroachment 

Future LocaVRegional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Yellow Yellow 

Yellow Yellow 

Overall Airspace Encroach Red + Green - 

Overall: Airspace Encroachment. 

CRITERIA DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Existing Airspace Encroach Red + Green Red + 

Future Airspace Encroach Red + Green Red + 

Existing LocaURegional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Future LocaVRegional 
Airspace Encroachment 

Yellow Yellow Yellow 

Yellow Yellow Yellow 

Overall Airspace Encroacb Red + Green - Red + 



ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995); Criteria I1 

Overall: Facilities and Infiast~ucture. 

Criteria -- AF Analysis 

Mission Support Facilities Yellow - 

Airspace Encroachment 

Air Quality 

Billeting Requirements 

Red + 

Green - 

Yellow 

Overall Facilities Yellow 

TE;QM FORT WORZYRe4~7ltse~ Criteria II 

Overall: Facilities and Intiastructure. 

CRITER[A DOD ANALYSIS 

Mission Support Facilities Yellow - 

Airspace Encroachment Red + 

Air Quality Green - 

Billeting Requirements Yellow 

Overall Facilities Ydlow 

Correct Conclusion 

Yellow - 

Green - 

Green 

Yellow 

Green - 

ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REVIEW 

Yellow - Yellow - 

Green - Red + 

Green Green - 

Yellow Yellow 

Green - Yellow 



ABSG Initial Reuort (19 April 1995); Criteria I and I1 

Criteria AF Analvsis 

Mission (Flying) Requirements Yellow - 

Facilities and Lnfiastructure Yellow 

Correct Conclusion 

Green - 

Green - 

TEAM FORT W0Rlir-I Reprtse: Criteria I and I1 

CRI- DOD ANALYSIS ABSG REBUTTAL TEAM FW REMFW 

Mission (Flying) Requirements Yellow - Green - Yellow - 

Facilities and Infrastructure Yellow Green - Yellow 
ABSG ~~~~~~~~~~~~~t (19 April 1995); Cost Comparison 

1. The Air Force cost analysis appears inconsistent and inaccurate. 

A. Inputs to the financial model suspect. 

The Air Force uses the 'COBRA' computer model to simulate the effects of a proposed 
realignment or base closure. While the model may work when provided valid data, none 
of the inputs or assumptions are apparent from the COBRA model. There are however, 
sevel-a1 areas for concern. 

1. When questioned, the Air Force office in the Pentagon (AFRT) stated that they 
only considered Air Force monies That is, BRACC monies, other service monies, other 
federal agency monies are not considered For example, the BRACC monies saved 
byclosing Homestead or the Navy monies saved by moving the 301 FW &om Ft. Worth 
were not considered. 

2. When questioned, the Air Force office in the Pentagon (AFRT) stated that 
military force structure is not considered in the COBRA model. However, the Bergstrom 
model clearly shows the job elimination or realignment of the civilian (ASRT) force for 
Bergstrom. The civilian ART force is a large part of the "military" presence in the 
Reserve - in contrast with the normal active duty civilian force. 

3 A review shows that the assumptions for Bergstrom are in error or the model is 
indecipherable. For example, the model submitted to the BRACC shows all costs for 
Bergstrom doubling after 1997. In fact, the overhead costs will substantially reduce as 
the City of Austin assumes more control of the base 



4. The Air Force submission to the BRACC shows a model for converting 
Bergstrom to KC-135's, closing Bergstrom, and moving the unit to MacDill. This move 
contemplates construction costs at MacDill about the same as Bergstrom - such a move 
would be a net cost to the government. 

B. Personnel costs associated with Force Structure should not be considered 

The Austin BRACC Study Group believes it is unreasonable to consider military personnel 
costs associated with force structure to be considered in determining locations for 
realignment or closure. The AF Reserve civilian ART force is largely part of the force 
structure. When comparing AFRES units with similar missions, it is reasonable to assume 
that. military personnel costs are approximately equal. That is, the military personnel costs 
associated with closing the Bergstrom F-16 unit would be about the same as the unit at 
Miami or New Orleans, etc. 

The Austin BRACC Study Group therefore made a cost comparison between AFRES 
fighter locations based on two factors. First, an estimate of the overhead associated with 
the six F-16 fighter locations was made. This estimate was based on the Base Operating 
Support (BOS) budgets of each unit. Several of the units are based at an h r  Force active 
duty location and their overhead is less than a unit located at a joint use field and 
substantially lower than an AFRES operated base. However, the Air Force assumes a 
variable cost associated with its AFRES unit, and this variable overhead needs to be 
considered. 

Second, the Austin BRACC Study Group collected the current construction costs for the 
services at the six AFRES fighter locations. In our analysis "opportunity cost" is taken as 
the construction cost savings to the U.S. taxpayer if the listed AFRES location were to 
close. For example, at Homestead $88 million in new construction projects are planned 
and $15 rmllion has been spent. At Austin/Bergstrom, $13 million in new construction is 
authorized and $2 million has been spent. At Phoenix (Luke AFB), although the value of 
the N ; R E S  facilities are close to $50 million, only $20 million of new construction is 
planned in the next 2 years. 

11. Summary of Cost Savings 

1996 Opportunity Annual Overhead Net Present 
Cost Value* 

Miami 
Fort Worth 
Austin 
Phoenix 
New Orleans 
Salt Lake City 



*Using a discount rate of 9% and a 20 year cost recovery period. 

Cost to closure has not been considered, but would make the Austin location look 
substantially more favorable. 'The Air Force in their COBRA analysis estimated the cost 
to close Austin/Bergstrom at $34 million and the cost to close Miarni/Homestead at only 
$7.9 million. Obviously, the cost to close Fort Worth, Phoenix, New Orleans, or Salt 
Lake City would be substantiauy less than Austin or Miami because they would remain as 
operating DOD facilities. 

It should be noted that if the Air Force's estimate of $34 million to close 
Austin/Bergstrom is current, then the savings by closing Bergstrom is about $9 million 
over 20 years (again, excluding military force structure). 

In its final report to the BRACC the Austin BRACC Study Group intends to compare 
other AFRES locations to the above listed F-16 locations. It is certainly true, however, 
based on the above analysis, that Austin/Bergstrom is NOT the most expensive 
AFRES location and in fact it compares favorably. 



0 USAFResponse: Cost Comparison 

Air Force Resnonse - It appears that the Bergstrom community has a misunderstanding 
of the COBRA model and the process of estimating criteria IVN values. 

The COBRA model is directed by OSD for all services to use on BRAC decisions. The 
model uses two types of data: standard factors, which are used for all AF bases; and base 
unique data, which is certified for accuracy by the appropriate major command. AU three 
services, the GAO, and the AF Audit Agency have reviewed and validated the model and 
the process. While there is a certain degree of inaccuracy in the model, it is consistent and 
thus fairly compares costs and savings among alternatives. 

The model includes all major factors which either drive costs or savings. One of the most 
important input areas is personnel. The cost of eliminating, moving, or other personnel 
actions is a large part of the costs and personnel elimination is the key factor in 
determining savings. 

The summary of cost savings provided by the community is sipficantiy flawed in two 
areas. First, COBRA includes all cost and savings elements, not just opportunity costs, 
when calculating NPV. Second, OSD guidance directs the use of a 2.75 discount rate. 

Finally, the community called into question the $34 million cost to close stated in the Air 
Force report. Spedically; the $34 million cost to close noted in the report resulted fiom 
the Air Force Reserve's initid level playing field COBRA. In the focused COBRA, these 
figures reflected a onetime cost as reported to the Commission for Bergstrom of $1 3.4 
million with a one-time savings due to military construction avoidance of $1 3 million. 
This results in an exceptionally low one-time net cost to close the base of $345,000. 

ABSG [(adate (10 Ma?/ 1995): Cost Comparison 

Once again, without complete access to all the data used to define the parameters in the 
DoD COBRA model, it is impossible to comment on the figures used. They definitely 
warrant hrther investigation since they will be a significant factor in any decision to close 
or keep open a base. 



@ ?ZGfMFORT WORTH Response: Cost Comparison 

1. Summary of Cost Savings: 

Fort Worth is shown to have an opportunity cost savings of $59 million. This figure is 
based on cancellation of MILCON to accommodate the move of the Texas Air National , 
Guard fiom NAS Dallas to Ft. Worth. this move was directed by BRAC 93 and the chart 
does not show all data considered in BRAC 93 that made the one-time expenditure of 
knds viable by eliminating recurring costs and consolidating the TANG BOS under the 
new Joint Reserve Base. Obviouslv. no real MILCON cost savings was available through 
the Austin -moposal to move the 301 FW. so a bonus figure was divined from a seoarate 
BmC action. The $59 million figure for TANG MILCON is inaccurate. The Navy 
shows total MILCON of $27 million for TANG. There are no certified estimates of what 
it would take to rn* 30 1 FW facilities to accommodate TANG, but could exceed $27 
million. Additionally, the only MILCON scheduled for the 301 FW was an $18 million 
figure that was directed as a result of BRAC 91. This was intended to relocate facilities to 
accommodate a Reserve Cantonment Area. Only approximately $1 million was spent and 
that construction is complete. The rest was eliminated as part of the cost savings 
associated with the consolidation under Fort Worth RE3. The Air Force Reserve at Fort 
Wsth has no MILCON planned. scheduled. or funded. 

b. The same paragraph shows an annual overhead of $2,500,000 for Ft. Worth and run it 
out 9 years to get a figure of $22,500.000. This figure is added to the Texas Air National 
guard MlLCON figure to arrive at a total purported savings of $8 1.82 1,364. Note also 
that the overhead figure at Austin is $3,500,000 and that translates into 9 million more 
than Ft. Worth for the same period. This figure does not include the actual costs of 
overhead at Austin following takeover by the city. At present, the Air Force Reserve has 
no figures for these additional airport fees. A mandate to remain at Austin without a cost 
estimate and agreement, amounts to writing a blank check to the City of Austin for - 
whatever support thev choose to provide the Air Force Reserve. 

2. The notes at the bottom of the same page state that the cost of closure has not been 
considered and go on to state that closing Bergstrom would cost $34 million while it 
only costs $7.9 million to close Homestead. It does not state what it costs to close the 
Reserve unit at Ft. Worth. It must be noted that the Reserve unit at Ft. Worth is a part of 
the NAS Ft. Worth JRB and whatever the costs associated with moving this unit might be, 
it could not be considered a savings since the host base remains open. That is, you incur 
the cost of a move without benefit of getting a closure. 

3. The last paragraph on the page in question states that based on the analysis on that page, 
Bergstrom is NOT the most expensive AFRES location and in b, compares favorably. 
In truth, the figures are wrong and make just the opposite case. HQ AF Reserve is on 
record that stand-alone units (i.e., not hosted by active duty) are more expensive to 
operate. BOS costs at 301 FW (Ft. Worth) and 924 FW (Austin) were $1 5.1 million and 
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$15.2 million respectively in 1994 when both were stand-alone units. Costs were $12.2 
million and $1 6.7 million respectively when 301 FW became a tenant and 924 FW 
remained a host in 1995. Austin's position ignores the simple economic reality that it is 
k more cost efkctive to operate one base rather than two. It also ignores the fict that 
the BRAC process is designed to close and realign bases, while presexving the capacity 
needed to fight and win America's wars, not to keep them open when fitr more efficient 
options are available. 



a ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995): Alternative Proposal 

The Air Force has proposed closing Bergstrom ARS for two stated reasons: eliminate one 
F-16 unit; and save money. To follow is one suggestion for accomplishing these two 
goals. There are, of course, many alternatives - this is but one alternative for the BRACC 
to consider. 

1. Move the AFRES flying squadron fiom NAS Ft. Worth to Bergstrom. 

In 1993 the h r  Force proposed closing Bergstrom and consolidating 2 F-16 
squadrons at Ft Worth (i.e. Carswell). The Air Force estimated that such a 
consolidation would cost around $6 million, but save $20 million per year. 
Consolidation at Ft. Worth does not make sense for many reasons. For example, the 
Navy, Air Guard, and Army are moving a large number of aircraft into Ft Worth, 
creating congested ground and airspace. Carswell was closed as an active duty 
installation for, inter alia, this ground and airspace congestion and encroachment. 

Consolidating at Austin/Bergstrom does make sense both for military value and cost 
savings. As outlined below, Bergstrom is an ideal location for consolidation and 
would be cost effective. 

2. Close I-Iomestead A r  Reserve Base. 

In 1993 the BRACC decided to consolidate Air Force Reserve units at Homestead, 
with the understanding that Dade County would make the Base a joint use facility 
(but not a commercial air carrier facility). This decision is expensive for the United 
States - $88 million in new construction required. Dade County argued that a 
Homestead consolidation made sense because, inter alia: the 30 1 st Rescue Squadron 
and 302 Fighter Wing would both make use of Homestead; and with MacDill AFB 
closed, there was no Air Force presence in south central Florida. 

1995 has brought substantial changes from the h r  Force. The h r  Force now 
proposes leaving the 301st Rescue Squadron at its temporary home of Patrick AFB in 
Florida. Additionally, the Air Force proposes reopening MacDill AFB in Florida. 
Little justification can be made for spending $88 million to reopen Homestead as an 
Air Reserve Base to support one unit. 

3. Section I below explains how such a proposal would not have a negative effect on 
military value - specifically Operational Readiness and Mission Requirements. Section I1 
below explains how this proposal would save the U. S. taxpayer almost $200 million in 
overhead and an additional $400 million in personnel savings, while eliminating only one 
F- 1 6 squadron. 



I. Operational Readiness and Mission Requirements 

A. Operating 150 - 200 aircraft from Ft. Worth NAS's single runway in 
a high aircraft traffic area degrades operations1 readiness, increases 
operating costs, and unnecessarily increases risks. 

1. It will be difficult to launch and recover from a single runway on a 
normal basis the 150 - 200 aircraft proposed for Ft. Worth NAS in a high 
aircraft traffic area, degrading operational readiness. 

CARSWELLLFT. WORTH 

Exhibit IV-A shows the normal operational tempo for CarsweU/Ft. Worth. As can be seen 
from Exhibit IV-A, in normal operation approximately 100 sorties, and 250 takeoffs, 
approaches, and landings per day can be anticipated. Allocating a takeoff and landing 
window of three minutes to each aircraft results in a 12 V2 hour flying day and 
approximately a 14 hour duty day. 

Even with such mitigation practices as staggering duty days of the various squadrons, 
diverting the 25 rotary sorties, and combining fighters into flights, CarswelVFt. Worth's 
single runway is faced with about a 10 hour stream of takeoffs and landings with aircraft 
assigned several minute windows for takeoffs and recoveries. Scheduling would be 
dictated by takeoff and recovery allocations instead of mission requirements. Maintenance 
delays would result in canceled sorties and loss of training; control delays in aircraft in- 
flight emergencies would have a ripple effect resulting in canceling dozens of sorties. 
Instrument weather in the CarswellEt. Worth area would force cancellation of many 
additional sorties and the attendant unnecessary loss of training. 

WhiIe Exhibit IV-A illustrates normal operational tempo, an important test of war time 
training is the ability to surge and exercise under war time conditions. Under the proposal 
for CarswelVFt. Worth, any exercise could only be undertaken if other flying units were 
willing to stand down during the exercise period. Further, a desirable characteristic of a 
military base is its capacity to expand and surge in times of potential hostilities - 
Carsweli/Ft. Worth would have no excess capacity. 

The proposal for Carswell/Ft. Worth would result in one of the most active single runway 
operations during daylight hours in the world. Truly a remarkable task for a base 
previously closed because it had "the worst ground and regional airport encroachment in 
its category." 

The instrument weather could be mild, say 1500 foot ceilings, and yet force instrument approaches. Requiring 
instrument approaches would force cancellation of many sorties even though the training area weather is adequate. 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conlmission Report to the President 199 1, p. 53 
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BERGSTROM 

In contract, the BergstrodAustin airport is a two runway operation.' As an operating h r  
Force Base, Bergstrom sustained 100 takeoffs, approaches, and landings for four 
squadrons during a normal duty day. With the addition of commercial traffic and 
another suitable runway, two F-16 squadrons could easily be accommodated without any 
operational impediment. 

2. Operating 150 - 200 aircraft from the single runway at CarswelVFt. 
Worth in a high tramc area incurs a substantial hidden operational cost. 

DFW is one of the highest traKic areas in the United ~ t a t e s . ~  As can be seen from 
Exhibit IV-B, CarswelYFt. Worth is one of 25 airports in the Dallas-Fort Worth terminal 
control area. It is readily apparent from Exhibit IV-3 that any departure other than to the 
West is difficult from CarswelWt Worth. 

The current plan for CarswelVFt Worth launch and recovery in good weather (VMC) is to 
depart all aircraft to the West below 4,000 ft.  for 30 miles prior to permitting turns to the 
North or South or hrther climbs to a l t i t~de .~  Good weather recoveries are similarly 
restrictive with approach corridors fiom the Northwest and Southwest to CarswelVFt. 
Worth. In most cases, the routing and altitudes are indirect, adding time and cost to 
operational training. 

While the FAA and the military are working to minimize aircraft delays, because of the 
indirect routing and altitude restrictions, as well as the heavy volume of traffic at 
Carswell/Ft Worth and in the DFW area, several minutes of additional flight time per 
sortie (in good weather) will occur because of cumulative delays6 

Departure and approach delays into CarswelllFt. Worth in inclement weather or at night 
(IMC) would impose even worse delays compared to good weather (VMC) approaches 
and recoveries. IMC departures for flights of fighters cannot use the VMC plan of 
remaining below 4000 feet for 30 miles. Many sorties wili be canceled during IMC 

3 Bergstrom currently has 1 large and 1 small runway. In 1998 the s~nall runway will be eliminated and another 
parallel runway will be operational. ' Chicago O'Hare is the first. 
5 Contact Richard Baugh, Fort Worth Center hrspace Manager, for more details. 

Flights to the West under good con&tions would experience little ground clearance or air tr&c control delay. 
although the altitude and routing comdors will result in route delay. Departures to the East wouldencounter 
sigruficant handling delays and the routing delay is staggering. 
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operations, reducing operational training, and the sorties that successfully launch will have 
significantly increased operational expense. 

While estimates of increased operational costs at Carswell/Ft. Worth because of these 
cumulative delays are difficult to determine, approximate numbers will illustrate the 
magnitude of the problem. 

An F-16 squadron, such as the 301 st FW at Ft. Worth, flies over 3,000 local 
sorties per year. 

Approximately 75% of the sorties are VMC and 25% of the sorties are 
IMCInight . 

A conservative estimate of these cumulative delays at Ft. Worth are 3-5 minutes 
(VMC) and 6-8 minutes (IMC). 

An F-16 costs over $3000 per hour to operate. 
The added cost of Ft. Worth basing of an F- 16 squadron approaches $1,000,000 

annually in operational expense when compared to a Bergstrom consolidation. 
The AFRES F-16's hrther add congestion and cost to the other aircraft at Ft. 
Worth NAS' and civilian aircraft traffic in the DFW Metroplex. 

BEKGSTROM - 

In contrast, Austin, Texas has low commercial aviation traffic and Bergstrom/Austin7s two 
runways can handle easily two squadrons with no delay. The routings are direct to all 
military operating areas without added cost to other users. 

3. Operating large numbers of fighter aircraft from the single runway at 
CarswelYFt. Worth in a populated area increases risks and diminishes operational 
training and readiness. 

CARSWELLJFT. WORTH 

In the fighter business, operational requirements dictate that the fighters takeoff on time, 
arrive at their destinations on time, and fighters typically use their available he1 for 
training (ground attack or air combat) to the maximum extent possible. It is quite 
common for fighters to return to base with 10 minutes or less of he1 remaining in order to 
meet their training and operational  objective^.^ 

7 The operational savings to the Navy by moving the F-16's to Bergmom is also acult to estimate with 
precision, but should approach $2 million annually. (8000 local sorties, 2-3 minute takeoff, approach, or landing 
delays eliminated, $4000-5000 per hour operation cost). 
8 Because fuel is always limited, 10-15 minutes of fuel reserved for CarswelVFt. Worth trafEic delays typically 
means 10-15 minutes less training time. Because the tactical portion of a sortie is on the order of 30 minutes, half 
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Further, it is not uncommon for a fighter aircrafl with an emergency to close a runway for 
a half hour or more, resulting in the diversion of all airborne aircraft to other air fields. 
Because Carswell/Ft. Worth will be the only military air field in the Dallas-Fort Worth 
area, military aircraft will be forced to recover at Alliance, Meacham, DFW, or Love in 
many cases. 

Arriving at a single runway over a populated area presents a risk that should, if possible, 
be avoided. To offset the risk of running out of fuel or forced diversion into a civilian 
field, pilots will be forced to increase their fuel reserve - significantly reducing their 
effective training and operatiorial readiness. 

BEKGSTROM 

In contrast, the BergstrodAustin airport has two usable runways, practically eliminating 
the risk of diversion or the necessity to increase fuel reserve. Additionally, 
BergstromlAustin is fortunate to have other military air fields in the immediate area -- 
Gray Army Air Field 54 miies to the North and Randolph AFB 50 miles to the Southwest 
Finally, the approaches to Bergstrom are predominately over unpopulated areas. 

11. Carswell/Ft. Worth's.training air space is inadequate to support the number of fighter 
squadrons proposed. 

1 .  The bombing ranges reachable fiom CarswelWt. Worth are Army controlled, permit 
only limited tactics, and are often unavailable. 

The primary range used by CarswelVFt. Worth for bombing practice is the Falcon range 
on the Ft. Sill Army complex. Because the range is small, only limited tactical maneuvers 
are permitted, limiting the type of training available. The Air Training Command unit 
from Sheppard AFB unit also uses Falcon. An increasing problem is obtaining range time 
for Falcon. Because Falcon Range is part of an Army live fire complex, the Army often 
preempts all other use and sometimes even cancels other users on short notice. 

Limited bombing practice can be achieved at Ft. Hood. Ft. Hood is controlled by the 
Army which is sometimes unable to yield time for Air Force training. 

BERGSTROM 

the operational training may be lost because of the need to guard against delays in the CarswellJFt. Worth 
approach. 
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As can be seen from Exhibit IV-C and IV-D, Bergstrom has available to it a greater 
variety of bombing ranges. Most irnprotant are the McMullen ranges - actually two 
ranges. Yankee and Dixie. Yankee is controlled by the Kelly Air National Guard, while 
the Bergstrom h r  Force Reserve controls Dixie. Neither range is in an Army complex, 
meaning access is unlimited and tactical entries can be made from the multiple low level 
routes leading to the ranges. Further, because Dixie is controlled by the Air Force 
Reserve, bombing practice is not preempted by any other user or authority. 

Bergstrom has excellent access to Ft. Hood and is 60 miles (1 0 minutes) closer than 
CarswelWt. Worth. 

Access to the Peason Tactical range at Ft. Polk is possible fiom Bergstrom. Bergstrom is 
70 miles closer to Peason than Carswell/Ft. Worth, which means 12 minutes more time 
available in support of Army exercises. Because of the traffic flow at DFW, Ft. Polk is 
difficult to reach from CarswelVFt. Worth. 

2. The number of air combat ranges available from Carswell/Ft. Worth is inadequate to 
support the number of fighter squadrons proposed for CarswelYFt. Worth. 

CARSW ELL/FT. WORTH 

The Brownwood MOA has quality training airspace and is easily accessible from 
CarswelVFt Worth. Currently, however, the Navy schedules Brownwood in excess of 
six hours per day for its own use. With the addition of at least another Navy squadron 
using Brownwood and increasing traffic into DFW, use becomes difficult for Air Force 
use during normal duty hours. The result is that Air Force fighter squadrons based t 
CarswelUFt Worth will be forced to use Rivers MOA and Brady MOA a large percentage 
of the time. The Rivers and Brady MOA's are long distances fiom CarswelllFt Worth, 
substantially reducing the operational training and increasing operational costs for air 
combat training. 

BERGSTROM 

Turning to Exh. IV-C and IV-D, BergstrodAustin has a number of MOA's readily 
available to it for air combat training. The Brady MOA is owned by the Air Force 
Reserve and is only a short distance away. Equally close to BergstrotdAustin, are the 
Randolph and Chase MOA's. With Navy Chase closed, the Chase MOA7s are readily 
available. Even the Brownwoocl MOA can be easily used fiom BergstrornIAustin for joint 
training with the Navy. 

The 45-50 minute enroute time to the %vers MOA is 45-50 minutes of valuable air combat training time lost. 
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A. Move the 457th Flying Squadron to Bergstrom 

As discussed above, the Air Force in 1993 estimated that consolidating the 704 FS from 
Bergstrom with the 457 FS at CarswellBt. Worth would cost $6 million and save $20 
million per year. While these estimates may not be correct, they are useful for 
comparison. 

The effects of moving the 457FS from Ft. Worth to Bergstrom would be to eliminate the 
$2.5 million per year in overhead incurred by the 301FW in Ft. Worth. Additionally, the 
$2.7 cost for military construction to move 10th Air Force to Ft. Worth would be saved, 
along with the $300,000 in moving expense. 

A significant savings would result from closing the 301 FW at Ft. Worth. First, the Navy 
would save approximately $39 million in construction costs and complete their move to 
Ft. Worth earlier saving additional monies. This $39 million is based on the estimated 
value of the 301 FW facilities using Air Force pricing guide and square footage of the 
facilities. Additionally, the 30 1 FW was allocated $18 million in new construction (it is 
unknown how much of this allocation has been spent). 

To accommodate the 457 FS at Bergstrom under $4 5 million would be spent. This 
estimate is from the Air Force Reserve and assumes a new operations building would be 
built and a &el storage hangar. This estimate is not dependent on the type of airplane 
used by the 457 FS The Bergstrom ramp area of 283,000 sq ft is of sufficient size to 
accommodate 36 F-16's and 8 KC-135's for example There would be a moving cost 
estimated as $1.2 million for moving the 457 FS to Bergstrom 

In Summary, the savings: 

Move the 457 FS Flying Squadron to Austin 
- $2.5 M Overhead saved per year 
- Opportunity Cost $59 M 
- Mil Con at Austin Required - ($4.5M) 

Cost to move single squadron - ($1.2M) 

Savings from 10th Air Force remaining at Bergstrom 
- $2.7 Milcon 
- $. 3 moving expense 

Present Value of Overhead and Construction Savings - $8 1.5 million 



Personnel Savings additional $182 million 
(Based on Air Force 1993 estimate of $20 million per year in annual savings.) 

Additional considerations: 

Ft Worth is currently scheduled for 
1 1,500 Reservists 
140 Aircraft + transients and Lockheed 

30 TIO, approach, or landing per hour from a single runway in the DFW traffic area 
(as shown in Exhibit IV-A) 
With so many reservists it will be difficult to recruit. 
With so many reservists it will be difficult to drill. 
(Jlosure of the 301 FW at Ft. Worth will not only save the Navy substantial military 
construction monies, but also save perhaps 2 years in their move completion timing. 

B. Close Homestead 

Homestead ARB has excellent f ying airspace. The only negative fiom an operational 
training view is that there is no Army units iocated close enough for joint training. 

As previously mentioned, 'reopening Homestead ARB is expensive for the United States. 
$88 million in new construction is required. However, the Air Force now proposes 
leaving the 301st Rescue Squadron at its temporary home of Patrick AFB in Florida. 
Additionally, the kir Force proposes reopening MacDill AFB in Florida and establishing 
an Air Force Reserve unit. Little justification can be made for spending $88 million to 
reopen Homestead as an Air Reserve Base to support one unit. 

In Summary, the savings from Homestead closure: 

1. C:onstruction Savings - $73 million. This represents $88 million allocated and the 
almost $1 5 million already spent. See Exhibit IV-D 
2 Overhead Savings - $5 Myear. As previously indicated, the overhead estimates are 
based on good faith estimates from a unit's Base Operating support budget, taking into 
consideration the relative cost of running a unit, savings fiom joint use, and active duty 
associated costs. 
3. Present Value of Savings - $1 1 8 M 
4. Cost to Close - $7.9 M 
This estimate may be low, but is the estimate provided by the Air Force in their COBRA 
studies. 
5. Additional Personnel Savings, same as Bergstrom (--$220 M). This is the estimated 
manpower savings resulting from closure. This estimate is believed to be high, but is the 
estimate provided by the h r  Force for Bergstrom. Homestead manpower costs are at 
least asgreat as Bergstrom. 



C. Summary of Cost Saving. 

Move Carswell to Austin - $8 1.5 million. 

Close Homestead - $1 10 million 

Present Value of Total Overhead Savings for same combat capability - $191.5 
million. 

Additional Personnel Savings -- $400 million 

U W  Reqwnse: Alternative Proposal 

Air Force Res~olwe - The decision to close Bergstrom Air Reserve Station was the 
admination of extensive analysis by the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. 
Carswell NAS ranked higher than Bergstrom in Criterion I , Mission (Flying) 
Requirements, and Criterion II, Facilities. Specifically, Carswell ranked higher than 
Bergstrom in both M e l d  Capabilities, and Air Reseme Component (ARC) Operational 
EfEctbeness. In addition, Carswell is considered by the AFRES to be much better 
demographically h r  recruiting purposes, and ranks better than Bergstrom in Joint Training 
Opporhmities, Training O p p o ~ e s  (Airspace), and in the cost of bedding down an F- 
16 squadron. 

In its attempt to downsize, the Air Force Reserve fbund it to be more beneficial fiom a 
fiscal standpoint to close Bergstrom. AFRES plans to draw down to four F-16 squadrons 
and consolidate and reduce its infrastructure and BOS costs. In the case of Bergstrom, 
the AFRES is totally responsible fbr the airfield and its operation, versus Carswell, where 
the costs can be shared jointly with the Navy and the Air National Guard. While the 
commucuty's proposal did warrant consideration, it is the Air Force Reserve's opinion that 
closing Bergstrom, and maintaining an AFRES F-16 unit at Carswell is clearly the best 
option. 

ABSG w a l e  (10 M y  1995): Alternative Proposal 

1. The USAF position is a restatement of what is contained in the Department of the Air 
Force Analysis and Recommendation (Volume V) and the rhetoric used by AFRES as 
stated by Brig. Gen. Bradley in his testimony before the BRACC to justifjr their decision 
to place Bergstrom on the Air Force list. 

2. The statement that Carswell is considered by AFRES to be much better 
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denlographically for recruiting purposes does not apparently take into consideration that 
the Austin MSA supports a much smaller guardlreserve population than does the Dallas/Ft 
Worth MSA. NAS Ft Worth is scheduled to have 11,500 reservists assigned. 
Considering the fact that the 924 FW is currently manned at 101% and could be manned 
at a much higher level, it does not appear the unit has any problems attracting reservists. 
Bergstrom has traditionally run 8-10 points higher than Carswell (FY 92 BSM- 
106.4%/FWH-95.6%; FY 93 BSM-98.8%/FWH-91.0%; FY 94 BSM-103.4%/FWH- 
92.6%). Another point is that the 924 FW is the only AFRES unit located between San 
Antonio and Ft Worth. Without this unit, there are a lot of people that would not be able 
to participate in the reserve program without traveling extremely long distances. Another 
factor is that the 301 FW has a policy that all members of that unit must live within 50 
miles of the base. The 924 FW has no such policy and as a result allows participation 
from a much larger percentage of the population. 

3. In response to the statement about Carswell ranking better in Joint Training 
Opportunities and Training Opportunities (Airspace), that has been shown to be incorrect. 
The 924 FW has at least as good and in many cases better training airspace and 
opportunities than does the 301 FW. 

4. The statement that AFRES plans to draw down to four F-16 squadrons has already 
been addressed. The original plan from AFRES was to close the 926 FW at NAS New 
Orleans and convert the 301 FW to tankers. This left AFRES with four F-16 squadrons. 
The 926 FW is currentl; not fbnded nor programmed for existence beyond FY 9614. 

5.  The statement that AFRES is totally responsible for the airfield and its operation shows 
a basic lack of information. The 924 FW is only responsible for the cantonment area and 
will operate the runway, tower, and navaids only until the city takes over in 1996. Once 
again future changes that impact on our operating costs were not considered. 



7EAM FORT W O R m  R e p o m :  Alternative Proposal 

4. Page IV-6, paragraph IIA is full of errors. F i  they stated that in 1993, Air Force 
estimated that consolidating the Austin unit to Ft. Worth would cost $6 million and save 
$20 million per year. Later, it is stated that moving the Ft. Worth flying unit to Austin 
would cost $4.5 million. In fact. HO AFRES has identified a $10 million MILCON wst 
to relocate the Ft. Worth unit to Austin Also, note that this paragraph uses the 
unsubstantiated figure of $2.5 million per year overhead at Ft. Worth to suggest a savings 
if the Ft. Worth unit was moved. It fails to mention that on page UI of this document, 
they show an overhead at Austin of $3.5 million per year. 

5 .  Page IV-7. The Mh point states that personnel savings of $182 million are - 

wailable based on the Air Force 1993 estimate of $20 million per year in annual savings. 
Again, the refkence is so vague that it is not possible to refer to a source document; 
however assuming that the $20 million dollar savings refers to the elimination of the 
support personnel at Bergstrom during the study of cost savings in moving the Austin unit 
to Ft. Worth, the number is not valid if the direction of unit moves is reversed. Actually. 
there are 312 suuport -personnel at Austin and 208 at the Air Force Reserve unit in Ft. 
Worth. Obviouslv. the $20 million fi-we referred to the elimination of the lar~er 
personnel package and less savings are accrued if the smaller Ft. Worth package is 
eliminated. 

Point six is also in error. The latest figures fi,r total reservists is 7800 at Ft. Worth 
vice 1 1,500 and 105 aircraft versus 140 pb.(Source?) 

Austin Exht'bit IV-A purporting to show 30 T/O, approach, or landing per hour from 
NAS Fort Worth JRB, is fbctually incorrect.(Source?) 

Austin's statement that it will be difficult to recruit is hctually incorrect. It has been 
the policy of two 301 Fighter Wmg Commanders to intentionalty recruit fkr fewer than our 
recruiting base would allow, in order to presewe positions for members at other units that 
were scheduled to deactivate. The policy has given many highly trained and deserving 
Reservists an opportunity to continue their military careers, while avoiding training costs 
attendant to recruiting off the stmet. 

The ABSG assertion that "'with so many reservists it will be difficult to drill" is 
&ally incorrect. Drill schedules have and will continue to be deconflicted wben 
appropriate, and co-scheduled when mutually beneficial. There are many advantages to a 
Joint Reserve Base, not the least of which are Joint Training opportunities not available in 
Austin 

Austin's assertion that "closure of the 301 FW at Ft. Worth will not only save the Navy 
substantial military construction monies, but also save perhaps 2 years in their move 
completion timing is not only fhctdy incorrect, exactly the omsite is true. The Navy 
was able to construct a very cost effective timetable because of the 301 FW and the 
capabilities it already has in place. The timetable was planned with that in mind. To take 
away what the 301 FW brings to the Joint Resewe Base concept would both delay the 
existing timetable significantly and increase the cost. The obvious reason is that the Navy 



would have to tear apart an existing Joint infrastructure and replace it. 

7. This paper is not a point by point rebuttal of all inconsistent data found in the subject 
document. Much of the data presented in the document had no source reference; only 
glaring errors were identified. 

8. Most notably, figures on costs at Bergstrom reimbursable to the city following 
establishment of the International Auport were missing, probably because they don't exist. 
The net effect of the Air Force Reserve accepting such an arrangement would be the same 
as signing a blank check over to the city of Austin ,with nothing guaranteed in return. 



ABSG Initial Report (1 9 April 1995 

NAS FT. WORTH PROJECTED DAILY OPERATIONAL TEMPO 

ADDITIONAL 
MULTIPLE 

LAUNCH AND APPROACHES/ TOTAL 
RECOVERY LANDINGS EVENTS 

TACTICAL' 

MULTI-ENGINE 

ROTARY 

TRANSIENT 

LOCKHEERD 

TOTALS 169 79 248 

1 The Tactical projections are based on a sunlt:y of the fighter uriits involved. The F-16 squadion fies 16 sorhes per day on a normal basis. ?he 
other projections are Navy estimates contained in its Defense Recommendation for Carswell whlte paper. Almost 90% of the tactical sorties are daylight sorties, 
i.e. on 9 out of 10 days these 168+ tactical events wdl be attempted during normal flying hours 0830-1630, or 21 tactical events per hour. The mdining 70 events 
would be more evenly spread over the airport hours, or about 6 events per hour. 30 events per hour £tom a single runway are obviously not possible on a normal 
basis. 



T .  FT WORTH RESPONSE 

NAS FT. WORTH PROJECTED DAILY OPERATIONAL TEMPO1 

ADD'L MULTIPLE 
LAUNCH AND APPROACHES1 TOTAL 
RECOVERY LANDINGS EVENTS 

ABSG TeamFtWorth ABSG TeamFtWorth ABSG TeamFtWorth 

MULTI-ENGINE 10 10 10 10 20 20 

ROTARY 25 24 5 12 30 36 

LOCKHEED 6 8 .  2 0 8 8 

TOTALS 169 122 79 76 248 198 

' An projections are based on conhits with units involved. Reduced numbers are the result of innacclnate ABSG information as to the number of units 
relocatmg, possessed aircraft of each unit, and actual ops tempo data. Ref telecons, 25 May 1995, with. VMFA-112 and VMFA-124 (DSN 874-6306), VMFA-201 
(874-61 99,  TANG C- 130s (874-6560), Army Reserve (874-6550), TANG CH-47/UH-60s (874-6560), Lockheed (Comm 763-3619), and NAS FW JRB Transient 
Alert (739-57 19) 
Using 90% dayhght sortie figure of ABSG, W30- 1630 flymg window, yields 14 tactical events per hour (198 x .9y8. Smce two-ship is the average size takeoff 

movement this number can be reduced by one third, since ATC treats two-ship takeoff as singie event for tdk purposes. 'Ibis yields 10 events/hr. 
3 Monthly average is 198, of which 7% occur dunng weekend, yielding 1.65 aircraft per week day (rounded up L&R = 4) 



SUMMARY OF BERGSTROM TACTICAL  AIRSPACE^^ 
ABSG Initial Report (19 April 1995 vs. TEAM FORT WORTH Review 

DESCRIPTION AVAILABILITY 

Could easily support more 
The Kelly Guard controls Yankee, squadrons. The active duty 
while the Bergstrom Reserve controls Air Force at Randolph also 

used Dixie in cooperation 

critical restrictions which impede quality limited training opportunities 

34 ABSG ,&stances to closest edge. TEAM FORT WORTH distances to area centroid 



SUMMARY OF BERGSTROM TACTICAL AIRSPACE 

ABSG lnltial Report (19 April 1995 vs. TEAMFORT WORTH Review 

DESCRIPTION AVAILABILITY 

approved by the army. The impact 
area is available for joint training 



SUMMARY OF BERGSTROM TACTICAL AIRSPACE - 
ABSG In~trnl Report (I  9 APYII 199.5 vs. T W  FORT WORTH Review 

AVAILABILITY 

. Also, Carswell and 
yess B 1 's are users. 

can accommodate a big fight dditionally, the FAA 



SUMMARY OF BERGSTROM TACTICAL AIRSPACE - 
ABSG initial Report.(l9 Apri 1 I995 vs. TEAM FORT WORTH Review 

DESCRIPTION DISTANCE AVAILABILITY 

unavailable because of 

limited vertical block is untenable for 
modem day air combat training. 

accordingly is normally available. 
However, its distance from 

trom makes it a second 



ADDITIONAL INFORNATION 

ABSG 

"Austin Update May 1 0, 1995" 

Point / Counterpoint 



A S  p t e M  5 :  General Statement 

The City of Austin has provided the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(DBCRC) with detailed'information over the last month to support it<firmly held position 
that the Bergstrom Air Reserve Station PARS) cantonment area should not be shut 
down. In fact, the City's position is that the BARS should be expanded to further enhance 
the Department of Defense's financial Return on Investment while providing strong 
Military Value per the DBCRC's criteria The following outlines our current evaluation 
with regard to that criteria. 

T W  FORT WORTHRes_ponse; General Statement (Community responds) 



ABSC; &date (10 M ~ Y  1995): The Law and the Promise. 

A. The Law and the Promise. 

1. The 1991 BRAC Law: "The Air Force Reserve units shall remain in a 
cantonment area If the base is converted to a civilian airport. If no decision on 
a civilian airport is reached by June 1993, the Reserve units will be 
redistributed. I f  the Reserve units stay but the airport is not an economical& 
viable entity by the end of 1996, these units n~ould also be distributed. " 

a. Citizens of Austin voted May 1, 1993, 63% to .37% to move the municipal 
airport to Bergsirom site. 

b. Plans call for City's Aviation Department to move 4 cargo operations to 
Austin-Bergstrom International Airport (A-BIA) in October 1996 and to 
assume majority of operating expenses. 

c. AU air operations wiU move to A-BIA by end of 1998 and Aviation 
Department and FAA wiU assume operating expenses. 

2. The Air Force's 1932 Promise: In a special meeting of the City Council on 
. . February 21, 1992, James F. Boatright, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Military 

Installations, USAF, told the citizens of Austin that, "Ourplan is still, and will 
remain, and our planning eforts ~vill be tatlard operating that unit at Bergstrom . 
assuming that there is going to be an airport. " and again, "Certain[v, we nvuld 
like to see an airport there becuuse then tve could leave the unit right where it is. 
But that's your decision, the commumty 's decision, however .you decide it toe'll 
ma& it work for the Depurtment of the ,4ir Force." 

3. The 1993 BRAC Law: "Bergstrom cuntonment area will remain open and the 
704th Fighter Squadron (AFliES) toith its F-16 aircra$ and the 924th Fighter 
Group (AFRES) support units remain ut the Bergstrorn cantonment area until at 
least the end of 1996. 

a. At April 6, 1995 BKAC visit, Commissioner Cox pointed out that the 1993 
law reaffirmed the 1991 law that the unit would remain if Austin met the 
stated conditions. 

4. Regional Corrosion Control Facility (RCCIF) 

a. 1991 BRAC Iaw: "The Regional Corrosion Control Facility will remain If it 
continues to be economical for the Air Force to operate it there." 

1. Most environmentally advanced airplane stripping and painting facility' 
in the Air Force. 

2. Saves Air Force between $1.5 and $2.0 million a year over cost of 
100 aircraft at depot. 



5. In 1993, Commissioner h4cPherson referred to "an inherent ninth criteria, 
which is that the United States doesn't break its word or this Commission ought 
not to break its word or to cooperate in the breaking of the ~ryord. " 

a. Citizens of Austin have upheld every aspect of the requirements for 
keeping the Reserves at Bergstrom Air Reserve Station (BARS). 

b. The master plan and costs for A-BIA have been greatly affected by 
the 430 ac. cantonment area and other needs of the Air Force 
Reserves. 

c. Construction has begun on south access road for the cantonment 
area ($3.7 mil) and utilities rerouting ($464,897, thus far). 

d. City has committed $600,000 directly to the Reserves for the 
cantonment area (over and above utilities rerouting and other costs). 

T M  FORT WORTH Response.: The Law and the Promise. 

A. The Law and the Promise. 





A&IlG_ l lpd~1MJ0 Mqy 1995): BARS' Military Value to Nation. 

B. BARS' Military Value to Nation. 

1 .  AFRES's F-16's primary mission of close air support for ground troops is . 

supported by BARS 3 to 4 times more than any other unit because of it's-close 
proximity to the "largest army fort in the free world", Ft. Hood. (The only 
AFRES unit located in such close proximity to an Army fort.) 

2. 924th FW accomplishes mission. 

a. 704th FS part ofteam which won first place in "Long Shot '95" 
competition just completed at Nellis AFB, Nev. This competition included 
units from the AF and AFRES. 

b. 924th FW flew over Bosnia as part of "Deny Flight" for six weeks in 
March of 1995 without a single sortie canceled due to mechanical or 
equipment failure. 

TEAM FORT WORTH &sponse: BARS' Military Value to Nation. 

B. BARS7 Milititry Vahte to Nation. 

I .  BARS does noi support close air support missions 3 to 4 times more than any 
other unit. The 457 FS supported 65% more close air support missions to Ft. Hood 
than the 704 FS for the time period July 1994 thrwgh March 16, 1 99535. 

'There were ovar 200 total missions scheduled for the Ft. Hood Tactical Range in the 
time period stated above. The 704 FS flew 20 scheduled close air support missions to 
Et. Hood during this k. 'The 457FS flew 33 scheduled close air support missions to 
);t. Hood Wng this time. 

The 457 FS also flew 38 miissians to Fort Sill fiom September 1994 through May 
1 99536 (a five mth period). The 704 FS / 924 FW did not support any CAS 
missions to Fort Sill. The Thealized location of NAS FW, JRl3 uniquely positions 
assets so as to acheive maximum on-station and off-station joint training opportunities 
with Army units at 6udh Fort Sill and Fort Hood, 

BARS is not the d y  other Lmit located in such close proximity to an Anny fort. The 
704 FS is batted approximately 65 miles from Ft. Hood. The 457 FS is 85 miles from 
Ft Hood. If flown direct at fighter speeds, it would take an extra 2.5 miniites to arrive 
from Ft. Worth than it wauki from Austin. AddiionaUy, to get &mum Eraining bn 

" Appendix (005): 3 ASOG Close Air Support Summary. Excluding August and S e p t e d  due to lack of 
data born 3 ASOG. 
'' Fort Sill Scheduler (MSgt Taylor) DSN 639-2300. 
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close air support missions, low level routes are usually flown to tactical ground ranges. 
There are no military traiaing routes (MTR's) which lead directly fiom Austin to Ft. 
Eb0d3'. If the 704 FS were to use an MTR it would drastically increase their distance 
both going to and depart@ Ft. Hood range.   he 457 FS uses W o  MTR's which run 
almost directly to Ft. Hood making 85 miles a realistic tnrmber. The 457 FS is the 
originator ofthese low levels, specifically designed for use with the Fort Hood MOA. 
Fighter wits stationed at Bwgstrom ARS have no advantage for Fort Hood composite 
tmining than units ~ o n a i  at Navy FW, JRB. 

a. It is an aocurate statement that the "704th FS was part of team 
which wou first plrce in Long Shot '95'", However, Part IZ, Section 

(Austin Update May 20, IWS), has greivous and misleading 
statements coacerning tbe 924 FW / 704 FS. This item will be 
apprcphtely addresad. 

b Nany other Air Resave Component (ARC) forces, bcbdimg the 
301 FW / 457 FS, bave also contributed to real world 
codngem5es, with equal success rates. TEAM FORT WORTH 
congratulates all ARC forces for the dedication and sacrifice they 
have cnade. 

" Appendix (006): DOD AP/lB Chart, h4lR's - Central US 
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ABS_G$date (10 M q  1995): BARS', an economical locale for Air Force Reserves. 

C .  BARS', an economical locale for Air Force ~ksenres. 

1. Cost to operate declining due to collocation on chilian airport. 

2. Collocation of addition units, both AFRES and other DOD, possible on 
existing cantonment area and in existing facilities. 

3. Savings of sigruficant MILCON hnds and other DOD costs with collocation of 
additional AFRES units to BARS. 

T W  FORT WORTH Response,: BARS', an economical locale ... -- 

C. BARS ' . an economic locale for Air Force Reserves. 



ABSG Uutiate ('1 Ohnfay 1995): Economic Impact on Aush.  

D. Economic Impact on Austin 

1.  Sigdcant cost associated with design of A-BIA around cantonment area. 
(Austin will see no return on investment $Reserves leave.) 

2. '91 Base Realignment and Closure already cost Austin: 3,870 rmlitary 
and 1,256 civilian jobs, directly, 6,628 miZtta1-y dependents; and 
approximately $330,000,000 per year. 

T W  FORT WORTH Res~onse.: Economic h p c t  on Austin. 

D. Economic Impact on Austin. 



a ABSG Update (IOMat, 1995I BARS' can support any mission. 

E. BARS ' can support any mission 

1. Rergstrom Air Force :Base was built as a SAC base and the current Reserve 
"wet" ramp and hangers (3) located in the BARS were built for KC-135's to 
support the B-52s. 

2. Local ranges and MOAs pro~ide h t  class training areas for all type aircraft. 

72Z4.M FORT WORTH Resvonse: BARS' can support any mission. 

E. BARS' can support any mission. 



ABSG Update 0 0  Mn?, 1925). BARS' Environmental Statement 

F. Bergstrom Air Reserve Station is one of only two locations in all of AFRES 
which is in an environmental attainment area. ' 

T W F O R T  WORTHRtzwome: BARS' Environmental Statement. (Communiiy 
nespoads) 

A BSG Update (1 0 May 1995) Section II, Paragraph J,: An Accurate Assessment.. 

An accurate assessment of the facilities and training areas available is reflected in the 924 FW 
first place finish in Long Shot '93 Long Shot is a composite force employment competition 
between teams of the general purpose Numbered Air Forces. Long Shot is conducted as a low 
cost/short notice, come as you are war, involving mnzimal trair~ii~gprepamtion for execlrtior?. 
The objective of Long Shot is bombs on-target-on-time with no losses. The missions involve 
high speed, low level ingress to a scoreable target for full scale weapons delivery while 
countering a myriad of surface to air threats utilizing electronic threat emitters and engaging 
adversary air fighters (LOWAT). After successfUlly striking the target the participants must 
egress their way through the threats, thus exercising the skills required in a combat scenario. 
Based on the 924 FW first place fi& the community's assessment of training areas appears . 

accurate. , 

TEAM FORT WORTH Re-: An .Accurate Assessment.. . 
The sl;atmumt above is typlcai of the half truths and distortion of operational &tors presented 
thoughout MSG findings. The description of the Long Sbot competition is wiuplete and 
accurate. The competition was m excellent indicator of combat mission readiness in that it 
was a "come as YOU are war". However, the phase ". ..924 FW first vlace finish in Lona Shot 
'9S" would lead most waders to believe the 924FW won f is t  p h  in the Lung Shot '95 
compelition. However.. . 

The 9% FW were members of the first place team and contributed to that team's success. The 
924 FW, along with other reserve and active duty units comprised the winning team. Although 
not mentioned in inhe ABSG statement, the winning team also inctuded the 301FW. 

The Long Shot judges individually evaluated units on each team and assigned points based on 
"bombs on targa an time". TIE total pints for each team was the cumulative of each units 
point total, The 457 FS tallied 800 points out of a possible 800 points, for a 1000/o combat 
t$Iimivw3'. The 704 FS talllied 475 points out of800 points available for a 59% coqbat 
e f fed ivem~~~.  TIx 770 FS hished 1 ltb wt of 27 competing units. The 457 FS scored 
trigher than all USAF resave, and guard contestants! These results placed the 457 FS among 

- - - - - - - 

" Appendix (007): 12 AF Long Shot '95 Summary. 



four units with a 100% success rate (other aircrafl were two F-117 and one B-1B). The 457 
FS unit was the only F-16 unit to achieve a 1000! succerrs rate. 
In ABSG style, an accurate assessment of Long Shot '95 results shows the 924 FW facilities 
and training areas mailable to be 59% effective when compared to the 301 FW facilities and 
mining. 

The ABSG owes the 301 FW / 457 FS and 924 FW / 704 FS Long Shot competitors an 
apology fix their portrayal of the Long Shot '95 results. 

ABSG UJdatc f I0 May 1995) Sjgtion III: Return on Investment. 

A. City of Austin Costs 

1 .  $600,000 Invested to Date 

2. Changes to Accommodate Cantonment Area 

a. Different terminal location 

b. More demolition required 

c. Utilities rerouted to cantonment are - $465,000 

d. Greater distance betsveen runways 

e. Second runway 9,000'vice 7,0W 

f. New cross taxiway 

g. South access road for Kesenres (under construction j-$3.252\1 

h. Joint fire fighting facility (under construction)-%2.3M 

i. Moving cargo in 1996. Prior to 1998 f u U  airport opening will cost $lM 
per year. 

j. Sunk cost at former proposed hIanor site-$ l0hl 

B. Costs at Austin-Bergstrom 

I .  Air Force Analysi2 
4 

When the Base Closure Commission closed Bergstrom AFB in 1991, the Air 
Force offered the City of Austin the option of moving its commercial airport to 
Bergstrom. As previously discussed, hk. Boatright, Deputy Secretary of the Air 
Force, Installations, told the City of Austin that the Air Force ~ e s h e  unit 
would remain at Bergstrom if the City of Austin elected to use Bergstrom as its 
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commercial airport. The 1991 and 1993 BRACC reports and related statutes 
define the City of Austin and Air Force obligations. 

It is reasonable to expect that behveen the time of closure of Bergstrom in 
1993 as an active duty PLir Force Base and 1996, when the City of Austin 
assumes operation, that the costs of running Bergstrom as an Air Reserve Base 
would be relatively high. It is also reasonable to expect that the cost of 
maintaining an Air Force Resenre unit as a tenant at Austin-Bergstrom after 
19% would be substantially reduced. The heightened costs associated with the 
period 1993-1996 are expected costs of defense conversion. It should come as no 

surprise, therefore, that 1994 and 1995 represent the peak costs of the Air Force 
Reserve at Austin. 

Notwithstanding comnon sense, the PLir Force in its cost analysis of Bergstrom has 
used 1994 as its benchmark year. Extrapolating 1 994 costs over 20 years is not 
only inappropriate, but potentially misleading. 

In its response of April 29, the Air Force implies that the Austin Citizens group is 
challenging the operation of the financial computer program DOD uses in its 

BRACC deliberations - the "COBRA" model. However, the quarrel is not 
, with the operation of COBRA, but rather the implementation by Air Force. It is 

ddftcult - and unnecessary - to criticize the Air Force implementation, because the 
Air Force failed to state or provide its assumptions and inputs into the COBRA 
model. 

The analysis below, whle simplistic, should be accurate for comparison of 
alternative locations. Further, the assumptions and inputs are stated so that 
they can be objectively and critically analyzed. 

2. -1994 Costs 

'The costs associated with the Air Force Reserve can be categorized as: (1)  
&xed overhead costs, (2) personnel overhead costs; and (3) costs of miltby 
operation. The costs associated with military operation, categoxy (3), are not to 
be considered in B R K C  analysis. Category ( I )  was reviewed in detail in 
past presentations to the BRACC by Austin Citizens group. Categories (I)  and (2) 
comprise the "overhead" or "Rase Operating Support" Costs (BUS) in Air Force 
jargon. 

a. Fixed Overhead Costs 
* 

The current fixed overhead costs pro~ided to the Austin Citizens 
Group was approximately $3.8 million for 1995. In 1996, these costs 
are reduced by about $400,000 when the City of Austin qsumes'the 
cost of operating the navigational aids and air traffic control 
(ATCALS). Further, as the Air Force Reserve cantonment'area shrinks 
from 3 5 0  acres as an active duty base to 300 acres, many of its fixed. 
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costs are reduced. For example, the utility costs are a dominant cost in 
fixed costs and ublity costs are expected to reduce over $200,000 in 

1995 alone compared to 1994. Fixed overhead costs while close to $4 
million in 1994, should be reduced'to about $3 d o n  by 1998 when 
full commercial operations begin at Austin-Bergstrom. 

b Personnel Overhead Costs. 

The total civilians, employed in 1994 in nonmilitary positions at Austin- 
Bergstrom was about 290. Of this amount, about 55 were employed 
as security police 55 for fire protection, and 100 were part of civil 

engineering. Between 1993, when the Active Duty Air Force left and 
1996, the start of commercial cargo activities at Austin-Bergstrom, a 
large number of civilians were required. For example, the AF Reserve 
must provide around the clock fire protection for not only flymg 
activities, but also structural fires for the over 3000 acres and buildings 
of the former Air Force Base. Similarly, a large number of civil 

engineers and planners are required to vacate Air Force buildings, assist 
the City of Austin 14th construction plans, and ovetsee construction in 
the 300 acre Reserve cantonment area. 

3. 1998-Joint Use Plan 

a. City of Austin Responsibilities 

In 1996 the City of Austin begins commercial cargo operations at the 
Austin-Bergstrom airport. In 1998, hl l  commercial operation at Austin- 
Bergstrom d l  begin with the closing, rvith Austin's current airport Robert 
Mueller. 

Collocation at a joint use facility is a sigdicant financial benefit to the Air 
Force, although it is difficult to quantltjl. Examples include the following. 

I. Assumption of the cost to operate air traffic control and 
nablgational aids. (3urrently, the Air Force spends about $400,000 
per year and this number tvill be reduced to about $10,000 per, year 

by 1998. 
2. The cost of maintaining a 12,000 foot runway is substantial. By 
1998 the City of ,4ustin will not only assume maintenance 
responsibility, but will have added a 9000 foot parallel runway. 
3. The cost of noise abatement and community relations is a 
substantial cost to the Air Force at its operating locations. The City 

of Austin will assume responsibility after 19%. 
4. Utility provision is expensive tnfrastructure. The City of Austin is 
undertaking extensive capital improvements to pro~ide water, 

waste, electricity, and gas to the hlilitazy cantonment area at 
Austin-Bergstrom. a 

5. The City of Austin has undertaken the responsibility of pro\iiding 
access roads constn~ction and maintenance into the Military 
cantonment area. 

b. Tenant Units 



Currently, there are many tenant U.S. government units either located at Austin- 
Rergstrom, or with pending witten requests to relocate to A4ustin-Bergstrom. If the 
Air Force Reserve were to abandon Austin-Bergstrom as the host unit, these tenant 
units would have to make alternative costly arrangements. For example, the Air 
Force has proposed moving Tenth Air Force to N'4S Ft. Worth at a military 
construction cost of $2.5 million and a relocation cost of $4.4 million, for a total of 
$7.1 million. As presented to the BRACC on its site visit to Austin on April 6, the 
RCCF is a state of the art aircraft strip 'and paint facility that by Air Combat 
Command's own estimate save the ,4ir Force about $2 millron per year. 

U7ithout the support of the Air Force Resen'e for security, fire, administration, 
ground equipment, etc. the viability of the RCCF would be in doubt. 

Tenant .- Mission k@&uj!M-- 

Headquarters Tenth Air Command over assigned 140 
Force, AF Reserve Reserve Units 

Army National Guard Helicopter IJnit, located at 450 
current Austin airport 

US Navy NK Seal Delivery Currently in place at Austin- 300 
Vehicle Teams 1 & 2 Bergstrom 

G5 h4-Force Up Na1.y Request pending * 182 

Ground Combat Readiness Ground combat training and 103 
Center, AF Reserve drug interdiction 

Regional Corrosion Control ACC state of the art aircraft 13 
Facility (RCCF) strip and paint facility (+ 100 Civ) 

NASA N.4S.4 operate 3 ER-2 4 1 
aircraft for tvrll operate about 
170 days per year 

'Texas Headquarters Civil Assist Air Force and FAA in 40 
Air Patrol search and rescue 

MID Investigative Services Security Investigations, 7 
Industrial Security, etc. 

ROTC Univ. of Texas 6 

4. Year 2000 Estimated C;osts 

a. Fixed Overhead Costs 

As previously discussed, the fixed overhead for the Air Force Reserve is estimated 
to reduce to approximately $3.2 million per year by 1998. This is ~ m a r i l y  due to 
the assumption of air trafic control, navigational aid, runway maintenance and 
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other infrastructure expenses and a reduction in utility expenses as the Air Force 
turns buildings over to the City of Austin and shrrnks into its 300 acre cantonment 
area. 

b. Personnel Overhead Costs 

Personnel costs are difficult to estimate. The 1994 number of non-military crvilians 
is about 290. This number will reduce grad* over the next five years for several 
rerrsons. 

First, the City of Austin will assume responsibility for structural fires. 
This relieves the Air Force from 24 hour per day fire protection 

services. Instead the Air Force rvill provide an augmentation fire 
protection service during Air Force flying operations. 

Q Second, Air Force currently maintains a large ci14 engineering staff' to 
support the transfer of land and facilities to the City of Austin and the 
construction of the Reserve cantonment area and the approximately $13 
million in military construction. 
'kd, the Air Force Resenre currently incurs the total cost for 
security of the cantonment area. With the addition of tenant units, 
memorandunls of understanding are currently in negotiation for 
contributions from tenant units for the cost of security. This may be 
in the form of manpower or direct expense, but rviU in any event reduce 

the effective cost of security of the Air Force Reserve. 

For these reasons, the effective overhead personnel costs are conservatively 
estimated at about 225 by the year 2000. Because the PLir Force has not provided 
any of its assumptions or inputs into its COBRA financial model, it is diff~cult to 
estimate the approximate costs associated with overhead personnel or the reduction 
savings. However, in 1993 the Air Force did provide its inputs for its COBRA 
financial model and used a cost 
factor of about $42,000 per head inclusive of'salary, benefits, and burden. 

1998 Fixed 1994 Personnel 1998 Personnel Total 19981 
Overhead Overhead Overhead Overhead Costs 

,4ir Force $8 m $12+1\1 $12+M $21 hI 
Estimate 

Connect $3.2 M $12+hI $9.444 $12.5 M 
Estimate 

*BOS or &xed overhead budgets were obtained fiom the 924 FW as about $3.9 h11 
in 1994 with the reductions discussed above for a 1998 estimate of $3.2 h4. The 
llir Force estimate of $8 hI is dficult to understand because no assumptions or 
inputs are provided by the Air Force, but appears to include about $2.5 M in active 
duty man days for military reservists. 

C. Cost Comparison 



1. Cost Factors for Reserve Unit 

a. Fixed Overhead Costs 

Fixed overhead cost appear to be fairly consistent among reserve units. As 
expected, stand-alone units such as Homestead, Grissom, March, and Willow 
Grove are the highest, but not signrf~cantly. '4 unit collocated at a Joint use 
field, such as Rergstrom, are slightly htgher then a unit located at an active duty 
base, such as Luke or Hill. 

b. Personnel Overhead Costs 

Here again, stand-alone units such as Homestead, Grissom, March, and \.\Jillow 
Ch-oxe are the highest, while a unit located at an active duty base, such as Luke 
or Hill are the lowest. A unit collocated at a Joint use field, such as Bergstrom, 
are mid-range. 

The numbers used in the analysis below are (1 )  actual numbers from stand alone 
units; and (2) estimates from units located at active duty bases. The estimates 
for overhead personnel for a unit at an active duty base are only rough 
appr~~ximations. For example, the Air Force Reserve unit at Luke AFB has only 
about 30 personnel on its payroll in the "fixed overhead or BOS categow. 
However, the Air Force uses a planning number of about 896 of total military for 
overhead personnel planning, plus special categories. For a 1200 military 
resen7e unit, therefore, about 100 overhead personnel are estimated for 
additional support - e.g. supply, fire protection, security, administration, 
recreation, billeting, etc. For stand-alone units we estimate about 100 personnel 
in the overhead category. 

c. Construction'Opportunity Costs 

The Austin BRACT Study Group collected the current construction costs for 
the sellrices at the valious AFRES locations. In our analysis "opportunity cost" 
is taken as the construction cost saVmgs to the U.S. taxpayer if the listed .4FRES 
location were to close. For example, at Homestead $88 miUion in new 
construction projects are planned and $1 5 rmllion has been spent. At 
AusthBergstrom, $13 million in new construction is authorized and $2 million 
has been spent. At Ft. Worth (Carswell), the Navy saves $39 million in 
construction costs and the Air Force saves about $20 rmllion if the Air Force 
Reserve at Ft. Worth were to close or relocate. At Phoenix (Luke AFB), 
although the x~alue of the '-4FRES facilities are close to $50 million, oniy $20 
million of new construction is planned in the next 2 years. 

2. Alternative Locationx-ost-Comparison a -- .. 

Fixed Overheat! 1994 Personnel 2000 Personnel Opportunity 
($ millions) Overhead Overhead Costs 

Grissom ARB $4 360 360 
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hlarch ARB $4 400 450 0 

Willow Grove $3 300 300 0 

Carswell ARB $2.8 325 100 60 M 

Homestead ARB $4.0 300 300 73 M 

Bergstrom ARB $3.2 290 225 11 h4 

Luke AR $2.8 100 100 20 M 

3. Timing of Potential Savings (Criteria 5 )  - 

The BKACC procedure correctly recognizes that near term savings are more favorable md 
less speculative than long term savings. A five year present value analysis on the above 
comparison reveals that Austin-Bergstrom is a cost effective location. 

5 Year Net Present Value 

Annual Overhead Opportunity Costs Present Value 

Grissom ARB 
March ARB 
Willow Grove 
Carswell ARB 
Homestead ARB 
Bergstrom A R S  
Luke AR 
Hill AR 

*Using a discount rate of 4.5s.'4 as currently set by OSD, and a 5 year cost recovery 
period. 4.5% discount rate is below the cost of funds of the U.S. government - using a 
reahtic discount rate would be more favorable to Bergstrom. 

Cost to closure has not been considered, but would make the Austin location look 
sd~stantially more favorable. The Air Force in their COBRA analysis estimated the cost to 
close Austin43ergstrom at $13 d o n  and the cost to close hGamilHomestead at $7.9 
million. Obviously, the cost to close Fort IX~orth, Phoenix, New Orleans, or Salt Lake City 
would be substantie less than Austin or Miami because they would remain as operating 
DOD facilities. 8 



4. 20 Year Savings (Criteria3 - 

20 Year New Present Value 

Grissom ARB 
March ARB 
Willow Grove 
Carswell ARB 
Homestead ARB 
Bergstrom ARS 
Luke AR 
m m  

Annual Overhead Opportunity Costs Present Value 

*Using a discount rate of 4.5% as currently set by OSD, and a 20 year cost recovery period. 

Even using a 20 year analysis period, Austin-Bergstrom is a cost effective location. 

TDIM' FORT WORTH Response- Section III: Return on Investment. e 





FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSMlA form: FM70STD 

Ref: 1F-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
************************f* 

CLEARANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
I Climb: 28000 Cruise: 4521 

I tenp: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2950 
....................................................................................... 

FREQUENCIES 

DEP FIELD DATA I TOT OIST I TOT ETE 1 TOT FUEL 

TP RMlTE FREP LA T MH DIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 
FIX LON Mc . GS ETA 

001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 I I 1 +oo+oo 1 I 1500 
KBSM U09740.98 1 I I 1 00:00:00 1 I 10210 

- ------------------------------------ I ----- l - ------- l - -----(----------(------ l - --------  
L/O a 28000 N 2932.78 ( 147 ( 30 1 300c 1 +03+51 1 1 576 

W09750.22 1 147 1 30 1 452G 1 00:03:51 1 1 9634 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - l - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - l - - - . - - - - -  
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 ( 181 ( 300C ( +24+02 ( 1 1181 

U-228 U09600.00 1 1 4 7  ( 211 14526 100:27:53 1 1 8453 
-------------------------------------(-----l--------l------(----------l------(--------- 
003 4Y N 2700.00 ( 149 1 0 I 450C ( 1+13+30 1 1 6061 

3 U09600.00 ( 1 4 9  1 211 14806 (01:41:23 I 1 2392 
- - - - .  ------------------------------I-----I--------l------l----------l------l--------- 

L/O 0 31000 N 2731.64 1 330 1 21 I 300C 1 +02+38 1 1 364 

U09544.33 1 330 ( 232 1 474G 1 01:44:01 1 I 2028 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I * - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ( - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
004 35 N 301 1.85 1 330 1 190 ( 300C 1 +24+05 ( 1 1026 

KBSM U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 4746 1 02:08:06 I 1 1002 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - l - - - - - - - - ( - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - ( - - - - - - - - -  
Star t ing  Configurat ion: 

1 Gun (full1 
2 Chaf f / f lares 

2 370 ga l lon  tank uith pylon (3/7 erpty  o r  u i t h  m iss i les )  
2 AIM-9L. M (1,9) 

APPENDIX (002) FPLAN DATA 

A-002- 1 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSMlB form: FM7OSTD 

Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i l  C l i d ,  Subsonic Cruise 
................................................................................... 

CLEARANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
I Climb: 28000 Cruise: 452T 

I tenp: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2950 
....................................................................................... 

FREQUENCIES 

....................................................................................... 
DEP FIELD DATA I TOT DlST I TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 

I - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I 423 1 1+56+06 1 9626 

....................................................................................... 
TP RWTE FREQ LAT MH DIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 

F I X  LON MC GS ETA 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
001 STTO 35 N 3011.85 1 I I I +OO+OO I 1 1500 

KBSM U09740.98 1 I I 1 00:OO:Oo 1 I 10210 
--------------------------------*----I----- [--------I------ 1 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -  

L/O a 28000 N 2932.78 1 147 1 30 1 300C 1 +03+51 1 1 576 

U09750.22 1 1 4 7 1  30145213100:03:51 1 1 9634 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 1 181 1 300C ( +24+02 1 1 1181 

U- 228 U09600.00 1 147 1 211 1 45213 1 00:27:53 1 1 8453 
-------------------------------------I----- 1 - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - -  
005 ' AY N2700.00 1 1 4 9 1  O I 4 5 0 C 1  1+01+301 1 4944 

!8 U09600.00 1 149 1 211 I 480G I Ol:29:23 I 1 3509 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - I . - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  

L/O a 31000 N 2732.49 1 330 ( 23 ( 300C ( +02+50 1 1 389 

U09544.93 1330  1 234 14746 101:32:13 1 1 3120 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 1 189 1 300C I +23+53 I 1 1037 

KBSM U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 47413 1 01:56:06 1 1 2084 
-------------------------------------I----- I-------- i------I----------I------I--------- 
Star t ing Configurat ion: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  
2 Chaf f / f lares 

2 370 ga l lon  tank u i t h  py lon  (3/7 enpty o r  with missiles) 

2 AIM-PL, M (1,9) 



FPLAN vers ion 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG r w t e :  BSM2A fotm: Fn70STD 

Ref: 1F-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
.................................................................................... 

CLEARANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
( CL imb: 28000 Cruise: 4527 

- 1 temp: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2544 ....................................................................................... 
FREQUENCIES 

OEP FIELD DATA (  TOT DlST I TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 

TP ROUTE FREQ LA T MH DIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 

FIX LON MC GS ETA 

001 STTO 35 N 3011.85 ( I I 1 +OO+OO 1 1 1200 
KBSM U09740.98 1 1 1 00:OO:OO 1 1 7650 I 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  

OO? 4 1  N 2700.00 149 0 i 450C 1 +54+30 (  1 3867 

!8 U09600.00 1 149 1 211 1 4806 1 01:22:18 1 1 2292 
-------------------------------------I-----l----*---l------ 1 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -  

L/O o 31000 N zn9.10 1 330 1 19 1 ~ O O C  I +02+16 I 1 307 

U09542.53 I 330 I 230 1 4746 1 01:24:34 1 I 1985 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - l - - - * * - - - i - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - -  
004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 ( 193 1 300C 1 +24+24 ( 1 942 

KBSM U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 474G 1 01:48:58 1 1 1042 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - [ - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - [ - - - - - - - - -  
Star t ing  Configurat ion: 

1 Gun (full) 

2 Chaf f / f lares 

2 AIM-9L, M ( 1 , 9 )  
1 300 g a l l o n  tank wi th  py lon (4/6 empty) 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSM2B form: FM7OSTD 
Ref: 1 F- 16C- 1 F100-PW-220 engine, H i  C l i h ,  Subsonic Cruise 
........................................................................... 

CI c4RANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
I Climb: 28000 Cruise: 452T 
1 tenp: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2544 
....................................................................................... 

FREQUENCIES 

DEP FIELD DATA I TOT DIST I TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 

TP ROUTE FREQ LA T MH DIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 

F I X  LON MC GS ETA 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 I  I  1 +OO+OO 1 I  1200 

KBSM U09740.98 1 I 1 0O:OO:OO 1 1 7650 I  -------------------------------------I.---- 1 - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - I - - - - - * - - -  
L/O a 28000 N 2937.82 1 147 1 24 I  300C 1 +02+57 1 1 437 

U09753.97 1 147 1 24 / 4526 1 00:02:57 1 I 7213 
---------------.---------------------I----- 1 - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - . - - - l - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - -  
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 1 187 I 300C 1 +24+51 1 1 1054 

W-228 U09600.00 ) 147 1 211 14526 ]00:27:48 1 1 6159 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - -  
007 w N 2700.00 1 149 1 0 1 450C 1 +41+30 1 I  2785 

-8 U09600.00 1 1 4 9 1  211 I480G 101:09:18 1 1 3374 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - ~ -  

L/O a 31000 N 2n9.95 1 330 ( 20 ( ~ O O C  1 +02+26 1 326 

U09543.13 1330  1 231 14746 101:11:61 1 1 3048 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - l - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - -  
004 35 N 301 1.85 ( 330 1 192 ( 300C 1 +24+15 1 1 954 

KBSH U09740.98 1 330 1 423 ( 474G 1 01 :35:59 1 I 2094 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
Star t ing  Configuration: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  

2 Chaff/f tares 

2 AIM-PL, M (1,9) 
1 300 ga l lon  tank w i th  py lon  (416 enpty) 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSM3A form: FM7OSTD 
Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PW-220 engine, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
.................................................................................... 

CLFPRANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
1 Climb: 28000 Cruise: 452T 

I tenp: -40C wind: 

I FF: 2344 
................................ 

FREQUENCIES 

OEP FIELD DATA I TOT DIST I TOT ETE ( TOT FUEL 

TP ROUTE FREQ LA T HH DIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 

FIX LON MC 6s ETA 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 I I 1 +OO+OO 1 I 1200 

KBSM U09740.98 1 I 1 00:00:00 ( 1 5700 I .------------------------------------I----- l-------- l------ l---------- l------[---*----- 
L/O @ 28000 N 2940.34 1 147 I 21 I 300C 1 +02+32 1 1 375 

U09755.84 1 147 1 21 1 4526 1 00:02:32 1 1 5325 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ - - l - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 1 190 I 300C 1 +25+17 1 1 988 

U- 228 V09600.00 1 147 1 211 1 4526 1 00:27:49 1 1 4337 
- - - ---------------------------------- I - - --- l - - - ----- [ - - ----  1 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -  
00.' IY N 2700.00 1 149 1 0 I 450C 1 +34+30 1 1 2110 

.8 V09600.00 1149 1 211 14806 101:02:19 1 1 2227 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - l - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - -  

L/O @ 31000 N 2728.25 1 330 1 17 1 300C I +O2+07 I 1 284 

U09541.93 1 330 1 229 1 4746 1 01:04:26 1 1 1943 
.------------------------------------I----- l--------[------ l---------- l------ l--------- 
004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 1 194 1 300C 1 +24+33 1 1 908 

KBSM U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 6746 1 01:28:59 1 1 1035 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - -  i --------I------I----------I------I--------- 
Sta r t ing  Configuration: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  

2 Chaf f / f lares 
2 AIM-9L. M (1,9) 



FPLAN version 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSM3B form: FM7OSTD 

Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i l  Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
**************************************tt*aaam*m*****~*a**m************~*****t~* 

CLFARANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
I Climb: 28000 Cruise: 452T 

I temp: -40C uind: 

I FF: 2344 
....................................................................................... 

FREQUENCIES 

....................................................................................... 
DEP FIELD DATA ( TOT OIST I TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 

TP ROUTE FREQ LAT MH OIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 
FIX LON MC GS ETA 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 1 1 +OO+OO 1 1 1200 I 

KBSM U09740.98 1 I I 1 0O:OO:OO 1 1 5700 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - ~ ~  
L/O @ 28000 N 2940.34 1 147 1 21 ( 300C 1 +02+32 1 1 375 

U09755.84 1 147 1 21 1 4526 1 00:02:32 ( 1 5325 
-------------------------------------I-----\-------- l------ l---------- l------ l--------- 
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 1 190 1 300C I +25+17 I 1 988 

U- 228 U09600.00 1 147 1 211 1 4526 1 00:27:49 1 1 4337 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * - ~ - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
00' I Y  N 2700.00 1 149 1 0 I 450C 1 +21+30 1 I 1080 

.a uo9600.00 1 149 1 211 I 4 8 0 ~  1 00:49:19 1 1 3257 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - ~  

L/O 0 31000 N 2729.10 1 330 1 19 I 300C 1 +02+15 1 1 301 

U09542.53 1 330 1 230 ( 474G 1 00:51:34 1 1 2957 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 ( 193 ( 300C 1 +24+24 1 919 

KBSM U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 474G 1 01:15:58 1 1 2038 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
Star t ing Configurat ion: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  
2 Chaf f / f lares 

2 AIM-9L, M (1,9) 



FPLAN vers ion  9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: B S M ~ A  f o n :  FM7OSTD 

Ref: IF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i  1 Climb, Subsonic Cruise 
*****88*8*8**8*8*8**8***8**8**8*************8**8**rr8*8*..*88888*888****~~~*~~'.II***~~~** 

CLEARANCE 1 TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
( Climb: 28000 Cruise: 4521 

( temp: -40C uind: 

I FF: 2525 
*******************************8***~*****1,*~**88*****88******8***8***8**88************* 

FREQUENCIES 

DEP FIELD DATA I TOT D I S T  I TOT ETE I TOT FUEL 
I------------ [-----------.I------------------ 
I 423 1 1+25+00 1 5873 

*****************8********8***************8*8***********8*******************8*8**8***8* 

TP RWTE FREQ LAT MH DIST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 

F I X  LON MC GS ETA 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 I I 1 +oo+oo 1 1 1200 

KBSM U09740.98 1 1 I  1 00:OO:OO 1 1 5700 -------------------------------------I----- l-------- l------ l---------- l------ l--------- 
L/O @ 28000 N 2938.66 1 147 1 23 1 300C 1 +02+48 1 I 422 

U09754.59 1 147 1 23 1 452G 1 00:02:48 1 1 5278 
------.------------------------------I----- l-------- l------\---------- l------ l--------- 
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 1 188 1 300C 1 +25+01 1 1 1053 

U-228 U09600.00 1 147 ( 211 1 452G 1 00:27:69 1 1 4225 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - * - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
003 -" AY N 2700.00 1 149 1 0 I 450C 1 +30+30 1 1 1906 

8 U09600.00 1 149 1 211 I 480G 1 00:58:19 1 1 2319 
- - - -  . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - * - - - I - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - ~  

L/O B 31000 N 2729.95 1 330 1 20 I ~ O O C  1 +02+24 1 1 326 

U09543.13 1330 1 231 14746 101:00:43 1 1 1993 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 ( 192 1 300C 1 +24+17 1 966 

KBSM U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 4746 1 01:25:00 1 1 1027 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
Star t ing Configurat ion: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  
2 Chaff / f  tares 
2 AIM-9L, M ( 1 , 9 )  
1 Cente r l i ne  py lon  

1 AN/ALQ-184 



FPLAN vers ion 9.3: FLIGHT PLAN and LOG route: BSM4B form: FH70STO 

Ref: lF-16C-1 F100-PU-220 engine, M i  l Climb, subsonic Cruise 
*t**tt********************~t**~tt******~~***~**n*.1,********~t*.I******~************C* 

CLEARANCE I TAKE-OFF, CLIMB, CRUISE DATA 

I 
1 Climb: 28000 Cruise: 4521 

I tenp: -40C uind: 

I FF: 2525 
....................................................................................... 

FREQUENCIES 

DEP FIELD DATA I TOT D I S T  1 TOT ETE 1 TOT FUEL 
l ------------ l------------I------------------ 
I 423 1 1+13+00 1 4881 

....................................................................................... 
TP ROUTE FREQ LA T MH DlST CAS ETE ATA FUEL 

F I X  LON MC GS ETA 
_ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

001 STTO 35 N3011.85 1 I 1 +OO+OO 1 I 1200 I 
KBSM W09740.98 I I 1 1 0O:OO:OO 1 1 5700 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - l - - - - - - - - / - - - - - -  1----------1------1.-------- 
L/O 28000 N 2938.66 1 147 1 23 1 300C 1 +02+48 1 1 422 

U09754.59 ( 147 ( 23 ( 4521; 1 00:02:48 ( 1 5278 
- - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - ~ . - ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
002 S/D: N 2700.00 1 147 1 188 1 300C 1 +25+01 1 1 1053 

W-228 U09600.00 ( 1 4 7 1  211 1452G 100:27:49 ( 1 4225 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - l - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - / - - - - - - - - - - l - - - - - - l - - - - - - - - -  
003 "CI.AY N 2700.00 1 149 1 0 ( 450C 1 +18+30 1 1 884 

8 U09600.00 1149 1 211 / 480G 100:46:19 ( 1 3342 
- - - --------------------*--------[-----I----*--- 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - ( - - - - - - - - -  

LIO a 31000 N 2730.80 ( 330 1 21 I 300c 1 +02+34 1 1 346 

U09543.73 1 330 1 232 1 474G 1 00:48:53 1 1 2996 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - * - - ~ - - - - - - . - ~  
004 35 N 3011.85 1 330 1 191 I 300C 1 +24+07 1 

KBSM 
I 9Tf 

U09740.98 1 330 1 423 1 474G 1 01:13:00 1 I 2019 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  
Sta r t ing  Configurat ion: 

1 Gun ( f u l l )  
2 Chaff / f lares 

2 AIM-PL, M (1,9) 
1 Centerl ine py lon 
1 AN/ALO-184 







3 ASM; CAS DATA FOR JULY 1994 

~ 

Page 1 

AEO NO. 

2W701N 

2W702N 

2W703N 

2W704N 

2P0705N 

2P0706N 

2P0707N 

2P0708N 

2P070BN 

Disk: FY94 CAS 
Dir: EXCEL1 

File: JULCASDA.XLS 

as of: I Ol A P M  

F-16 DRY n HOOD CAS 704FS ZAOflIASOS YES , X 
DRY FT HOOD CAS 

A-10 DRY FT HOOD CAS 47FS 2ADIl IASOS NO X HHR CM< 
F-16 DRY ,FT HOOD CAS 182FS 2ADIllASOS YES X 
F-16 DRY FT HOOD CAS 47FS 2ADIllASOS YES X 

a% 
CWFT 

A-10 

PRI 

5 

6 

6 

TFT 

16002 

15302 

16002 

TOT 

0115002 

0515002 

0515302 

071 5002 

0715302 

0719002 

0719302 

0816002 

15302 

16002 

19302 

20002 

16302 

2PO7lOhl 5 

2P0711N 5 

ZP0712N 5 

DRY iFT HOOD CAS 

NO. 

SORT. 

2 

2 
2 

5 

6 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2P0713N 

2P0714N 

2W715N 

2W716N 

2W717N 

2P0718N 

2PO719bl 

19302 

20002 

R U 1  

OR0 

DRY 

W19002 

0519302 

5 

6 

5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

2 DRY FT HOOD CAS 

2 A-10 DRY FT HOOD GAS 47FS ICAVISASOS YES X 

UNSUCC 

2P0720N 

2P0721N 

2P0722N 

2P0723hl 

1115002' 16302 

1115302 l6OOZ 

TYPE MISSION 

FTHOODCAS 

5 ' 0615002, 15302 

1119002 

1119302 

1215002 

DRY ! FT HOOD CAS 

----- 

REMAWS 

2 

2 

2 

2 DRY FT HOOD CAS 
I 

19302 

20002 

15302 

I 

A-10 DRY fT HOOD GAS 47FS ZADIIIASOS YES x 8 

DRY FT HOOD CAS 

A-10 ' DRY F7 HOOD CAS 47FS 7)ZASOS : YES X 

16002 

19302 

6 

6 

2 - DRY 

2 
2 
2 

SUCC 

X 

TASXED 
.- -- 

UNIT 

1B2FS 

WAN DAYS 

A-10 I DRY Fl HOOD CAS 47FS 712 ASOS YES X 

0615302 

0619002 

FT HOOD CAS 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

FI HOOD CAS 

F l  HOOD CAS 

n HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

F-16 

F-16 

OFF 

20002 i 2 6 

FT HOOD CAS 

6 1215302 

6 1219002 

F-16 i DRY 

DRY 

- - 
EML 

CONROl SORT 

0619302 

FTHOODCAS 

F7 HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

6 

5 

16002 2. 

19302 2 

F-16 

F-16 

F-10 

F-18 

F-18 

- 
UNIT 

712 ASOS 

MAlNr CNX 1210302 

1315002 

1316302 

1319002 

1319302 

20002 
16302 

16002 

19302 

20002 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

2P0724N ! 5 

2P0725N 5 

- 
FLOWN 

YES 

457FS 

467FS 

182FS 

457FS 

' 2 

2 

2 
2 

2 2P0726N 

X 

X 

TOWS I CAVf9ASOS , YES 

1 CAVISASOS 

712 ASOS 

712 ASOS 

1 CAVISASOS 

FT HOOD CAS 182FS 
YES 

YES ' X 

1415002 

1415302 

1419002 

16302 

16002 

19302 

F-16 

5 

2P0727N 

2P0728N 

2W729N 

1 CAVl9ASOS 

X 

NO 
YES 

YES 

2 

2 

2 

5 

6 
5 

YES 457FS 

1 X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

2P0730N 

2P0731Nfi 
Z P O ~ ~ I N ~  

2P0732N 

DRY I FT HOOD CAS 
1 

2ADI l l  ASOS 

712ASOS 

X 
X 1419302; ZODOZ 

-- 

F-16 

F-16 

- 

6 

5 
5 

6 

l82FS 

FT HOOD CAS 

YES 

lCAVl9ASOS YES 

2 

' 467FS 

1615002 15302 

X 

2 1 F-16 

2 , 
2 1 

1815002 

1815302 
; 

DfW 

DRY FT HOOD CAS 

DRY IFT HOOD CAS 

15302 

1 6 M Z  FT HOOD CAS 

DRY 

YES 

YES 

704FS 

1 BZFS FT HOOD CAS 

DRY 

DRY 

2ADIllASOS 

2ADI l l  ASOS 

FTHOODCAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

YES 704FS 2ADI l l  ASOS 



3 ASOG CAS DATA FOR JULY 1994 

Page 2 

ril4 fir04 PM 

Disk: FY94 CAS 
Di: EXCEL\ 

Ale: JUCASOAXLS 

REO NO PRI 

2P0733N 5 

2P0734N 5 

MAN-DAYS 

UNSUCC REMARKS ' OFF WL 

2P0735N j 
2P0736N 

:2W737N 

2W73BN 

2W739N 

2P0740N 

2P0741 N 

2P0742N 

2P0743hl 

2P0744N 

2W745N 

2P0746N 

2P0747N 

2P074BN 

2P0749N 

2P0150N 

2P0751N 

2P0752N 

2P0753N 

2P0764N - 

2PQ755N 

2P0756N 

2P0767N 

2P0758N 

TOT 

5 
6 

5 
6 

5 

6 

6 

5 

6 

5 

5 

6 

5 

5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

6 -. - 
5 
5 

5 

5 

1819002 

1819302 

1915002 

1915302 

1919002 

191 9302 

2015002 

201 5302 

201 9002 

2019302 

2llCOOZ 

21 15302 

2119002 

21 19302 

2215002 

2514302 

2515152 

2518302 

2519302 

261430215152 

281515Z16302 

2618302 

2619302 

2714302 

2715162 

'2718302 

! 
: 

CONIOL I SORT 1 
UNIT 1 F L O W  1 SUCC N# MISSION 

I NO. 
TFT SORT. 

X 

X 

2P0759N 

2W760N 

TASKED 

UNIT 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

R HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

Fl HOOD CAS 

R HOOD CAS - 
FI HOOD CAS 

R HOOD CAS 

R HOOD CAS 

n HOOD CAS 

Fl HOOD CAS 

Fl HOOD CAS 

n HOOD CAS 

R HOOD CAS 

RHOODCAS 

F l  HOOD CAS 

F l  HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

F l  HOOD CAS 

FT HOODCAS 
F 1  HOOD CAS 

F l  HOOD CAS 

F l  HOOD CAS 

F l  HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

. F-18 
I F-18 

I 

I 
I 

I 
! 

NO AIRSPACE 1 
1 
I 

OPS CNX 

1 

-- 
VMFA142 

VMFA142 

VMFA 141 

457FS 

457FS 

182FS 

457FS 

467FS 

457FS 

457FS 

182FS 

47FS 

182FS 

VMFAl42 

VMFA142 

VMFA142 
-. 

VMFA142 

VMFA142 

VMFA142 

VMFA142 

VMFA 142 

VMFA 142 

VMFA142 

VMFAl42 

VMFA142 

BDU 

BDU 

AIR , 
C W F T  

I 
I 

X ONE SHIP 

1 
I I 

I 

! 

19302 i 2 

20002 2 

15302 2 

16002 ; 2 
19302 2 
20002i 2 

153021 2 

16002 : 2 

18302. 2 
20002' 2 

153021 2 
18002 / 2 

19302! 2 

BDU 

BDU 

REQ 

ORD. 

F 1 6  

F-16 

F-16 

F-16 

F 1 6  

F-16 

F16 

F-16 

A-10 

F 16 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-18 

F-16 X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

K 
X 

X 

X 

X 

! 

ZADII IASOS YES 

2ADi1 IASOS ' YES 

BCAVl3ASOG : YES 

1 CAVISASOS YES 

ICAVIOASOS f YES 

lCAVf9ASOS ' YES 

ICAVISASOS ; YES 

ZADnlASOS 1 NO 
I 

20002 

15302 

15152 

16302 

19302 

20302 

1930t  

20302 

15162 

16302 

19302 

2 

2 
6CAV13ASOG 

- 

1 CAVlOASOS 

1 CAVISASOS 

ICAVISASOS 

1 CAVISASOS 

5 

6 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 
DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

BOU 

BDU 

BDU 

BDU 

BDU 

BDU 

BDU 

BDU 

BDU 

BDU 

BDU 

8DU 

2ADn 1ASOS 

2 A D I l l  ASOS 

6CAVI3ASOG 

ZADfl 1 ASOS 

! 2 

' 2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 - 
YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

FT HOOD GAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

IFT HOOD CAS 
2P0765N 2 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

0522302 

' 2719302' 20302 

VMFA142 

VMFA142 

1 

2W761N ' 5 

LIVE IJAAT~CALFEXI~ A-10 

2 1 F-18 

23302 

2814302 

2815152 

2818302 2W782N 

" 

2 ' 

2ADI1 IASOS , YES 

2ADIl IASOS 1 YES 

ZADI l l  ASOS 1 YES 

lCAVl9ASOS l YES 

1 CAVISASOS ' YES 

1 CAVl9ASOS YES 

1 CAVI9ASOS YES 

BCAVISASOG : YES 

2 A O l l l  ASOS ' YES 

16162 

16302 

19302 5 

2P0763N 

2P0764N 

F-18 I 

2 

2 31 

2 A D l l l  ASQS 

2819302 

2916002 

5 

5 

YES 

20302 

15302 

F 18 BDU 
DRY 



3 ASOG CAS DATA FOR JULY 1994 

23302 2 d, LIVE JAATfCALFEXl2 A-10 1 I 
1030 2 A DRY FT HOOD CAS13ffiO I I 

T I 

ID nc nf: ln!l ClA PM 

I 1 ! I I ! I I ! ! I 

2030 i 2 j F-16 I DRY IFTRILEY I 114FG 1 1IDIlOASOS I NO 1 i x - 1 NOTE 1 I 

r( 

R 
!:J 

K0702N 1 5 1 12203021 2100 1 2 I F-16 1 DRY JFT RILEY I l l 4 F G  I 1lDIlOASOS I NO I NOTE 1 I 1 
K0703N 1 6 ' 1920002 203021 2 1 F-16 DRY IFTR~LEY I lllrFG 1 1IDflOASOS I NO . 1 x 1  NOTE 1 I 

r ~ 0 7 0 4 ~  1 6 1 1920302 

2K07050 6 2720302 

ADD ON MISSIONS 

prom. 
2P0766N 

,po7,7, . 

21002)  2 ( F-16 . DRY (FTRILEY I 114FO ( 1DllOASOS 1 NO ( I X .  I NOTE 1 ! 
210021 4 1 I LIVE (JAATR RILEY I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I I I I 
19302 1 2 1 F-16 1 DRY I ~ R I L E Y  

I 
! 114FG 1 llDllOASOS I NO 1 X ' MOTE 1 

16202 ' 2 ! F-16 DRY (n RILEY I 186FG I 1lDllOASOS NO X FTR CNX 

16402 1 2 i F-16 DRY FT RILEY 185FG llDllOASOS NO X FTR CNX 

16402 2 F-16 DRY ;FT RILEY 185FG llDllOASOS NO , X F T R  CNX 

15202 2 F-16 DRY FT RLEY 185FG IIDllOASOS NO : X WX CNX 
15202 2 F-16 , DRY FT RILEY 185FO 1lDllOASOS NO I X NOTE 1 ! 

I I 

20302 1 2 BDU DAY CAS 

'16302 1 2 F-16 BDU DAY CAS 

20302 j 2 , F-16 BDU DAY CAS 

16302 
' 

2 " 1 F-16 BDU DAY CAS 

20002 2 ' F-16 BDU DAY CAS 

18302 2 BDU DAY CAS 

20302 2 ' BDV !DAY CAS 

16302 2 . BDU :DAY CAS 

NO. 

SORT. 

2 
2 

blR ! REO. 

CRAFT : om. 
I LIVE 

1 LIVE 

! I 
PHI TOT f TFT 

4ID113ASOS I YES ( X i 
i 41D/13ASOS I YES I X I 

1 

1 

41D113ASOS YES ( X 

I ! 
1 

0822302. 23302 

O72230Z j 2 3 M Z  

I I 

20302 2 . BDU  DAY CAS I 
16302 2 eou IDAY CAS I I I 

MAN-DAYS TASKED 

I I I I I I 

I 140FW I 41011 3ASOS i YES I X I 
I 

m ' j - i i r  IDAY CAS 
I I 

140FW 41DJ13ASOS YES X I 
20302 DAY CAS I 140FW 1 41E113ASOS YES X 1 I 

TYPE MISSION 

JAATlCALFEXR A-1 0 

JAAnCALFWIZ A-1 0 

WYROL 

- 

Page 3 

SORT 

Disk: FY94 CAS 
Dii: EXCEL\ 

File: JULCASDA.XLS 

UNIT UNIT REMARKS OFF e n  
1 

FLOWN I succ 

I 

wsvcc 



3 ASOG CAS DATA FOR JULY 1994 

Page 4 

5; 

Dlsk: FY94 CAS 
Dlr: EXCEL\ 

File: JULCASDA.XLS 

' RE0 NO. 

2140716N. 

M 2 M 0 7 1 6 N  

P 2M0717N 

2M0718N 

PRI I TOT 

' DRY DAY CAS 

6 

5 
5 

2M0719N . 5 

REI1. I, TASKED CONROL -- 
' SMiT 

ORD. TYPEMISSION UNn UNIT FLOWN SUCC UNSUCC REMARKS ' OFF ENL 

EDU DAY CAS 140FW 41D113ASOS NO X QPS CNX - 
BDU DAYCAS 140FW 410113ASOS YES X ---- - 

BDU DAYCAS 140FW 41DI13ASOS YES I 

' 
X 

NO. 

m ' SORT. 

16302 ' 2 

2 

2 

'2116002 

2 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2  

2 2 1 6 0 0 2 1 6 3 0 2  

F-16 : BDU /DAY CAS 140FW 41DI13ASOS YES X 

LIR- 

CRAFT 

F-16 

F - 1 6  
F-I6 

2513002 '13302 

5 

2 

2M0720N 

ZM0721N 

2220002 20302 

5 

6 

2 

2616002 

2520002 

DRY D A Y C A S  

DRY DAY CAS 188FG 41D113ASOS YES i X 

DRY .DAY CAS 1 BBFG 4IDIIBASOS NO X MAIN1 CNX 

2 ; 

2 

20302 

20302 

DRY DAY CAS 
I 

I 

DRY DAY CAS 

2M0722N 

2M0723N 
2M0724N 

2M0725N 

F-16 

F-16 

5 .261300Z 13302 ; 2 

6 
5 

16302 

20302 

DRY 'DAY CAS 

2616002 

2620002 

5 

2 

2 

ZM0726N 5 

2713002 -13302 

2M0727N 

ZM072BN 

2 

2716002:16302 

2720002 5 

5 

DAY DAY CAS ; 

DRY DAY CAS 

DRY DAY CAS 

OFW DAY CAS 

20302 

DRY DAY CAS 

DRY DAY CAS 188FG 41D113ASOS YES 
' 

x :  
2 . 1  

2M0729N 

2M0730N 

2M0731 N 

'2M0732N 

DAY DAYCAS 2813002 

2 

16302 

20302 
13302 

16302 

13302 2 

F-16 

2M0733N 

: 2 

2 

2 

2 . 

6 2816002 

20302 

13302 

16302 

5 

5 
5 

28MOOZ 

2913002 

2916002 

5 

4 
T-4 .. 
Y t  

2920002 2 . DRY DAY CAS 

3013002 

,3016WZ # 
2 

. 2 . 

- 20302 . 2 

13301 2 

16302 2 

20302 2 

DRY DAY CAS 

DRY DAY CAS 

! I 

u 
N 

NOTE 1 : UNABLE TO OET DATA FROM FT RllEYI1 OASOS I 1 I 
! I I I I 

- 

2M0734N : 5 

I ---- 

- DRY DAY CAS 

DRY DAY CAS 
1 

DRY 'DAY CAS 1 

2M0736N ' I 

-------- 2M0736N 

2M0737N 

2M0738N 

ZM0739N 

-- 6 3020002 

6 3113002 

6 31 16002 

5 3120002 



3 ASOG CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMMARY FOR MONTH OF OCTOBER 1994 

Disk: FY94 CAS 
Dir: EXCEL\ 

File: 0CTCASDA.Y' 

REQ YO. 

2P100'1N 

ZP1002N - 
2P1003N 

2P1004N 

PPIWSN 

2P1006N 

2P1007N 

2PlOOBN 

-1 
2P1010N 

2PlOIIN 

2PlO12N 

2P1013N 

2P1014N 

2P1015N 

2P1018N 

2P1017N 

2P1018N 

2P1019N 

2P1020N 

ZP1021N 

2P1022N 

2P1023N 

2P1024N 

2P1026N 

2P1026N 

2P1027N 

2P1028N 

2P1029N 

2P1030N 

2P1031N 

2P1032N 

2P1033N 

TOT 

031500 

031130 

031900 

031930 
----- 

041600 

041630 

041800 

OQ1930 

1-0 
051630 
051900 

061930 

061600 

061630 

061900 
061930 

071600 

101600 

101530 

101900 

101930 

111600 

111530 

111000 

11\930 - 
121600 

121530 

121900 

121930 

1316OQ 

1316301 

131900 

131930 

PRI 

6 

6 

B 

6 

6 

6 

6 

5 - 
6 

6 

6 

5 
5 
6 
6 

6 

6 

6 
6 

6 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

5 

5 

6 

5 
5 

5 

5 

6 

TFT 

1630 

1600 

1930 

2000 

1530 

1600 

1930 

2000 

1530 

1600 

1930 
2000 

1530 

1600 

1930 

2000 

1600 

1630 

16110 

1930 

2000 

1530 

1600 

1030 

2000 

1630 

1600 

1930 

2000 

1530 

1600 

1930 

2000 

NO. 

SORT. 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 
2 -- 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 
2 

2 -------- 
2 

2 
2 

2 

AIR- 

CRAFT 

BEO. 

ORD. 

DRY 

DRY 

I DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 
DRY 

DRY 
DRY 

DRY 

DRY 
DRY 
DAY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 
DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

DRY 

TYRMlSSlON 

FTHOODCAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

IT HOOD CAS 

Fr  HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 
FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 
fT HOOD CAS 
FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 
FT W O D  CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FTH(XH3 CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FT HOOD CAS 

FTHOOD CAS 

TASKED * 
FLY N O  

SOKT 

FLOWN 

COIITIZDL 

UMT 

- 

SUCC 

--- 

U W C C  

I 

REMARKS 





3 ASOG CLOSE AIR SUPPORT SUMMARY FOR MONTH OF OCTOBER 1994 

sc m4- 1 1  IAlaA U s 1 3  D11d 

Oisk: FY94 CAS 
Dt: EXCEL\ 

File: OCTCASDA. Y' $ 

TOT m SORT. C A A F ~  ORD. WPEMGIIIOH FLYlNQ UNLT FLOWN SUCC UNSUCC REMAmS 

2P1068N1 5 281600 1630 2 F-18 MK76 FT HOOD CASSCB VFMA 9 ASOS,'I CAW NO X MECH PHOBLWIAICI 

ZP1068N2 

W1069N 

W1070N 

2P1071N 

2P107MI 

2P1073N 

2P1074N 

6 

1 

1 

1 

6 

5 
1 

281630 

281900 

291900 

302000 

311600  

31 1630 

, 312000 

ADD ON MSSIONS FOR 3 ASOO 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 0 3 0 1 7  

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2P1076N 

2P1076N 

2P1077N 

2P1078N 

ZP1079N 

2PlOBON 

2P1081N 

2P1082N 

2P10BJN 

2P1084N 

2P10BSN 

2P10B6N 

2P1007N 

2P1088N 

ZP1089N 

1600 

2000 

2000 
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un / l z /Ys  UY: 32 ~ 6 0 2  750 485; 12 COS DI AFB g002/001 

LONG SHOT 1896 
RESULTS OF 
'DUEL IN THE DESERT' 

TOP TEAM WINNER 

POINT POSSIBLE 
TOTALS POINTS * 8AF TEAM #2 2200 3200 

9AF TEAM #1 2175 3400 
9AF TEAM #2 1825 3200 
8AF TEAM #1 1725 3400 
1ZAF TEAM #2 1600 3200 
12AF TEAM 111 1575 3400 

TOP NAF WINNER 

POINT POSSIELE 
TOTALS POINTS 

9AF TEAM # l  2175 3400 
9AF TEAM #2 1825 3200 

4000 6600 

8AF TEAM #1 1725 3400 
8AF TEAM it2 2200 3200 

3926 6600 

12AF TEAM Y1 1575 3400 
12AF TEAM #2 1600 3200 

31 75 6600 

APPENDIX (007) Long Shot '95 R . - ~ I I ! . + ~  

A-007- 1 LONG SHOT RESULTS 



SCORSUM.XLS Paoe I of 1 BAF TEAM #1 



12 COS DI Am 
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