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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGHMENT COMMISSION L PROCEEDINGS
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good moming, ladies and
OPEN MEETING 3 gentlemen, and welcome to the first day of the final
( 4 deliberations of the 1995 Defense Base Closure and
8:30 am. 5 Realignment Commission.
6 y name is Alan Dixon, and [ am chairman of the
Hart Sepate Office Building 7 Commission. With me are my colleagues, Commussioners Al
Room 216 8 Comella, Rebecca Cox, General J.B. Davis, S. Lee Kling,
Washington, D.C. 9 SAd[rlural Benjamin Montoya, General Joe Robles, and Wendi
10 Steele,
Priday, June 22, 1995 11 Today, we will begin to decide which military bases

12 to recommend to the President for closure or realignment. It
13 is a painful r nsibility which none of us sought, but

14 which we are determined to carry out in a deliberate way that
15 will improve long-term military readiness and insure we are
16 spending the American taxpayers’ money in the most efficient]
17 way possible. . .

18 Yet, as unappealing as our task is, I can assure

19 every American taxpayer that we are as well-prepared for it |
20 as any eight people could be. In the 16 weeks since we !
21 received the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense,
22 commissioners and staff have made 205 visits to the 165

e Page 5|
military installations and activities. We conducted 16
regional hearings around the country and in Guam. We held
another 13 heanings in Washington and have had hundreds of
meetings with community representatives and elected i
officials.

The commissioners have worked hard. The staff has !
worked hard. The process has been open at every point, and |
whatever the outcome of our votes, I am confident when I say]
I believe that every community on the list has been treated
and will be jud faxrli.

Before I describe how the final deliberations will
be conducted, I wanted to offer my thanks on behalf of the
other commissioners and our staff to all the military and
civilian personnel who have cooperated with us completely and
%acmusly during what is clearly a traumatic time for them.

ey show character beyond words and do their country proud.

Now, let me describe how these deliberations will
procccd. When we finish our work today, we will resume work
in this room at 8:30 tomorrow morning and Saturday morning.

If we have not finished by Saturday, we will (ale off Sunday
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21 and return here Monday morning at 8:30 and for as many
22 mMOrnings as necessary.
Page 3 Page 61
comrTEuTS 1 We have deliberately left these work days open- s
2 ended and will know only late on each day what time we will |
PAGE 3 stop work. For those reasons, it is impossible to predict in
4 advance what time of what day a base will be considered.
Cross Service Team 10 5 We will begin in a few minutes with a presentation
Jim Ovsley, Team Leader 6 by our staff cross-service team. This presentation will
Ana Reese, DOD Analyst 7 include the installations in the following categories: Air :
Brian Kerns, Analyst 8 Force laboratories and product centers; Air Force depots; |
Glenn Knoepfle, GAG Amalyst 9 Army depots; Navy depots/warfare centers; Navy technical
Les Parrington, GAO Amalyst 10 centers; and the Dugway Proving Ground and a group of five:
Dick Belmer, GAO Analyst 11 miscellaneous Air Force installations. . .
Joe Varallo, Associate Amalyst 12 As will be the case throughout the deliberations i
Alr Force Team 339 13 our staff will present the commissioners with the results of
Frank Cirille, Team Leader : 14 its review and analysis of the data underlying the i
Licutepant Colonel Bob Bivims, DOD Analyst—COBRA 15 recommendations on the Secretary’s list and regarding the
Dave Bemry, Economic Analyst 16 bases the Commission added for consideration on May 10.
Delrdre Warre, Environmental Analyst 17 After the presentation on each installation, there
Jon Flippen, FAA Analyst 18 will be as many questions and as much debate as the
Marilyn Masleski, GAO Analyst 19 commuissioners desire, and then it will be apgrqpnate to
Ty Trippet, Associate Amalyst 20 entertain a motion for some kind of action. It is our
( )oTIONS: 32, 36, 48, 133, 139, 219, 231, 236, 238, 252, 258, 21 intention to vote on each installation after its :
274, 289, 293, 299, 302, 306, 311, 314, 317, 319, 322, 325, 22 presentation. The final result on each base will be known at -

327, 330, 332, 336, 348, 3ss, 371, 389, 391, 393, 418, 420, .
441, 443, 445, 449, 454, 457, 467, 470, 4T3, 478, 483, 486, ;
488
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Page 7
that time, notwithstanding the fact that we have until julygl
to deliver our formal report to the President.

After the cross-service team is finished, we will
move on to the Air Force, then the Navy, the Army, and
finally, the Defense Logistics Ageui‘y.

Now, let me take a minute to describe our voting
;i_rﬁ)cedure, because it may be slightly confusm& at times.

e base closure statute affords the recommendations for of
the Secretary of Defense a presumption of correctness. From
a practical standpoint, that means the Commission can
overturn or modify the Secretary’s recommendation only by a
majority vote. R .

If a motion to reject or modify the Secretary’s
recommendation ends 1n a tie, then the motion fails and the
Secretary’s recommendation stands. In addition, in order to
overturn the Secretarg_’s recommendation, the Commission must
make a specific fin m% that the recommendation has
substantially deviated from the force structure and base
closure criteria.

In the case of a motion to accept the Secretary’s
recommendation, a tie vote is all that is needed to support
the Secretary. A majority vote 1s not necessary. The base
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personally prefer to achieve greater savings.

As { gave said earlier, the base closure law allows
the Commission to remove a base from the Secretary’s list
only if it finds substantial deviation from the force
structure plan or the selection criteria. For my part, I
will apply a very rigid test to this question of substantial
deviation, because I believe that closing bases now is the
key to the continued readiness and future modernization of
our military forces. .

Now, ladies and gentlemen, we’re ready to begin.
And] yvouid ask that all the staff members who may be
testkllfymg today please stand, and I will administer the

t

" [Staff swolr:@N]
HAIRMAN DIXON: Director Lyles, you ma]\; begin,
sir. And thank you from this entire Commission for the

excellent work done by you and your staff.

R. LYLES: ank you, Mr. Chairman, and good
morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. Before
we turn to the Commission review and analysis staff to begin
a discussion of the closure and realignment recommendations,
I would like to take just a moment or two to make two points
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closure statute does not give the same presumption to bas%s
added to the list by the Commission. These bases can be
closed or realigned only with a majority vote.

Further, there is no need to make a motion to kee
an added base open. We do not have to vote on all the bases
we added, and if we do not vote, that particular base will
remain open. =

The Chair will try to make sure we all understand
these distinctions as we proceed with the voting.

_ Now, before I recognize the Commission staff
director, David Lyles, who will begin the presentations, 1
would like to say a few words about the difficult task at
hand and how I approach it. I believe the elimination of
excess infrastructure in the Defense Department is critical
to the ability of the military services to maintain and
modernize their forces over the next decade.

All of us are aware of the pressures on the defense
budlget. In the last 10 years, the defense budget has
declined almost 40 percent in real terms. For FY 1996, the
military budget for modernization and procurement of new
weapons is $39.4 billion -- down 71 percent since 1986, and
in real terms at its lowest level since 1950.
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to set the stage for the Commission’s discussions over the
next several days.

The first point involves the financial and
budgetary context of the Commission’s deliberations. As you
can see from the first chart on the screen there, back on
March 1st, the Defense Department estimated that the base
closure and realignment recommendations they were forwarding
to the Commission had one-time, up-front costs of $3.74
billion, with annual savings of 1.77 billion once they were
implemented, and a 20-year savings of $21 billion.

Two things have happened since March 1st that have
changed or could chanFe these cost and savings estimates.
The first 1s that the military services, principally the Army
and the Air Force, have gone out and done detailed site
surveys of the installations on their closure lists. As a
result of these site surveys, the services have revised the
one-time cost and annual savings projections on a number of
their recommendations.

The second line on this chart shows the cumulative
results of these revisions. Using the Defense Department’s
own figures, the one-time cost to implement their March 1st
recommendations have now gone up by $337 million, or 9
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Since 1986, we have reduced the size of the
military by 30 percent. If this Commission closes ever, th%cIZF
the Department wants closed this year, we will have reduc
the infrastructure by just 21 percent in all four rounds of
base closure.

There are no bad bases left to vote on. All the
installations before us have made it through three rigorous
rounds of cuts. Nonetheless, throughout our four months of
visits, hearings and analgsis, certain indisputable facts
emerge: First, DOD officials have testified that even after
this round is completed, there will still be significant
excess infrastructure in the Defense Department.

. Second, DOD officials have also testified that the
services are counting on the savings from this round to_
reverse the decline in their modernization funding. Third,
the overall defense budget is likely to decline over the next
few years. And fourth, this is the last round of closures
under the current, expedited procedure, and it is unclear
whether Congress Wlﬁ ever authorize another round.

Having said that, I believe it is critical that the
Commission achieve at the very minimum the level of savings

proposed in March by the Secretary of Defense. I would
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Page 12
percent. Their annual savinﬁs have gone down by $146
million, or 8.3 percent. And the 20-year savings have gone
down_llgz $1.9 billion, a little over 9 percent.

e second thing that has happened, Mr. Chairman,
is that the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the
ArmY have written, asking the Commission to remove several
installations from the March 1st list. These installations
are listed on the second chart and include Kirtland Air Force
Base in the Air Force, Dugway Proving Ground, and two smaller
installations in the Army.

If the Commission agrees with the Department’s
recommendation to remove these installations from the list,
the financial result is shown on this slide. The one-time up
front cost to implement the closures and realignments
declined by 225 million, or 6 percent, from the March 1st
figure. The annual savings declined by 199 million, or 11
}l)ercent. And the 20-year savings declined by 2.1 billion, or

0 percent. . .

So, Mr. Chairman, the message here is that if the
Commission were just to accept the Defense Department’s
recommendations as they stand now, using the Defense
Department’s numbers, the annual savings would be 11 percent

Page 7 - Page 12
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1 lower, and the 20-year savings would be 10 percent lower than 1 Kirtland Air Force Base, and Brooks Air Force Base. e
2 the Defense Department estimated when they sent the list to | 2 three shaded installations are those that are recommended by
3 the Commission on March the 1st. 3 the Department of Defense for closure or realignment. We
4 The second area I would like to highlight briefly, 4 have a map that shows the location of each of these
5 Mr. Chairman, is the Commission’s approach to economic impact | 5 installations. . . . .
6 and cumulative economic impact in our analysis of the Defense 6  Our next chart begins with the first installation,
7 Department recommendations over the past four months. 7 which is the Rome Laboratory, located at Griffiss Air Force
8 Economic impact is one of the eight selection criteria 8 Base in New York. Rome Laboratory is the Air Force center of
9 considered by the Defense Department when they drew up their 9 excellence for command, control, communications, computers,
10 closure recommendations. 10 and intelligence, known as C4-1. And it is one of the Air
11 In the presentations by the Commission’s staff over 11 Force’s tier 1 top laboratories. . )
the next several days, you will see estimates for economic 12 According to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
impact and for cumulative economic impact for each 13 Staff -- and I quote — "In each of the world wars of this

BNNr—-.—-»—-—.—-—-—ﬂ—
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installation on the Secretary of Defense’s list of
recommendations, as well as on the Commission’s list of bases
added for consideration.

The economic impact of a proposed closure or
realignment of an installation is defined as "The direct and
indirect job loss resulting from a realignment or closure as
a percent of the employment base within its economic area.”

The cumulative economic impact of a closure or
realignment is "The direct and indirect job loss as a percent

century, new technology debuted that revolutionized the wa
we foxg?t wars. The revolution occurring today is in C4-1.
art A4 -- will you please 1gut the chart back?

This chart shows the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation
and the cost-savings personnel and the economic impact
involved. L

The Secretary’s recommendation is to close Rome
lab. Chart A-5 shows the DOD proposed relocation of Rome
Laboratory’s activities and personnel positions to Hanscom

SNN—-.—-—-—-—-—-—-:—-—-—.
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of the employment base resulting from the proposed 19
closure or realignment action, other proposed 1995 closure or
realignments across all the services within the same economic
area, and prior closure or realignment actions across all the
services within the same economic area.”_

Mr. Chairman and commissioners, I think our hearing
record demonstrated that the economic impact estimates
presented are just estimates and are considered by most
technicians to be worst-case estimates, and the actual
economic impacts of base closures may or may not reflect this
worst case. .

I would also like to emphasize that the data and
the methods used to estimate economic impacts are well-
documented and are applied consistently across all the
installations in the Commission’s review grqcess. We have
had two senior economists on our staff helping us in this
area, Mr. Dave Henry from the Department of Commerce, and Mr.
Bob Wilson from FEMA,

. Mr. Chairman, with these mtrpductog' remarks, I
think the staff is ready to proceed with the first catego
of closure and realignment recommendations. Mr. Ben Borden,
our director of review and analysis, is on my right. And on
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Air Force Base and Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. Under this
plan, the lab site, a modelling and fabrication facility,
along with personnel, will remain at Griffiss Air Force Base.

The next chart shows the issues we have reviewed.
The DOD position is that its costs are fair and have a six-
year return on investment, while the community’s position is
that it will take more than 100 years for the return on
investment. Our review and analysis show a 13-year return on
investment. . i

The second issue involves space. DOD’s position is
that space is available for the renovation at Hanscom Air
Force Base without constructing new facilities. The
community’s position is that renovated and new facilities
will be needed. The staff, because of a timing problem on
the facility to be modified at Hanscom, foun, tgat anew
facility or an investment in interim facilities will be
required, N =
DOD’s position on Rome activity to be moved to Fort
Monmouth is that they will increase cross-servxcmi.i The
community’s position is that it breaks up teams of highly
committed individuals without standing C4-1 expertise and
capabilities who are currently involved in DOD and
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my left is Mr. Jim Owsley, the team chief of the cross- g.
service team, who will begin the discussion and &resentanon.
MR. OWSLEY: Thank you. Good moming, Mr. Chairman
and commissioners. It’s a {easure to be here this moming
to present our analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s
recommendations on product centers and laboratories,
logistics centers, depots, and air warfare centers.
Assisting me on the first portion of my testimony is Dick
Helmer; next to him is Les Farrington; and then last in line,
Frank Cantwell, all senior analysts for the Commission staff.
. The cross-services presentation today will address
29 installations. The installations are divided into seven
categories that you see on the screens before you. Category
A is the Air Force product centers and laboratories; Category
B is the Air Force depots; Category C is the Army depots;
Category D is Navy depots and warfare centers; Categories E
through G includes 15 installations that span the Air Force,
Navy, and Armcf' . .
We would now like to get into the first of the
product centers. The next chart depicts the seven Air Force
Eroduct centers and laboratories. They are Hanscom Air Force
ase, Rome Laboratory, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base,
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interservicing projects. We believe that no increase in
cross-servicing is likely to occur from this relocation.

DOD’s position is that some loss in Rome’s .
laboratory missions effectiveness will result, but they will
return at a later date. The community’s position is that
most key personnel will not relocate and that the lab will
never be the same. )

We believe there is a high probabilit{‘ that team
expertise would be seriously degraded by the closure and
relocation. Manf' personnel will not move and, as a result,
the gﬁumng installations would have to hire new people who
will have to be trained. . )

The Air Force, the last issue is one involving re-
use. And the Air Force is no longer committed to the
community’s re-use plan, because the law requires them to
look at bases that are %pen equally each time they start the
process. There’s a 1993 letter to the then Commission from
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for
installations stating, "The Air Force has no plans to close
or relocate Rome Laboratory within the next five years. "

] The community believes this program promise limits
its redevelopment of Griffiss Air Force Base Rome Lab. The
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1 staff believes that the re-use plan will be impaired by Rome | 1 MR. HELMER: I'm sorry. Excuse me.
2 Lab closure. 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much.
3 My last chart on Rome Lab shows the pros and cons 3 MR. HELMER: The basic difference between our
4 which we have discussed previously. And those pros are 4 estimate and the Air Force’s is that we moved less people, as
5 consoli infrastructure will be gained at the gaining 5 far as the personnel eliminated were concerned. We felt that
6 installation and will eliminate some excess laboratory space. | 6 the Air Force overstated the savings personnel-wise. We also
7 The cons are the one-time costs to do this and the longer- 7 added $8 million for the interim building to locate people or
8 term return on investment and the breakup of a proven lab 8 to construct, if you will, a new facility. Those are the
9 . 9 basic differences.
10 This ends our presentation on Rome Laboratory. Do |10 COMMISSIONER KLING: You're comfortable with those
11 you have muestions? 11 figures? .
12 CH AN DIXON: Thank you very much, Mr. Owsley. |12 MR. HELMER: Yes, sir, we are.
13 Do any of my colleagues have any questions of Mr. 13 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you.
14 Owsley or of any member of the staff regarding Rome Labs? |14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any other questions by
15 mmissioner KlmfgL . 15 my colleagues? ]
16 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Owsley, I noticed the |16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes, Mr. Chairman.
17 large difference in the annual savings between what the 17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya.
18 Department of Defense has shown and what the staff does. |18 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: 1 wish to focus on the
19 What accounts for that? What’s the largest factor that makes {19 savings side, because there the percentage change is even
20 this almost 40 percent difference? And the other question to {20 larger than on the cost side. Can one of you put your finger
21 do with that is, this is a very high technical location. 21 on one or two variables as to why there’s such a Jarge swing
22 And you’ve touched on the fact that we would 22 between the community position and ours and the Department’s
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seriously impair or could impair the effectiveness of thag
Would you kind of touch on that a little bit, as well, as to
what the staff’s feelings on that respect are’

MR. OWSLEY: Yes. Iwould like to touch on the
latter first and then ask Mr. Helmer, who did the analysis,
to cover the cost Ertxon of that. Rome Lab is a highly
rated lab by the Force and has been in operation for
many, many years. They assist many, many agencies of the
government other than the Air Force and particularly in the
intelligence community.

ey have interrelated labs that assist each other

—
OV B W

[
—

. Page 23
1ece?

\ MER: Yes, sir., The main savings in the
analysis result from personne} eliminations. And we
eliminated less people in the Air Force.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And how about the community?
Why are the community savings so low?

.~ MR. HELMER: "Well, the community did a number of
things. They included, for example, a higher discount rate.
The standard rate we’re using is in the area of, I believe,
2.75. And theirs is 4.85. They also included things like
locality pay. And they also didn’t accept the personnel

in the savings
MR. EI

in projects. They’re totally netted together in fiber optics 12 reductions. .
networks, so they have immediate communications, clear 13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Did not, you say?
communications. I think, as in almost any laboratory in this |14 MR. HELMER: Did not 688.
country that is judged really good, the thing that esa 15 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you.
laboratory or technology center are the people. 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions by
And in this case, as we went through the laboratory 17 any of the commissioners?
and we stopged and talked to people and we had several visits|18 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Owsley --
to Rome Lab, a large number of these people indicated that |19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.
they were long-term residents of the area. And some were {20 COMMISSIONER COX: I was on the 1993 Commission,
21 near retirement, not ready to take retirement, but would take |21 and I certainly agree that the 95 Commission is in no way
22 early retirement if it meant relocating themselves and their {22 bound by the 1993 Commission. But I do note that there are
. Page 21 . . .. Page24
1 family, ) o 1 over 40 directs, redirects, or changes from decisions we did
2 So it seems likely that the continuity of a team 2 make in 1993.
3 that has been together for many years will certainly be 3 And while I’m not in the position of defending all
4 interrupted. The Air Force concurs with this, but the; 4 the of ’93 decisions and certainly things have changed since
5 believe they have a management plan that would put them 5 then, I am interested in sort of what the differences are
6 together with some like type people 1n some cases at Hanscom 6 from 1993 in the DOD recommendation. And we obviously
7 Air Force Base and that in time, the team synergism through | 7 decided in 1993 that moving the Rome labs was not cost-
8 new hires and the personnel that do move would come bac 8 effective. .
9 together as %ood a team as Rome currently has. 9 Since then, if you might just tell me a little bit
10 1 should point out that Rome Laboratory does report (10 -- and it’s certainly not a big factor, but a factor in this
11 to the Hanscom command, so this is not like taking a 11 re-use plan. Because one of the a.rtguments has been, "Gosh,
12 laboratory that is totally new to a command, because the 12 we counted on the Rome labs for the re-use plan. We were
13 commander of Hanscom 1s also the commander of Rome. So there |13 entitled to do 5o, not because the *93 Commussion didn’t
14 is a plus there, if ﬁu will, that he and his staff will 14 close it, but because the Air Force made a commitment to it."
15 understand Rome Taboratory. And that mitigates to some |15 What is the re-use plan? Have there been legitimate
16 degree the concern that we have, but it does not replace the |16 reliances on the Air Force commitment?
17 people that I believe would not move. 17 MR. OWSLEY: Yes, commissioner. After the closing
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Helmer, can you cast any light |18 of Griffiss Air Force Base where Rome is located and the
19 on the commissioner’s question on cost? =~ 19 Commission and the Air Force's position to keep Rome lab in
20 MR. HELMER: Yes, sir. The basic difference 20 place, the Rome lab people tried to offset the loss of the
21 between our — 21 personnel and the economic effects of Josing Griffiss by
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Talk into your mike, Mr. Helmer. |22 starting a re-use plan that involved as its hub Rome’s

Page 19 - Page 24

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.

(202) 296-2929




Multi-Page™

BRAC Hearing 6/22/95
Page 25 L . . . Page 28

1 technology center to draw in technology companies not too 1 significantly increase cross-servicing at all; is that

2 unlike what has happened at the parent, Hanscom Air Force | 2 correct? . .

3 Base, in that area, as we know, around Boston. 3 MR. OWSLEY: The cross-service group did not

4 The city around there and the State of New York has 4 recommend it for closure. It recommended its realignment to

5 put in approximately $10 million to date to start a re-use 5 Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, along with the Navy's SPAWAR and

6 activity. That re-use activity that we have seen 6 other such C4-I activities. There could have been great

7 presentations on -- and it shows and it uses right in the 7 synergism occur there, but the services -- each of the

8 center of that industrial technology complex is Rome 8 services, for the reasons that they anal&zed,~ did not adopt _

9 Laboratory. 9 that recommendation. So in the end, the Air Force, in trying
10 An? because of the nature of the work they do, =~ [10 to consolidate on their own, recommended the movement of Rome
11 there will be a propensity to draw other like firms, which is |11 Laboratory to Hanscom.

12 what Rome was trying to do, was to develop a te_cixnolo y 12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you.
13 rather than manufacturing base, because they believed that |13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any other question by any
14 that would propel them into the future, . 14 commissioner of this staff?
15 They did use Rome as a base. They relied on the 15 8\10 reﬁgsl)nse. .
16 five years. And if you look at their plan that the 16 HAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any motion by any
17 presented to us several times, it focused around the 17 commissioner regarding the recommendation of the Secretary of
18 probability that Rome might have to be privatized or might |18 Defense with reference to Rome Laboratory? Is there a
19 Eave to stand on its own at the end of the five-year period. {19 motion?
20 So it was an important assumption on their part. 20 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, before we have
21 I will say that as you look at the laboratory 21 a motion, can we - o
22 structure and what I believe led the Air Force to the 22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.
o . . Page26 . . Page29

1 recommendation is they have a serious reduction in lab 1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: 1 didn’t realize we were

2 dollars coming in the future. . ) 2 ﬁo_mg to go right into the vote. That’s my fault. ButI

3 And they had to look for w'ag's to consolidate things 3 there ought to be -- | want to make just a couple of

4 to get ready for those reductions that are imminent. So 4 statements, because I think it’s atgﬁlxcable to this whole

5 there was a difference in the Air Force’s recommendation in | 5 family of things we’re going to about.

6 93 versus '95 for those reasons. Thank you. 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.

7 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. . 7. COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I spent most of my adult life

8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions| 8 in the military and in the Army, and so I’'m a simple soldier.

9 from ang commissioner regarding this staff report on Rome? | 9 So I'm going to come at it from a simple point of view. I'm
10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, just one short |10 gravely concerned about this whole category of laboratories
11 one. o . 11 and production centers in all the services. And let me tell
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 12 you why. o .

13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Recognizing that one of the 13 One of my responsibilities on active duty was to

14 driving reasons is to do some consolidation among 14 make a lot of these s ha;épgn, do realignments, come up
15 laboratories that DOD put this one forth, or one of the 15 with alternatives, work BRAC issues. And it was relatively
16 advertised reasons, clearly, I just -- is this an opinion -- 16 easy when we’re talking about moving force structure type

17 will we lose synergism by not doing that, or do you think you 17 decisions. That is, it was easy to move a tank battalion or

18 can sustain the level of good work that Rome performs if they 18 move a brigade or move a tactical fighter wing. We know how

19 stay nﬁht where they are? . . . 19 to do this, the military. They know how to do it. They have
20 R. OWSLEY: I think you will retain the synergism |20 done it for all of my tenure in the military. And it’s

21 that Rome has with the other services in that better ?' .. |21 pretty straightforward.

22 keeping them where they are. Hanscom is not a C4-I activity |22 What concerns me greatly is that as we start the
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per se. It’s an acquisition activity, mainly. They do
control Rome Laboratory, but they do not do the same kind of
C4-1 activities. )
The cross-services group recommended that the
s ner§y in the C4-1 area would be enhanced by moving all of
e C4-I activities to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, where the
Army has a large organization doing that. And that would
have enhanced getting the Navy, Army, and Air Force together.
But that recommendation was not picked up by any one of the
services.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis.
Are there any questions of any commissioner of the
staff?
nse.

No re
&H_AI AN DIXON: Is there a motion? Pardon me.
Commissioner Steele. i
. COMMISSIONER STEELE: One final thing, really
uickly. So the bottom line with that, Mr. OwsLeg', was
ough the joint cross-service group recommended 1t for
closure in their proposal to increase cross-servicing, the
recommendation that came to us actually does not
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defense downsizing, the focus now is on infrastructure.
We’re going to do the force structure reduction. That’s
going to happen automatically. And, as you look at the track
record since '89, we have done that very well. We have taken
over a third of the military’s capability -- war fighting
capability out very quickly.

But when we start to dabble in infrastructure and
start to make adjustments in infrastructure, we don’t have
quite as good a template to do that. And I worry a lot when
we start to move labs around. I worry a lot when we start to
move very highly sophisticated test centers. I worry a lot
when we move basic production facilities in which there is no
analogue in the civilian sector. .

e military has always been a leader in these .
laboratory facilities. And a'lot of the work that happens in
the military labs spins off to the civilian sector. At the
same time, we’re cutting back on FFRDCs, federally funded
research and development center grants, to universities and
other places.

So I just have to say that as we get ready to vote
on this whole famﬂg of laboratories and on this whole family
of infrastructure and production facilities and things in
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1 which there are really no good analogues in the civilian 1 MR. OWSLEY: The next center that we're going to
2 sector -~ there are many in some sectors, but there’s a lot 2 cover —
3 of them in which there’s a void out there -- that we don’t 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Pardon me. Ladies and gentlemen,
4 put that in the same bucket as moving a tank battalion or a 4 it will be a long few days. And we understand that some will
5 tactical fighter wing or a force structure action that’s 5 leave when their results have been obtained, and we respect
6 relatively simple by military standards and we think twice. 6 that. Please do it in an orderly way. We have got a lot of
7 And so | just have to say that this is sort of — 7 work to do.
8 if you don’t want to call it my protest, statement that I 8 Commissioner Owsley? 1 mean -- pardon me. Mr.
9 just am very nervous about starting to break apart labs that 9 Owsley.

10 have taken years to construct to build the teamwork to do the |10 éaughter

OWé%.EY: 1 will take promotions any time ] can

11 certifications to get the right teams in place and say, 11 R.
12 "Yeah, we can do that.” . 12 get them. o .
13 And you use the same analogue like, well, take 13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Don’t ever take this job, Jim.
14 those 58 tanks and move them from Fort A to Fort B.” So |14 I’m telling you. Mr. Owsley.
15 that’s my soapbox for the day, but I think it’s something we |15 MR. OWSLEY: Thank you. The next laboratory area
16 ought to think about as we sfart to vote in some of these 16 that we’ll cover is Kirtland, which will be covered by Mr.
17 crifical decisions. 17 Frank Cantwell. . )
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner 18 MR. CANTWELL: Good moming, Mr. Chairman,
19 Robles. . 19 commissioners. March 1st, the Department of Defense
20 Are there any other questions or statements? 20 recommended the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. The
21 No response. 21 Department’s recommendation would relocate most of the units
2 HAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a motion? 22 currently located on Kirtland, leaving the Phillips
Page 32 . Page 35
1 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Chairman. 1 Laboratory in a contoned area,
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 2 Of special note, Kirtland is also the home of the
3 MOTION . 3 Department of Energy’s Sandia National Laboratory. The slide
4 COMMISSIONER COX: Having been moved by 4 on the left — and could you please put the base analysis
5 Commissioner Robles’ vengr fine remarks, I move that the 5 slide on the right. The slide on the left is an excerpt from
6 Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 6 a memorandum sent from Secretary Perry to Chairman Dixon.
7 substantially from final criteria 1, 4, and 5 and, therefore, 7 I would like to summarize the paragraph on the left
8 the Commission reject the Secretary’s recommendation on Rome 8 by saying that after the Secretary reviewed the results of
9 Laboratory and instead adcl){)t the following recommendation: | 9 the site survey, he felt that this recommendation was no
10 Retain Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York, including all 10 longer fiscally or operationally sound. The fiscal concerns
11 activities and facilities. The Commission finds that this 11 are shown on the base analysis slide on the right.
12 recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I interrupt you, Mr. Cantwell?
13 and final critena. 13 MR. CANTWELL: Yes, sir.
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion by 14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I doubt that there’s any question
15 Commissioner Cox? 15 in the mind of any commissioner regarding Kirtland. If the
16 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I second the motion. 16 Chair is wrong, would any commissioner who thinks otherwise
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1t is seconded by Commissioner 17 speak up? But my only thought was, it’s gomﬁ to be a long
18 Steele. Are there any comments or remarks concerning this {18 time, and this one is not in any ~ is there any debate about
19 motion by Commissioner Cox? 19 it? Is there any commissioner that needs to hear more?
20 or nse.%) . 20 (No response.)
21 H AN DIXON: If not, counsel will call the roll |21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a motion on Kirtland Air
22 on the motion by Commissioner Cox, seconded by Commissioner |22 Base?
Page 33 Page 36
1 Steele. o 1 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I have a motion.
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Avye. 3 MOTION
4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Sir, I move the Commission
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. s find the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 6 final criteria 4 and 5 in the force structure plan.
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion by
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 8 Commissioner Davis?
9 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 9 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.
10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Sir, I'm going to have to put
11 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 11 an add-in here.
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Pardon me, commissioner. I
13 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 13 apologize.
14 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 14 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: The Washington weather has got|
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 15 me on a postnasal drip, and so I had to slow down, sir.
16 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Excuse me. .
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. . 17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: The Commission reject the]
18 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are eight |18 Secretary’s recommendation on Kirtland Air Force Base, New
19 ayes and zero naxls\i |19 Mexico, and instead adopt the following recommendation:
20 = CHAIRMAN DIXON: The vote on the first motion is |20 Retain Kirtland Air Force Base, including all units, base
21 eight ayes and no nays. And the recommendation of the 21 activities, and facilities. The Commission finds this
22 Secretary of Defense is unanimously rejected. 22 recommendation 1s consistent with the force structure plan
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1 and final criteria. Thank you, sir. 1 existing excess space at Wright-Patterson intended for Brooks
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis. 2 is not currently suitable to accept the Brooks activities.
3 And my apologies. 3 _ This is borne out by the fact that the Air Force
4 Is there a second? 4 prgfigcw it would have to construct or renovate nearly 1
5 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second, Mr. Chairman. 5 million square feet to be able to take on the Brooks mission.
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya seconds the | 6 Brooks currently operates in very nice and well-maintained
7 motion of Commissioner Davis. . . 7 facilities in a campus-like environment in San Antonio.
8 Are there any comments regarding the motion? 8 The San Antonio community would most prefer that
9 gggleskggnse%) . 9 Brooks remain open as it is. They, however, have offered a
10 AN DIXON: Counsel, will you call the roll? {10 sound proposal that would preserve the Brooks mission and its
11 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 11 linkage to the San Antonio biomedical community by placing
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 12 into cantonment most of the Brooks facilities. .
13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 13 Cantonment saves the 200 million up-front costs of
14 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 14 the Air Force’s recommendation, and it offers additional
15 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Klgng? 15 annual savings of nearly $18 million and net present value
16 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 16 savings of 248 million by having the Brooks base operatin
17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 17 services taken over by nearby Lackland reorganization Kelly~
18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 18 Air Force Base. The cantonment plan would also make part of
19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 19 Brooks available for re-use.
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 20 The map on the left indicates the spaces that are
21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 21 intended for Brooks at Wright-Patterson. They are not
22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA; Aye. 22 contiguous while they are at Brooks. And this is a concern
o Page 38 . Page 41
1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 1 that has been expressed by the community. The map on the
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 2 right reflects the Brooks proposed cantonment. You can see
3 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 3 the continuous nature of the buildings in the shaded area on
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. ) 4 the maIp ) )
5 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are eight | § _might add that the Air Force has informed the
6 ayes and zero nzzls\i L . 6 Commussion officially that if the Commission were to decide
7 CHAIRM DIXON: And the motion is unanimously| 7 to reject the Department’s recommendation on Brooks, the Air
8 adopted. And the original recommendations of the Secretary | 8 Force would prefer to retain Brooks open as is rather than to
9 of Defense which have been, of course, amended by subsequent 9 place Brooks into cantonment. The Air Force believes that
10 correspondence to the Commission, is set aside and overruled. 10 cantonment is unworkable in the long term.
11 So for the folks in the audience, anyone watching 11 Our last chart summarizes the pros and cons that
12 that did not understand what has taken place, with ect to |12 you have heard previously. Are there any further questions
13 Rome Laboratory and Kirtland Air Force Base, the votes of the 13 on Brooks? .
14 Commission have held that those two bases remain open. |14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions by any
15 MR. OWSLEY: The next category that we'll cover is |15 commissioner of Mr. Owsley or others on the staff concerning
16 Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas. The chart on the 16 Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio?
17 left indicates the Air Force’s position relative to Brooks. {17 Commissioner Kling?
18 There are a lot of words, but essentially, the recommendation |18 COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Owsley, my question goes
19 is to close Brooks and move the major portions of it to 19 to when you look at this presentation about the cantonment
20 Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in Ohio. 20 from the community, it looks like you still receive quite a
Among its activities, Brooks Air Force Base 21 bit of savings, with a smaller up-front cost and so forth.
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aerospace related medical research and product developn%ent
within the Department of Defense. Brooks’s primary
components are the human systems center Armstrong laboratory,
the Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, and the Air Force
Center for Environmental Excellence. .

Will you put up the next two charts? The Air Force
plans to consolidate similar activities and has recommended
the closure of Brooks and the movement of the mission and
egrsonnel to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in Ohio.

right-Patterson conducts about 20 percent of DOD’s acrospace
medical research. L .

The overriding issues in this recommendation are
the closure costs, the disruption of the mission, and the
condition of facilities, Implementation of the
recommendation would require an up-front cost of over $200
million and has the potential to interrupt many critical
research projects.

More than half of the professional staff at Brooks
have said they probably will not move. This figure is based
on a petition that was circulated at the center which was

tven to us on our visit. Some of the activity at Wright-
atterson is similar to that of Brooks. However, the
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cannot live with the contonement proposal?

MR. OWSLEY: It is unclear that -- as you know, the
COBRAs are comparative tools. And in the case when you go
into a contonement, you don’t really have a comparative thing
that you’re trying to do. So those estimates would &robably
have to be refined by the Air Force and the people there.
There is a feeling that there will not be that large of a
savings if you really get into the final analysis that the
Air Force would have to do. .

It would also require services to be provided from
approximately 10 to 20 miles away, depending on whether you
use San Antonio -- I mean, Kelly or you use Lackland Air
Force Base to furnish those services.” The Air Force has
previous experience they had in other areas, and they just do
not believe this is a satisfactory way to preserve the
lifestyle that encourages good working by their people.

So they really believe that they would rather have
the base remain open if you are not going to accept their
recommendation. And, by the way, we believe that as a staff,
after looking where the service would have to come from and
things like that, that the Air Force is correct in that.

COMMISSIONER KLING; I'm glad to hear that. I
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1 happened to visit Brooks myself, and I feel this is a very 1 with the staff that we had a DOD-mandated relationship in San
2 special lilace that does awful fine work in something that we | 2 Antonio called SARPMA, which was the San Antonio Real
3 have to look at very closely. And I feel the same way that 3 Property Maintenance Agency, which caused all that to be done
4 Commissioner Robles felt about Rome, that this is something | 4 by one agency and was fmaily disbanded because it actually
5 you hate to break up and you hate to separate down. S added cost to the process.
6 And the facilities, by the way, are pretty fine 6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
7 there, about as fine as I’ve seen anyplace. Anyway, thank 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis.
8 you. 8 Are there any further comments? .
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner 9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman?
10 Kling. 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles?
11 Are there any further — pardon me, Mr. Owsley. Do {11 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I think — and I need to say
12 you have a response? 12 this on the record, because we’re very — and this gets
13~ MR. OWSLEY: 1 think I should say that the one 13 mostly to Mr. Lyles’ concern about savings. I think in this
14 thing that didn’t come out here in these pros and cons is the |14 case, We have a two-edged issue. Issue one is, it’s the
15 man-machine interface, which is essentially the cockpit with [15 wrong thing to do to break up this world class lab and move
16 the pilot and that the Air Force believes would be better 16 it somewhere else. )
17 handled with the relocation to Wright-Patterson. And the 17 But I think pragmatically, from my on-the-ground
18 staff certainly agrees with that part of the Air Force 18 look at Brooks, you’re talking about a lot of facilities, a
19 analysis, because Wright-Patterson really does control the 19 lot of buildings, a lot of chambers, a lot of test facilities
20 cockpit and those kinds of things. 20 that require special engineering, special piping, special
21 I would also point out that this is only 20 some 21 certification, special environmental concerns.  And although
22 odd people or so from the Brooks operation, and the Air Force 22 I won’t say I don’t believe the numbers, 1 will tell you that
. . Page 44 . Page 47
! might want to consider movintﬁrthose people if this 1 a number of COBRAs are ordinal measures, not cardina)
2 recommendation does not go through. 2 measures. L
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: They can do that without BRAC, of | 3 And the fact of the matter, I think, is that you
4 course. 4 will incur an enormous cost to reconstruct all those very
5 MR. OWSLEY: Yes. 5 specialized and sensitive facilities at other places. So not
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Farrington, do you have a | 6 onéy doesn’t it make sense from a synergistic point of view,
7 comment? 7 it doesn’t make sense from an economic point of view.
8 MR. FARRINGTON: Yes, sir. I might just add, on 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Robles.
9 the number of people, I have a breakdown on the number of | 9 Are there any further questions or comments?
10 ple in this man-machine interface, which is the crew 10 . COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: [ have a comment, Mr.
11 technology kind of work that’s done at Wright-Pat and also at|11 Chairman. .
12 Brooks civilians, 59 military, and 44 contractors, fora |12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya.
13 total pf’ 94 people. That’s the breakdown of that man- 13 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: 1 wish to register a dissent
14 machine. 14 from the Air Force view that one has to have separate
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. 15 logistics support facilities at everi base, regardless of
16 Are there any further questions’ 16 their distance apart. I happen to have lived under a
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 17 different model.
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 18 And ] believe as budgets get _toulgher,. as dollars
19 COMMISSIONER STEELE: 1 just want to say I agree |19 get more difficult to come by, particularly in the logistics
20 with Commissioner Robles’ soapbox on this subject, so I won't 20 end of things, that the Air Force would be well-served or DOD
21 repeat it. But just to add on this subject, it’s not onl 21 would be well-served to consider themselves a holding company
22 the relationship — I mean, the scientists at Brooks. It’sa 22 and provide common support to the activities in the San
N e . Page 45 : . : Page 48
1 relationship with other entities in the co;nmpm?', 1 Antonio area. Because I think there are savings that can be
2 untversities and with NASA, which I think is also very 2 achieved there. And so I just want to register that I don’t
3 important. . 3 accept the position that every place has to have its own
4 And we have received numerous letters from all of 4 logistics tail. Thank you.
5 those entities supporting retaining Brooks at its current 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Montoya.
6 location. So I just wanted to e that comment. 6 Are there any further questions or comments?
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Steele. 7 go reﬁﬁnse%) .
8 Are there any further comments or questions of 8 HAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a motion?
9 staff? 9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I have a motion.
10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, sir. 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 11 MOTION
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I would like to speak to the 12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Sir, I move the Commission
13 man-machine interface. Having been a beneficiary of some of 13 find the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from
14 the - as an aviator, having been a beneficiary of some of |14 final criteria 1, 4, and 5 and, therefore, the Commiission
15 the Brooks products over the years, one of the things that is |15 reject the Secretary’s recommendation on Brooks Air Force
16 mice about Brooks’ current location is the fact that they 16 Base and instead adopt the following recommendation: Retain
17 have a fairly significant laboratory and that you have a 17 Brooks Air Force Base, including all activitiesand =~
18 considerable amount of young pilots at Randolph Air Force |18 facilities. The Commission finds this recommendation is
19 Base you can draw from and some of us older pilots that you {19 consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria.
20 can draw from Kelly Air Force Base. 20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion by
21 AndI aggm would like to join General Robles on 21 Commissioner Davis? .
22 his soapbox about tinkering with a superb lab. I do agree 22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: 1 second the motion.
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: It is seconded by Commissioner 1 determined must stay in-house to ensure the ability to
2 Steele. 2 mobilize.” FY ’99 core is 78 million hours,
3 Is there any further comment? 3 A guiding dprmc:ple through the DOD BRAC process
4 ENO response.) 4 was that DOD depot structures must be sized to core. The
5 HAIWAN DIXON: The counsel will call the roll. | 5 depot infrastructure should be sized appropriately to be able
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis? 6 to do core work in-house, and other work may be done by the
7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 7 private sector. Workload is anticipated to be 94 million
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling? 8 hours in FY °99. . o
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 9 The next slide, or the one on the right, is Air_
10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya? 10 Force-wide depot figures. To ensure that the capaci
11 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 11 numbers were solid, the depots reported the workload that
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 12 they had actually performed on a commodity-by-commodity basis
13 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 13 during their high water mark year in the late 1980s, plus the
14 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 14 capacity they have built minus the capacity that has been
15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: aye. 15 demolished. In fact, it reports the capability that they had
16 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 16 in the high water mark years, the workload that they were
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 17 able to perform. ) o
18 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 18  The total FY "99 Air Force depot capacity is 57
19 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 19 million direct labor hours. The total FY *99 Air Force depot
20 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 20 core workload is 27 million direct labor hours. The Air
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. o 21 Force anticipates 29 million hours of workload in FY *99.
22 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes|22 All the numbers were reported by the Air Force as certified
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1 and zero nays. 1 data to the joint qross-servig:dgrou . In FY 99, 47 percent
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the motion is adopted. And 2 of the capacity will be utilized with core hours and
3 the public in the room and observing this proceeding is 3 percent with workload. .
4 advised that Brooks Air Force Base San Antonio Air Force Lab 4 The chart on the left displays the same data for
S remains open by the vote of this Commission. . 5 each of the Air Force depots. And it’s intended to give you
6 Director Lyles, is your staff prepared to go to Air 6 a sense of the caﬂamg utilization at each of the Air Force
7 Force deigots? 7 depots. Robins has the highest capacity utilization, 68
8 MR. LYLES: Yes, sir, we are, Mr. Chairman. 8 percent; Kelly is 29 percent utilized on a single 40-hour
9 MR. OWSLEY: I would like to introduce the new 9 work week. ] o
10 member who has arrived, Ms. Ann Reese, who is the deputy team |10~ This slide summarizes the missions on each of the
11 leader for the cross-service group. . 11 Air Force ALC installations. In all cases, the air logistics
12 _The next category, as the Commission noted, is the 12 center is the major tenant or the main tenant on the base.
13 Air Force depots. The slide depicts the entire universe of |13 The air logistics center is primarily conil_grxsqd of a depot
14 the maintenance facilities within the Department of Defense |14 maintenance and material management function. The chart
15 and is being displayed so that you can have a visual image of |15 lists across the top the products managed by the air
16 the numbers and locations of DOD’s depots. 16 logistics center. ] )
17 My second slide displays a history of the base 17 The next row displays the specialty of that depot.
18 closure process in the depot maintenance area. Ihave only |18 A number of years ago, the Air Force adopted a technical
19 listed those organizations that are considered depots. For 19 repair concept in which commodities were sm%le-snded.
20 example, Newark Air Force Base is not listed because itis (20 You’ll often hear reference to "centers of excellence,” and
21 considered a specialized support center. The depots that 21 that’s what this reference is.
22 have not been closed are listed first in blue. 22 The third row displays the force structure as of
Page 51 Page 54
1 Those that have been proposed by the Department of 1 1997. Please note that the National Guard units listed at
2 Defense for closure during this cycle are listed 1n green. 2 McClellan are dependent on your decision to move them from
3 Those that have been closed or proposed for closure — excuse| 3 Moffett Field through the BRAC 95 process. The bottom row
4 me. Those that have been closed are listed in red. 4 summarizes the Air Force’s operational concerns and mission
5 _ The Army has either closed or proposed for closure 5 impact with the installation full closure.
6 six of its original nine depots. The Navy has closed or 6 This chart shows the tiers that the Air Force
7 proposed for closure 10 of its 18 maintenance depot 7 determined for both installations and depots. The tier was
8 facilities. The Air Force and Marine Corps have not closed | 8 determined by uniformed leaders and senior civilians on the
9 maintenance facilities. . 9 Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. Their tier serves as
10 We will now move to the Air Force depots, where Ms. |10 proxy for military value. You’ll note that I've ordered the
11 Reese will pick ug the presentation. L . 11 columns according to the BCEG vote to establish the
12~ MS. REESE: Good moming. This slide depicts DOD-|12 installation tier.
13 wide depot maintenance capacity, core workload in FY *99. |13 _ This chart display some data from the DOD Depot
14 Maximum potential capacity is defined as "The optimum depot 14 Maintenance Council indicators report. This report is
15 conﬁ%u_ratlon and employment levels with no significant 15 prepared for the DOD Depot Maintenance Council and contains
16 capital improvements and no military construction 16 performance data on all DOD maintenance activities. The
17 expenditures.” ] ) 17 first slide on this chart shows actual *94 maintenance hour
18 1t’s also important to point out that maximum 18 cost without the cost of material. You can see there the
19 potential capacity is one 40-hour shift capacity. The 19 costs range from a low of $53.53 at Robins to a high of
20 services reported capacity on a commodity-by-commodity basis 20 $62.15.
21 and anticipate fiscal year 99 capacity of 165 million hours. |21 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Excuse me, Mrs. Reese, one
22 "Core" is defined as "That workload that the services have 22 second. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. Would you like us
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1 to hold our qlt(lestions on charts until the end of the 1 And then, they report an anticipated schedule and cost.
2 briefing, or ask as we go through? Do you have a preference? 2 I asked about added work packages, and they said if
3 HAIRMAN DIXON: I have no objection to asking a | 3 there are truly added work packages that increase the scope
4 question if it’s an appropriate question at tﬂjs point in 4 of the orxﬁmal job, that each ALC is then given schedule
5 time. Go ahead. | 5 relief to that number of days for that package and that they
6 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. On your first line| 6 do consider that in what they send forward to DOD in ther
7 there about the labor hour cost, when we visited Kelly Air 7 final report.
8 Force Base, they threw numbers before us and said that on 8 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Owsley.
9 certified data, their labor cost was lower than all of the 9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much,
10 other ALCs. Could 10 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I need to

ou (}glcasc tell us what your source is and
e di

11 if you know what fferences might be in opinion here? |11 follow 1;_{:, because I need to understand this more clearly.
12 MS. REESE: Yes. The source that I’'m using is the |12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.
13 DOD depot maintenance indicator report. The report 1s 13 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Owsley, I need to make
14 prepared for the Deputy Undersecreta?' of Defense for 14 sure I understand in my simple mind how this works. The fact
15 Eogxstics. It’s prepared for his council. The council is 15 of the matter is, are you telling me that those numbers right
16 comprised of representatives from each one of the military |16 there take into account the additional work that comes out of
17 depots. 17 an aircraft overhaul once they break it down and realize that
18 And the data is agreed to by each one of the 18 what they thou%ht was going to take 10 hours may, in fact,
19 military departments. I think itisa thorouihly examined 19 take 20 hours, because there’s a lot more damage underneath
20 number, and I have confidence in the data that’s contained in |20 that? Is that what you're telling me?
21 this report. I'm sorry. I’m not clear on the source of 21 MR. OWSLEY: No, sir. ) )
22 Kelly’s data that was presented. 22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. Ididn’t think so.
Page 56 Page 59
1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: But we did try to find that 1 Because General Fogleman yesterday, we talked to him, who was
2 out, did we not? . 2 the old TRANSCOM commander, he was very clear about that. He]
3 MS. REESE: We did. 3 says the C-5 fleet has alwa¥s been our most fragile fleet.
4 COMMISSIONER STEELE: And just lastly on this 4 And we flew the legs off of that fleet during Desert Storm,
5 chart, on aircraft on time, I received some information from | 5 asI can attest to from my days over there.
6 the community down there that said that Kelly delivered 1 out| 6 And so when you tear down a C-5 and all of a sudden
7 of 19 C-5s on'time for 5 percent rate, but Tinker’s on time 7 think it’s going to take a standard — because they do
8 deliveries were 3 of 51 KC-135s in the same period, fora 6 | 8 standard work-ups -- and we find out that it’s going to take
9 percent rate. 9 twice that standard work-up because there’s a Jot more
10 Obviously, the numbers up there show very different |10 delayed Desert Storm damage or delayed erosion in there, that
11 numbers. Again, I wonder if we know what the difference is |11 they go ahead and do the work, because it’s prudent sense
12 here and which information ought to be the certified 12 once you tear the aircraft down.
13 information before us. 13 And if this takes into account the new work and
14 MR. OWSLEY: I think I was given that one to check |14 they have a standard model for these additional enhancements,
15 out. We again used in this data the depot maintenance 15 then I'll think these are apples and apples. Otherwise, I
16 report, which is forwarded to DOD by Air Force Materiel (16 think we’re talking about apples and oranges here.
17 Command. I called the Air Force Materiel Command on the |17 MR. OWSLEY: I really want to clarify that,
18 report, and they said that is a report that we should be 18 commissioner. What I said is that the aircraft comes in.
19 using as a group to give correct relative weightings to each |19 They’re allowed to tear the aircraft down and then make a
20 of the centers, that there are many ways that centers look at |20 report back to AFMC headquarters, giving their estimate of
21 things, and some of them they look at as a community also. |21 how long it would take to repair that airplane and schedule
22 But they said in the end, they synthesize this and 22 in cost to do so. That is like a little negotiation that
. L . Page 57 Page 60
1 send it forward. And it is, in fact, the Air Force position 1 occurs.
2 in the DOD on deliveries. We could not as we got those 2 If there’s added work, not work that should have
3 numbers ascertain exactly how those lower numbers came about. 3 been anticipated in a tear-down, that added work package is
4 It was very difficult, because if some of the planes go 4 given. But if, for instance, an ALC underestimates or misses
5 through, they get additional work packages sent to them. And 5 something like you’re talking about, the scheduies and
6 that affects schedules. And there’s a lot of data kept out 6 budgeted price are not adjusted for that, We discussed that
7 there. . . o 7 also, but they felt over a long period of time since the
8 . ButI would point out again that we were limited in 8 centers are not obligated for the whole fleet when they make
9 time, and we tried to use the official reports and did go 9 one airplane tear down, that adjustments do occur as they get
10 back to that part of the Air Force and ask was this the 10 smarter on the condition of the airplanes coming in.
11 report that we should be using. And they did confirm that. |11 But it certainly does not cover if an airplane, for
12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Just to closc that out |12 instance, say - 30 days isn’t an extremely long time on a C-
13 real quickly, the original work package on the C-5 at Kelly |13 5, as you know. It might be on a fighter plane, but a C-5 is
14 increased by 166 percent, I am told. How does that impact on 14 enormous and is old and has a lot more difficult ways of
15 time delivery? And then we can make this real quick and move 15 iettmg into the airplane than a modern airplane has. So
16 16 they could, indeed, miss a big part of the work package, and
17 MR. OWSLEY: As you remember, that was brought u 17 that would afterwards make them miss schedules and budgets.
18 to us on our visits to San Antonio. When I contacted AI‘PMC 18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And my only point was, on an
19 headquarters, they explained that the way the airplanes are |19 airplane like the C-5A, which went through an enormous
20 given schedules and budgets is by the centers — whichever |20 workload during Desert Storm, like our tanks in the Army did,
21 center it is that receives an airplane, they’re allowed to 21 you know, your standard convention 1s out. And it will be
22 tear it down within 30 days and get on it and inspect it. 22 years before you figure out how all that worked out. Sol
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1 just wanted to make sure I understood what you were telling | 1 9 percent fersqnnel to provide base operatmﬁ support at the
2 us here. 2 recqlvuéﬁ ocation, with the exception of Kelly, where we
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You may proceed, Mrs. Reese.| 3 realigned all base (Es,cratm% personnel for Air Force tenants
4 MS. REESE: Thank you. I want to make one more 4 being contoned to Lackland, which is an issue that I’l} talk
5 comment about the cost data, just to be more complete with my 5 about in a couple of minutes. . .
6 answer to Commissioner Steele. The source of this data that | 6 The Defense Agency assumptions are scenario-based
7 1 have on the screen is DOD data. I think {ou’ve also been | 7 and will also be explained in detail on an upcoming slide.
8 presented with data that has been ]}_ﬁpqred outside 8 The Commission staff assumption is that eliminations are
9 companies, private sector firms. s is all DOD data. 9 evenly phased over the last four years, and no personnel are
10 Turning to the next slide, the DOD BRAC 10 eliminated or realigned until the up-front planning year,
11 recommendation to downsize all Air Force depots has two (11 1997.
12 components. Two million square feet of depot space will be (12 COMMISSIONER COX: Ann, on that question, you all
13 moth-balled. This will eliminate the amount of square 13 on the four-year time to close, which is really five use
14 footage used by the depot but will not eliminate depot 14 of the planning year, didn’t evenly phase. en the Air
15 infrastructure. o 15 Force assumption says six years, was that evenly phased over
16 Sligl{telg less than 2,000 personnel positions would 16 six years? .
17 be eliminated. The personnel number is on an 17 MS. REESE: No, ma’am. The Air Force assumed that]
18 assumption that engineering of the depot process will result (18 all of the position eliminations would occur in the very las
19 in a 15 percent productivity improvement. This is the first |19 year, in the sixth year.
20 time that downsizing has ever been pursued through the BRAC 20 COMMISSIONER COX: So nothing would happen for six
21 process. Downsizing will not reduce overhead costs. Asa |21 years, and then in the sixth year, everything would happen?
22 result, costs per hour will increase. 22 MS. REESE: All the positions would be eliminated
) ) . Page 62 . Page 65
1 The Commission has received a number of revisions 1 at that point. Yes.
2 to the downsizing recommendation. I am dnsplaymdg two 2 OMMISSIONER COX: [ see. Thank you.
3 versions of the BRAC recommendations, the recommendation that | 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cox.
4 was forwarded on the 1st of March, and the recommendation | 4 Proceed, Mrs. Reese.
5 that Secretary of the Air Force testified to last week. s COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mrs. Reese, guick question.
6 The onginal downsizing recommendation requires 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele.
7 $183 million of one-time costs and would result in steady- 7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: On your 15 percent assumplion
8 state savings, annual savings of $89 million, and a net 8 for elimination of selected ALC personnel, what kind of
9 present value of $991 million. Last week, Dr. Widnall used a 9 assumptions do the Navy and Army use? I respect Mr, Owsley’s
10 version which would require $234 million in one-time costs |10 anate sector service and experience 1mmens_elf', but I would
11 and result in savings of $92 million a year and net present 11 like to compare this within the Department, if [ could,
12 value of $975 million. " 12 please.
13 As we reviewed the military department’s COBRA 13~ MS. REESE: The Navy and the Army have up-front
a results, we saw significant differences between the results. |14 position eliminations of 20 to 40 percent for industrial
15 Examining the assumptions behind the military department’s |15 activities similar to what --
16 COBRAs, we also saw significant differences.” This chart 16 COMMISSIONER STEELE: So you took a pretty
17 displays the differences in COBRA assumptions that 1mtgact |17 conservative route, here? .
18 annual savings. And it shows the differences between the Air{18 MS. REESE: 1 believe we did. That’s right.
19 Force’s assumptions and the Commission’s staff assumption. |19 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thanks for clarifying that.
20 The Air Force assumes a six-year period to close a 20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Proceed, Mrs. Reese.
21 depot installation. Based on discussions that we have had 21 MS. REESE: Thank you. The next slide lists the
22 with DOD personnel and based on historical experiences of the 22 COBRA assumptions that impact one-time cost. We did not
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services that have closed large industrial activities, we
believe a three-year time to close is realistic. But to be
conservative, we assumed a four-year period. Further, we
built in a one-year planning period so, in fact, the time to
close that the Commission staff assumed is five years.

The Air Force COBRAs assume, we believe, an
unrealistically small number of personnel eliminations.
Drawing on the experience of the other military services with
nstallation closures and drawing on Jim Owsley’s 42 years of]
experience in the defense industrial business, we realize
that personnel eliminations will result from closure and
consolidation of workload.

. We assumed that 15 percent of selected air
logistics center personnel would be eliminated to include
depot maintenance personnel, materiel management,
contracting, and computer support personnel. We believe that
this is a very conservative estimate, and we base it in part
on the Air Force's downsizing BRAC recommendation, which
eliminates 15 percent of direct labor depot personnel.

We also assumed a 15 percent elimination of ALC
medical facility personnel and management overhead personnel.
Of those personnel realigned, we would realign an additional
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Page 66
think it appropriate to include civilian accrued leave cost
as a BRAC cost, because it’s the obligation of the government
to pay regardless. We also ;houggt it inappropriate to
include an additional $30 million to implement each closure,
given that the COBRA already includes a factor which
calculates this cost. .

The COBRA factor calculates a 4 to $9 million
amount for conversion a%;ancy cost, depending on the size of
the depot closure. No other service, and with only one
exception within the Air Force, is there an additional amount
on top of the COBRA factor included. )

We also did not believe it reasonable to include
the cost to send equipment through the excess system.
Historical experience indicates that It)]roceeds equal cost.
Equipment buyers come out to the shop floor to buy the
equipment and pay the cost to move it.

To transition a product line requires the shut-down
of one line and the start-up of another production line. If
dollars were not an issue, one would probably set up two
parallel lines. )

This is not practical, so te)("pically, companies, as
the other services have proposed, do a build ahead an interim
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1 contractor support to avoid the high cost of duplicate lines. 1 but as a downsizing? .
2 This is why we used this assumption rather than the Air Force 2 MS. REESE: Yes, that’s right.
3 proposition, which embodied both; that is, parallel lines and | 3 COMMISSIONER COX: And then the COBRA, their COBRA
4 1nterim contractor support, 4 proposals — o
s We also disallowed the cost to procure new 5 MS. REESE: For downsizing?
6 equipment. The Air Force assumed that all equipment would 6 COMMISSIONER COX: No, for closure.
7 be moved or excessed and repurchased. This assumption does 7 MS. REESE: For closure.
8 not recognize that there is considerable duplication of 8 COMMISSIONER COX: When we asked for closure
9 equipment, and consolidating work would permit increased | 9 COBRAs, that’s where this 373 elimination comes from?
10 utilization of specialized equipment that might otherwise be |10 MS. REESE: That’s nght.
11 underutilized. . 11 COMMISSIONER COX: Versus your projection of 14017
12 Furthermore, the Air Force has already a schedule 12 MS. REESE: That’s correct.
13 of equipment replacements and funds set aside in their 13 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you.
14 budgets to do so. Finally, we used the DLA projections to |14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cox.
15 move inventory. They would bear the costs we have 15 Proceed, Ms. Reese. .
16 experienced with distribution depot closures. 16  MS. REESE: Kelly Air Force Base was treated
17 This slide is an illustrative example of the 17 differently by the Air Force and by ourselves. Kelly Air
18
19
20

16 Force 8re£i1red.

17 OMMISSIONER COX: I see. .

18 MS. REESE: So we based our 15 percent, in part, on
19 the downsizing proposal, which would eliminate 15 percent of

20 direct labor 1n the depot category.

21 COMMISSIONER COX: They, themselves, in their own
22 proposal, eliminated 15 percent, not necessarify as a closure

personnel impact of our COBRA assumptions. You can see that |18 Force Base is adjacent to Lackland Air Force Base. In fact,
a 15 percent personnel elimination in the ALCs and a 50 19 some facilities on Kelly Air Force Base support units
percent personnel assumption in the mana%emem overhead |20 assigned to Lackland. For example, the runway at Kelly is
21 results in a significant increase in the number of personnel |21 used by the 76th Munitions Squadron, Wilford Hall, and the
22 eliminated at an ALC. 22 Interagency Air Force Academy.
Page 68 . Page 71
1 Almost 20 percent of the personnel savings accrue 1 Also, there are a number of tenant units on Kell
2 from Defense agency actions. The Defense Logistics Agency| 2 not associated with the Air Logistics Center, that would be
3 personnel savings match the Defense Logistics Agency COBRAs 3 expensive to relocate, which could be easily reassigned to
4 that they’ve run. The resultant savings would be accrued by | 4 Lackland Air Force Base. The best example of this is the
5 the Defense Logistics Agency. L 5 433rd Air Lift Wing. The 433rd is an Air Force Reserve wir.g
6 DLA'’s assumptions are based on the historical 6 that flies the C-5 aircraft.
7 experience that they’ve had with closing distribution depots. | 7 The Air Force Kelly closure scenario would assign
8 The Defense Commissary personnel will be eliminated with the 8 all of the Kelly tenants not associated with the Air
9 closure of an installation. The Defense Finance and 9 Logistics Center to Lackland Air Force Base. The Commission
10 Accounting Agency personnel will be fully realigned to the |10 staff adopted the Air Force scenario — close the Air
11 receiving location. 11 Logistics Center and all units associated with the ALC, but
12 The Information Agency personnel are the 12 kees:dthe runway open and assign all remaining units to
13 information processing people that you've seen in the Defense 13 Lackland Air Force Base.
14 mega-centers during your visits to the air logistics centers. |14 COMMISSIONER COX: And I'm sorry. Then thconly !
15 We eliminated the personnel from the Information Services |15 base where we assume that the tenants would stay, as part of
16 Agency due to a letter that we’ve received from the 16 Lackland?
17 Department of Defense indicating that, with a closure of an |17 MS. REESE: Yes, ma’am, that’s correct.
18 ALC, there would also be the closure of the mega-center. 18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Proceed, Ms. Reese.
19 We realigned all Air Force tenants except the Air 19 MS. REESE: This slide summarizes the results of
20 Force audit personnel who support the Air Logistics Center, |20 the Air Force closure COBRAs. The one-time costs range from
21 and we eliminated those positions. Of the personnel 21 a low of $575 million to a high of $1.3 billion. Stead
22 realigned, we also realigned a 9 percent additional personnel |22 state savings range from $62 million to $87 million. The
. . . . Page 69 . Page 72
1 to provide base ogeratm services at the receiving location. 1 number of years for return on investment ranges from seven to
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Question for you. You indicated | 2 28 years.
3 --and I just want to make sure I understand you -- that our 3 You can see the results of the personnel
4 numbers, once we use the 15 percent on the ALCs, I thought | 4 realignments and eliminations that follow the assumptions
5 you said matched the COBRA numbers. What does that mean? 5 that we just hlghhggt@d.
6 MS. REESE: I’m sorry. Would you repeat that? 6 is chart —- Brian, could you put both up
7 COMMISSIONER COX: I thought you had said that the 7 simultaneously? Thank you. The chart on the right shows the
8 numbers, our numbers on — staff numbers — on the 15 percent 8 results of the COBRAS that the Commission staff prepared. We
9 reduction, and how many eliminated that would be, matched the 9 simply adjusted the Air Force closure COBRAs with the
10 COBRA numbers. . 10 assumptions that I've reviewed with you. You can see that
11 MS. REESE: I'm sorry. I perl‘zafs misspoke. The 15 |11 the assumptions very much drive the results of COBRA.
12 percent that we assumed, of selected ALC personnel, was 12 The one-time costs to close come down slightly and
13 chosen, in part, because the Air Force that assumption |13 range from $409 million to $1.1 billion, and the steady state
14 with their downsizing, but there were no position . 14 savings improve substantially and range from $153 million to
15 eliminations contained in the closure COBRAs that the Air |15 $178 million. The period of time before a return on

16 investment is reduced markedly. The closure of Kelly and
17 McClellan return after one year

18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Ms. Reese, could you explain
19 that one-year return, when that actually is? That isn’t the

20 year after? Just please tell us what that means. How did

21 you get to 2007, say, on Hill?

22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do you understand the question,
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1 Ms. Reese? i MS. REESE: We took it.
2 MS. REESE: From the information we’ve displayed . COMMISSIONER COX: So, for example, the C-5 hangar,
3 here, the return would come -- of course, we have a one-year whchhligs ‘fieﬁ?; a big issue at Keﬂy —

SE: Yes. The Air Force assumptions of a

1
2
3
4 planning year in our COBRAs that the Air Force did not. But 4 MS. s
5 the return would come in 2001, one year after the 5 $52 million cost to replicate the C-5 hangar at another Air
6 implementation period. 6 Force Base was both in the Air Force and our COBRA run.
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: So it’s five years plus, then 7 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. And that’s true on every
8 it’s one year, and that’s when your return on investment 8 MILCON?
9 occurs; correct? 9 MS. REESE: That’s true on every MILCON.
10 MS. REESE: That’s correct. 10 COMMISSIONER COX: Are there assumptions — let’s
11 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Thank you. And that’s|{11 say the nuclear facility at McClellan - where they said it
12 the same way that the DOD — the COBRA numbers we got from |12 would be really expensive to moye it and we said, "Oh, we're
13 the DOD are? 13 not going to," or did, every time they say they were gomg to
14 MS. REESE: Right. 14 move something and pay for it, we took that same assumptions?
15 COMMISSIONER COX: The closure year plus whatever |15 MS. REESE: We took all of the MILCON assumptions.
16 the return on investment is? ) 16 COMMISSIONER COX: Everything?
17 MS. REESE: Right, using the same discount rates 17 MS. REESE: The only assumptions that we’ve
18 and the same assulgptlons there. 18 changed, I've highlighted on a line-by-line basis for you.
19 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. And I want to talk about |19 We've changed no other assumptions than those I've given you
20 discount rates later, but let’s go ahead. 20 a specific list for in the last two slides.
21 COMMISSIONER KLING: Ms. Reese? 21 COMMISSIONER COX: Since we only changed the
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 22 savings assumptions, we didn’t change the costs?
Page 74 . Page 77
1 MS. REESE: Yes, sir? . 1 MS. REESE: We affected one-time costs slightly.”
2 COMMISSIONER KLING: I just want to be sure that | 2 The annual savings were impacted because the difference in
3 we’re understanding the same thing.  We - the staff - went | 3 the positions eliminated we thm;ght reasonable — in fact,
4 back to the Air Force and asked them to do these runs that 4 conservative - in the phasing of those position
5 we're looking at up here, to give us their cost to close, 5 eliminations. ]
6 savings, and so forth. 6 COMMISSIONER COX: Essentially, there are a lot of]
7 S. REESE: That’s correct. 7 -- not a lot -- there are several assumptions that you all
8  COMMISSIONER KLING: So these figures that you're 8 changed, but the biggest dollar assumption was the positions
9 doing were after we asked the Air Force to run these numbers| 9 eliminated?
10 for us? 10 MS. REESE: That’s correct.
11 MS. REESE: The chart on the right displays the 11 COMMISSIONER COX: That was the largest?
12 COBRAs that the Air Force ?regar . 12 MS. REESE: That’s correct.
13 COMMISSIONER KLING: Rught. 13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Proceed, Ms. Reese. .
14 - MS. REESE: We took -- 14 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. While we're on that,
15 = CHAIRMAN DIXON: The chart on the left, Ms. Reese. 15 since we’re on it anyﬁvzg, the -- .
16 MS. REESE: I'm sorry. Yes. 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON:" The chart on the left. 17 COMMISSIONER COX: -- the assumptions that the
18 MS. REESE: The chart on the left, that’s correct. |18 Defense Department used in all of their COB and in their
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We did ask them, that’s their {19 recommendations, and the assumptions that we have used,
20 figures. ] . 20 assume a 2.75 percent discount rate; is that correct?
21 MS. REESE: Right, those are their figures. We 21 MS. REESE: That’s right.
22 have a COBRA expert on the staff who took those COBRAs and 22 COMMISSIONER COX: And what is that discount rate?
Page 75 Page 78
1 simply changed assumptions - took the very same COBRAs and 1 Where do we get that? Where do they get that?
2 simply made assumptions changes — and the results are on the 2 MS. REESE: Where do they get that?
3 right. 3 COMMISSIONER COX: Wedidn't get it. We used
4 'COMMISSIONER KLING: And you are now in the process | 4 theirs.
5 of gom}f throuEh what those assumptions were. 5 MS. REESE: That’s right. And that was at the time
6 S. REESE: Right. I've reviewed those 6 the base closure preparation process began, that was the
7 assumptions, that’s correct. 7 accepted discount rate and 1 Eunk, for consistency, the
8 OMMISSIONER KLING: Okay. 8 decision was that that would remain the figure
9 COMMISSIONER COX: Let me make sure I understand — | 9 throughout. We did not change that figure in our COBRAs.
10 because we talked about the assumptions and the personnel and 10 -~ COMMISSIONER COX: Right. Otherwise, we wouldn’t
11 that — where it 1s the MILCON costs, for example -- did we |11 be able to compare it to the original Defense numbers.
12 make assumptions on that, where they said, "We’re going to |12 MS. REESE: Correct. .
13 have to build a C-5 hangar at Tinker" or "We’re going to have 13 COMMISSIONER COX: However, as I understand it,
14 to build or replace a nuclear reactor at McClellan™? What 14 shortly thereafter, that assumption changed, as far as the
15 assumptions did we use? Did we use theirs? Did we second |15 government --
16 guess those? ) 16 MS. REESE: 1 guess there was an update.
17 MS. REESE: We did not change any of the 17 COMMISSIONER COX: — assumption on what the cost
18 assumptions, any of the MILCON costs built into the Air Force 18 of money is, and most people would say a 2.75 percent cost of
19 COBIgAs. 19 money 1s really low. And that assumption changed, as 1
20 COMMISSIONER COX: So whatever they said they would |20 understand it, and GAO also looked at this and recommended
21 have to do to move that work, and whatever cost they said |21 that a more reasonable assumption on the cost of money would
22 that was, we took it? 22 be 4.85 percent; is that correct?
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1 MR. OWSLEY: That’s correct. 1 distribution of work on 2 commodity-by-commodity basis, an
2 COMMISSIONER COX: And my understanding — and that | 2 the commodities %o down to a great level of detail.
3 makes not so much difference in some things and a lot of 3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. .
4 difference in those - it could make a lot of difference, 4 MS. REESE: So, you know, when you look at it on a
s particularly where you have a high one-time cost, because s comnpdxty-by-commocinty basis, you’re really looking at the
6 that cost of money 1s important; and so, even though I know | 6 capability of a depot to perform a certain type of work, a
7 we used the 2.75 for a good reason, we can’t compare it by | 7 capability to perform a certain commodity group.
8 using some other number. ) 8 _COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. And it also does not
9 Were you all able to run both their numbers and our 9 take into account any other depot capacity throughout the
10 numbers on this, using the GAO -- 10 Department?
11 MS. REESE: Yes. 11 MS. REESE: That’s correct. )
12 COMMISSIONER COX: -- presumption of a 4.85 12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: This is Jl"lgjt Air Force?
13 percent? I wonder if you could just tell us what did to the 13 MS. REESE: That’s precisely right. s is all
14 return on investment? . ) 14 within the Air Forci}ges.
15 MS. REESE: Yes. We have a slide that will show 15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. )
16 ﬁu the difference. The net present value changes slightly. |16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And did you have a question,
17 The return on investment for those things that pay back later |17 Commissioner Robles?
18 changes slightly for those things that have an earlier return |18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes, I do. I just wondered,
19 on investment, cost of money -- 19 now, since this is core workload, by definition, is this the
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Doesn’t change that much? |20 stuff we want to do in-house? There has been a conscious
21 MS. REESE: -- doesn’t change that much, exactly. 21 corporate decision that that is workload to be done in-house,
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Have you concluded, Commissioner |22 right?
Page 80 Page 83
1 Cox? 1 MS. REESE: That’s right.
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Well, I just wanted to check.| 2 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So another wq¥ to look at
3 So what we’re saying is, even though you would show less | 3 this, the spin I put on this ball is, once you -- if you make
4 savings, obviously, over a 20-year period, still on Kelly and | 4 the decision to close two of those Air Logistics Centers, the
5 McClellan, the return on investment here, you would still - | 5 amount of capacity that’s left, your surge capacity for core
6 MS. REESE: Is the same. 6 work in wartime — and please, I don’t want to get into the
7 COMMISSIONER COX: -- make back your money, even at| 7 one-shift, two-shift, because you have to have a constant
8 a 4.85 percent discount rate? 8 base of analysis. ) .
9 . REESE: Yes, ma’am, that’s correct. 9 But, for normal peacetime operations, the amount
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You I;fz proceed, Ms. Reese. (10 that’s between the top of the yellow and the top of whatever
11 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 11 that chartreuse color 1s or whatever it is, is the excess
12 MS. REESE: Thank you, Chairman. = 12 capacity left in the entire United States Air Force.
13 Switching gears from COBRA results, this slide 13 MS. REESE: That’s the unused --
14 shows how workload would be distributed with a closure of two 14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And could you kind of tell me
15 depots. We have frequently been asked if workload can be |15 what that is? If you took that little piece and that little
16 accommodated with the closure of two Air Force depots. 16 piece and that little piece, how much capacity are we talking
17 This chart shows the distribution of core workload 17 about? .
18 to remaining depots. The basis of this distribution is the 18 MS. REESE: Okay. Just a minute.
19 Air Force Base Closure Executive Group meeting minutes and 19 MR. OWSLEY: While she’s looking for that number,
20 briefing materials, and the Joint Cross-Service data. 20 Commissioner, 1 would like to point out that this is a
21 The Air Force’s study of potential depot closure 21 single-shift basis and, in the recent desert conflict, each
22 contained a listing of appropriate workload moving from 22 of the ALCs was called on to do special things, and they did
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1 McClellan and Keily to other depots. We can list the types | 1 it by either puttm% on a full second shift or one half a
2 of work, by a commodity-by-commodity grouping, and the | 2 shift, and were able to meet all of the surge requirements
3 numbers of hours. We can list it in great detail, 1n other 3 with no problem. They all discussed that with us on our
4 words, if you wish to see it. ) 4 visits.
5 We have also examined this Air Force distribution 5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Owsley, in all deference,
6 on a commodity-by-commodity basis, and have confirmed that 6 I understand that. But the fact of the matter is that,
7 the core workload fits on a single shift within the capacity 7 during World War I, we put women in hard hats in factories,
8 available at the remaining three depots. 8 and wartime, which Desert Storm was, is a whole different
9 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Ms. Reese? 9 issue. Yes, you could. But, for analysis purposes, you want
10 MS. REESE: Yes. o 10 to put this on a level playing field, and that’s why you use
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 11 one shift. )
12~ COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. So the bottom line on |12 There’s a lot of things you could do under .
13 this is we all know there’s excess capacity, but we all know |13 extraordinary circumstances for a limited amount of time.
14 capacity is not capacity. You have to look at what it isand |14 But we’re talki ﬁﬁlabout day-to-day fpeacetxme operations,
15 if 1t fits, and the same with core. 15 which is, hopefully, the majority of the work we’re talking
16 MS. REESE: Right. 16 about here. . _
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: We all know there’s more 17 MS. REESE: The capacity would be 32 million hours;
18 capacity than there’s core workload, but core is not core; 18 the core work, of course, remains at 27 million hours. d
19 1t’s specific types of core. This simple-looking chart, 19 that is an 85 percent utilization so, in other words ~
20 though, has a level of detail to the item, b: on DOD data. (20 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So what you’re telling me is,
21 Is that wha%ou’re telling us today? 21 if you close two depots, you leave the United States Air
22 MS. REESE: That’s right. " This chart reflects a 22 Force 15 percent excess capacity?
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1 MS. REESE: That’s correct. 1 cranes that break. . L
2 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I want to make sure we | 2 And my central question on this is, did you look at
3 remember that, because I'll talk about that later on. 3 the critical path? The question is, you can move all this
4 COMMISSIONER STEELE: And I will probably add to 4 stuff and dense pack it 1n something, but is there a critical
5 that, that reasonable people could disagree that one shift 5 - does your analysis for that 15 percent capacity look at a
6 should be the maximum that you look at for capacity on this | 6 critical path? Lo
7 issue. o 7 ere are certain things. You may have all the
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 8 ramp space in the world, and you may have all the hangar
9 COMMISSIONER COX: When we say 85 percent — and 9 space in the world but, if you do a critical path analysis,
10 maybe, Mr. Owsley, you’re the right person to answer this |10 everything has to go through this back shop operation, and I
11 in the airline business, if we can get to 85 percent load 11 assume that none of that could be done, because we’re talking
12 factor, we would consider that - you wouldn’t even try to |12 about a very comfllsex analysis. .
13 get past. I mean, that would be full capacxéy. 13 MR. OWSLEY: Commissioner, excuse me. The Air
14 Is 85 percent -- can you really run a depot at 100 14 Force did not have time to do that, nor did any of the other
15 percent? Don't you have down time? Do you have to allow for |15 services, nor did we. .
16 C-5s taking longer than people thought they might take? Youlis The only one we did look at is we tried to see what
17 have to allow for fixing the equipment. 17 would happen with the C-3, because it did, in some ways,
18 I guess what I’'m asking is, when we say 85 percent 18 relate to the B-52 transfer that the ALCs experienced a
19 capacity, is that -- in business, a lot of times that would 19 number of years back, and that was the only place. But that

20 be the most you would ever reallf' Oéet. I mean, that would |20 is not a crifical path analysis. That would take a great
21 be, for all intents and purposes, percent. 21 deal of time.
22 MR. OWSLEY: If you operate at 85 percent, the 22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So this is really a gross
. ] Page 86 Page 89
1 board of directors will leave you alone? 1 macro-analysis?
2 COMMISSIONER COX: Yes. That’s for sure. 2 MR. OWSLEY: Yes.
3 MR. OWSLEY: The thing that I would like to point | 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions of
4 out, that’s pointed out by General Curtis, is that these 4 Mr. Owsley or Ms. Reese on this graph?
5 figures do not contain the ability to do airplanes. Outside 5 _COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. To get back to that
6 air spaces and certain logistics centers, such as San Antonio | 6 question — o
7 Wamer Robins, do quite a bit of airplane work outside. 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.
8 Because of the — . . 8 . COMMISSIONER COX: --realizing you didn’t do a
9 COMMISSIONER COX: Outside, meaning on the 9 critical path, did we, though, look at ific commodities?
10 aprons or raxyx‘xps? 10 When we say you could move -- you'd have this capacity at
1 MR. OWSLEY: On ramps, tarmacs, and that. Because 11 Tinker or Robins or Hill if you closed McClellan and Kelly,
12 of the very nature of that, the services did not try to 12 it wasn’t in overall man hours, it was a "Move this to that.”
13 capture that when they reported depot capacity, so you have |13 it was a setting out, as the DOD would have done -- did — in
14 to remember all the time that this excludes aifplane capacity |14 their own COBRA? . .
15 on ramps and that, but it does include all the back shops — |15 MR. OWSLEY: Most of this is from DOD. First of
16 platm%:, machine shop -- that support the airplane. 16 all, they gave it to us in their COBRAs.
17 OMMISSIONER STEELE: And, Ms. Reese, does or|17 econdly, most of their COBRAs were based on a
18 doesn’t -- o 18 study called the AFMC-21 Study, which was done over a long
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 19 period of time, which did, in fact, take commodity-by-
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: -- does or doesn’t it include 20 commodity engine study, C-5 study for moving the C-5 from San _

21 efficiencies of co-locating work? . 21 Antonio to Tinker. It was done by Air Force experts in that
22 MS. REESE: No. This is simply taking the core 22 business, and we used their scheduling and things to do that:
Page 87 o ) Page 90
1 work that is distributed throughout five depots currently and | 1 So this isn’t like the Air Force has not looked at _
2 taking the same number of hours, and putting them on a 2 consolidating depots before. They have done it many times
3 commodity-by-commodity basis within three depots. 3 and the AFMC-21 Study was set up for how would we look in the
4 COMMISSIONER STEELE: So even though the workload | 4 future, and we used that a great deal, as did the Air Force
5 would pick up on any of these categories, it says it would 5 report it in their COBRAs, that this data is from the AFMC-21
6 {)%st plug alon'g at the exact same rate even though it would 6 Study.
7 be co-located? 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You may proceed, Ms. Reese.
8 MS. REESE: That’s correct. 8 MS. REESE: Thank you. This chart is an example of
9 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you. 9 the cost advantage of consolidating maintenance work. We
10 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes, but let me make sure I |10 have averaged the labor hour rate of two Air Force depots
11 understand that. o 11 that do engine work and we show here that the consolidation
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 12 of ensme work reduces hourly overhead rate such that there
13 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I understand efficiencies, 13 is a $73 million annual savings. The savings is substantial,
14 but you didn’t factor inefficiencies, either. 14 but it’s not addressed or reco by the COBRAs.
15 MS. REESE: No, sir, use -- 15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Ms. Reese, I'm sorry, a quick
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Because sometimes, when 16 question. o
17 Kou’re mixing apples and oranges and peaches and pears, you|17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele.
18 have some inefficiencies there. . . 18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Because there are a lot of]
19 . And the second thing, 85 R;rcent capacity, I think, 19 questions on Kelly, and I want to make sure I have the full
20 last time I checked, is optimal. You never waat to squeeze |20 picture here. ] . )
21 anything down to much more than 85 percent capacity, because 21 Kelly, I believe, is the designated center of
22 you take into account nothing for work stoppages, overhead (22 excellence for engines or whatever? What’s the term I ought
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1 to be using here? . ) 1 that and, really, if one looks at the total cost of engine
2 MS. REESE: Technical repair center. 2 work and that, the adapters are not the large thing.
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Technical repair center for 3 There would also be, if you recall in your visits
4 engines. So you would assume the expertise is there. We're | 4 tt{lneg test engines differently at the two (rlaces. Basn;afly,
5 using averages here, and averages make me nervous, because | 5 er hangs them on an overhead stand; San Antonio has
6 I’m voting on ifics. 6 upward stands. So there would either have to be an
7 If engines came to Kelly, versus if engines went to 7 adaptation made to the overheads or you would have to
8 another ALC, is there a dramatic change in the savings or 8 transport the Tinker stands for their engines -- I mean Kelly
9 not? 9 — if you moved them to Tinker. L .
10 = COMMISSIONER STEELE: [ think there’s a change in 10 This was all taken into consideration in the Air
11 savings of about $3 million, based on the labor hour cost. 11 Force studies. It was leimed in their COBRAs. As recently
12 Kelly’s rate is slightly higher, and so there is somewhat of |12 as yesterday [ talked to Air Force headquarters about this
13 13 and they said the numbers which they had given us in their

14

16
17
18
19
20
21
22

15 just for consolidation;

a change.
OMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. But the savings are
that is the main driver here?

. MR. OWSLEY: We should point out that we did
receive, from each of the communities, on engines - because
it’s one of the two instances where you can compare something
very similar, and all this business that we’re into here is
the en%me business, even though the engines are different at
both places — the f)pth furnished us with their figures and
what we tried to do is meld them together.

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

COBRA for MILCON are correct for a movement of this nature.
And we used — if you recall earlier testimony -- we used the
Air Force MILCON in these assumptions. We didn't try to go
up or down on it. o
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Ms. Reese, I apologize for
the never-ending briefing, but, as you can see, some of the
ings we’re drawing out here are going to be central to our
later discussion.
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.. It doesn’t make a great deal of difference, but we g
tried not to show one and the other. We tried to meld them
together to show that there is significant savmfsrgg
consolidation without efficiencies being considered.
And again, this study was done, and the AFMC-21

study, that said f(elly could do all of the engines in the Air
Force or that Tinker could do all of the engines in the Air

orce.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Let me just ask one more
level of detail, please. The director of financial
management from Kelly Air Force Base provided us a jet engine
test cell capability memorandum, amfJ he says:

. While both Tinker and Kelly have four large .
universal test cells, the equipment for each center was built
llzy different manufacturers. Neither place can test all Air

orce engines. However, with modifications, additional

—
[

— b b
nhwn

16

SO TR R W~
~

Page 95
Let make sure I heard you correctly. You told me
that core work, when you closed two and consolidated three,
there’s about 15 percent excess capacity left for core work.
But, in the world of engines, if I you right, Kelly has
million hours worth of capacity.
MS. REESE: That’s right.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Tinker has 5.
MS. REESE: That’s right.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: There’s about 2-1/2 that’s
done in total workload, and that is a projected workload for
forever?
MS. REESE: No. It’s a workload for FY ’99.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And how much engine workload,

if any, is beinidone at Tinker right now?
MS. REESE: There’s about 2-1/2 million hours --
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So if you took the 2-1/2

18
19
20
21
2

was no military construction required and no significant
capital improvement costs required. There would be a cost to
modify, that maybe Jim Owsley could speak to, in terms of the
engine test cells.

MR. OWSLEY: You know, this was something we talked
to both commanders and, if you remember, when you were at
both places, they did say there was a study that had been
conducted for moving to either direction on the engines.
There would be adapters and cell modifications in types of
the equipment, but there would be no major MILCON involved in

. OWSLEY: It’s about 10 percent, Commissioners.

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: 10 percent. So you now take
15 percent overall excess capacity and you now have 10
percent on engine work. And yes, there are various
permutations and combinations of that number, but I'm just
trying to stick to a constant thread here. . .

MR. OWSLEY: Commissioner, I would like to point
out to you that this is only talking about the U.S. Air
Force.” If you had followed the Cross-Service Team’s
recommendation, there would have been work going to

facilities and equipment, and substantial taxpayer 17 that’s being done at Kelly and the 2-1/2 that’s being done at
investment, either depot could accommodate the requirement. |18 Tinker, you max out Tinker’s capability. So you’re at 100
. know we’re within the same commodity, but we have |19 percent of capacity on engine work; is that correct?
different types of machines we’re talking about here. I'd 20 MS. REESE: The Tinker commander indicated that he
21 like you to address both the cost to modify, test cells one 21 has the capacity to do 5.1 million hours --
22 place or another, if you could please, and what percentage of [22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: So he has .1 million hours
. Page 93 . . . Page 96
1 workload is that at Kelly ALC? 1 worth of excess capacity or is there something I’m missing
2 MS. REESE: at percentage of workload? 2 here?
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes. 3 MR. OWSLEY: May I correct that, please? At the
4 _ MS. REESE: Okay. Each of the ALCs do about 2-1/2| 4 Tinker presentation, it was 5.7 million hours that Tinker is
5 million hours of engine work. I think that Kelly has about 7 | 5 able to do, not 5 million hours.
6 million hours of capacity and Tinker has about 5 million 6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. What do you say it is,
7 hours of capacity for engine work. So the statement that’s 7 then? If you combine the two engine workloads, how much
8 being made in that memo that you’ve just read, the statement | 8 excess capacity to do engine work will be left in the United
9 was that both would fit either place? 9 States Air Force? . .
10 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Correct. 10 COMMISSIONER STEELE: On a single shift.
11 MS. REESE: That is a correct statement. The 1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: On a single shift. And we’re
12 capacity numbers that were provided to us assumed that there |12 not going to get into this other shift till later.
13
14
15
16
17
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1 Jacksonville and Cherry Point, and excludes the engine 1 percent more in total out to the private sector than what
2 capability for these engines that are in the private sector. 2 they’'re dom&vrv'lght now. . L
3 So’there was a look to move engines around to other 3 MR. LEY: Current workload is about 4.4 million
4 places than just between the two Air Force depots, so there | 4 hours. _ . )
s would be an ability, if needed, to do some of these things at | 5 COMMISSIONER COX: So the 5 million in "99 is
6 other places. 6 actually an increase on the current? .
7 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And any notion about how much 7 MS. REESE: No, that’s a more precise figure. I'm
8 capacity there we’re talking about? 8 sorry. I was speaking in round numbers. .
9 MR. OWSLEY: I’'m not prepared to — 9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there further questions?
10 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I'm just interested in where |10 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes. .
11 else they do F-100 engines and how much is done in the 11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling.
12 private sector. 12 COMMISSIONER KLING: Just a comment. It is fair to
13 MR. OWSLEY: We would - I'm sorry. I can’t give |13 sa)l' like the Roles Commission did say, the private sector is
14 you that capacity that’s remaining in the United States. 14 sti foug there, available to do an awful lot, if we get
15 do know that the Air Force looked. There are certain engines|15 caught into it, right? Is that a fair statement? )
16 at Tinker and certain engines at Kelly that could be done 16  MR. OWSLEY: That’s correct. I'd like to just
17 fairly easily at Jacksonville, but Jacksonville does not 17 point one more thing out, very quickly. I talked at length
18 begin to have the capacity that either Kelly or Tinker has. 18 to both of these centers, because the engines is a very
19 And then there was some classes of e%mes that the 19 important thing to anybody that wants to get in the air,
20 Cross-Service Group -~ which included the Air Force and the |20 Most of the work in the Air Force depots is turning
21 Navy in that — looked at that could be done at Cherry Point, {21 out now, is moving over to intermediate maintenance as
22 and I do not have those details here with us today. 22 opposed to depot maintenance, and they expect that trend to
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: You may proceed now, Ms. Reese.

COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.

. COMMISSIONER COX: On that workload, basically 5
million -- between the two current workloads, Tinker and
Kelly, that’s about 5 million man hours. Is that all core
workload today or are we doing some non-core in the depots?

MS. REESE: The Air Force reported that that’s
their core work.

COMMISSIONER COX: That's all core workload. And
what is the projection? You mentioned in 1999 the number was
different, &at we weren’t necessarily going to be doing
whatever we're doing today in 1999, Do we have a way to look
at a projection over the years? Is it likely to O up. Are
we going to have more engines, less engines? Do we have to
do more work because we're using them more often?

. MR. OWSLEY: Excuse me. It is likely that there
will be less engine hours, because, as both Air Force centers
told us, the hours in between maintenance are going down, or
the hours between are increasing, because the engine

OO0 D WN -
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even increase in the out years, and what that essentially
means is that the nature of an engine overhaul becomes less
today because they find preventative maintenance is much
better than waiting until you blow a hole in an engine and it
becomes a major overhaul repair.

So they 'Lave to have less complicated equipment in
total, but they have to have more of the equipment, because
there are more engines.

CHAIRM DIXON: Commissioner Cox.

. COMMISSIONER COX: More numbers here. I'm just
registering what you just said. 4.4 million is the projected
workload for *997

MS. REESE: FY ’99. Yes.

COMMISSIONER COX: And 5.7 million is the capacity?
. . COMMISSIONER ROBLES: The commander of Tinker
mdxlcéated that his capacity was 5.7 million hours for engine
work.

COMMISSIONER COX: So that’s more than a 10 percent
excess cal{acnw’? I thou%ht we were talking about 5 and 5.7?

MR. OWSLEY: I can tell you at this point, I'm not

21 manufacturers have become more reliable in the engines that |21 sure I can multi\p}?.
22 they’re now putting out. 22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, try to answer the question
. Page 99 ) . Page 102

1 . 1 would also like to say that, you know, on core, 1 that the Commissioner Cox is asking. This is very serious

2 we don’t want to discredit if, because we use it a lot and 2 business. Let’s proceed. Commissioner Cox.

3 try to work with it, but at Kelly, for instance, they’re 3 COMMISSIONER COX: It would be over a 20 percent

4 doing, you know, a fair number of ship engines that are not | 4 excess capacity —

5 core to the Air Force, and the Navy does have, both in Navy | 5 MR. BORDEN: It’s 29.5.

6 facilities and private facilities, ability to do that, but ) 6 COMMISSIONER COX: There we go. Thank you.

7 they sent them to Kelly because they got a better price doing | 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right.

8 those engines at Kelly. So there is some flexibility in 8 MR. OWSLEY: Thank you, Ben.

9 core, albeit we don’t have it defined here today. 9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions?

10 COMMISSIONER COX: But we're projecting the same 10 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Yes, just one quick question.
11 core on out into the future? 11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.

12 MS. REESE: The core figures were reported for FY (12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: You said that the commander
13° 13 of Tinker said that?

14 COMMISSIONER COX: And they are the same, I'm |14 MS. REESE: Yes, when asked -

15 sorry, as this year, for example? 15 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: In all deference to

16 . SE: The core in 99 -- I haven’t looked at 16 commanders at depots, I understand what they get paid to do.
17 this year. I believe that the core work will be reduced from {17 What does the United States Air Force say?

18 now to ’99. I know that the services are going through a 18 MS. REESE: 5.1 million hours capacity.
19 ﬁrocess of looking at the Roles and Missions Commission 19 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay. Let’s not get
20 Report that recommends that all of the depot work be 20 mesmerized by what a depot commander says. Remember, they’re
21 privatized, and I know that the Air Force’s initial position |21 in the business of doing workload. And, having been one for
22 1s that, just to get to core, they’d have to put about 20 22 most of my adult life, commanders have a sense in their
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1 lexicon. It’s called "can do.” 1 MS. REESE: I guess we’re pulling out a slide that
2 So I'm interested in what the Department says 2 will answer your question. )
3 pragmatically can be done. 3 COMMISSIONER COX: Okag. And also, if you would
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions or 4 just go thro}l{lﬁh that on Kelly, too?
s statements before Ms. Reese proceeds? Commissioner Cox. | S MS. REESE: Yes. )
6 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. I see that Ben had 6 COMMISSIONER COX: Not every one, but the big
7 his calculator out and, since | asked for the 29 percent _ | 7 numbers. o
8 based on the commander, I should ask for what percentageis | 8  MS. REESE: Okay. Well, another significant
9 the excess capacity in 1999, based on the Air Force’s 9 difference was the -- surpnsmﬁlly, the DLA HrOJectlon to
10 numbers? 10 move inventory was substantially lower in all cases except,
11 MR. BORDEN: Based on those numbers of 4.4 and 5.1, 11 in one ALC, if was higher. I think it was about $20 million
12 that’s IS.Wrcent. 12 Jess. .
13 COMMISSIONER COX: 15.9 percent. Thank you. |13 We used DLA’s assumption based on the fact that
14 MS. REESE: And to further answer Commissioner 14 they’ve had experience with closing distribution depots and,
15 Robles’ question about engine capacity, I did a quick 15 of course, they’re the people that are going to be bearing
16 calculation of the Jacksonville capacity, and there’s about 16 the costs, so we used their costs, rather than the Air
17 650,000 hours of unutilized capacity in Jacksonville. 17 Force’s costs. . o .
18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES:" Thank you. 18 Another cost is the civilian terminal leave cost.
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, are there any further 19 I think it’s about a $5 million or $7 million difference. )
20 questions? 20 We assumed that the terminal leave or accrued annual leave is
21 8\10 reﬁ}j)\znse.) 21 an obligation of the government, regardless, so we also took
22 HAIRMAN DIXON: Ms. Reese, you may proceed. |22 that out of our COBRA assumptions.
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1 MS. REESE: Thank you. Next slide. Fine. 1 What are the other big differences?
2 This chart is an example -- excuse me. This last 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions of
3 slide summarizes the economic and tiering information that I | 3 Ms. Reese?
4 presented, so you can more easily see the differences between| 4 COMMISSIONER KLING: I have a comment I'd like to
5 1nstallations. 5 make.
6 The one-time costs that the Commission staff used 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling has a comment.
7 for their COBRA assumptions declined slightly. The annual | 7 COMMISSIONER KLING: You know, I had the — and
8 savings and return on investments driven by the differences | 8 I'll say this — I had the privilege of visiting every one of
9 in personnel assumptions are the more marked difference. The 9 these depots, and I'm eakmghfor myself. I can be
10 adjustments that we’ve made to our COBRA assumptions are very |10 particularly proud of what we have out there, of all these
11 conservative. We believe that the savings that we’ve listed” {11 1nstallations. These are wonderful, wonderful places and the |~
12 are ve{yhreahstxc. . 12 people are absolutely spectacular at every one.
13 The closure of Air Force depots could reduce excess 13 However, saying that, when you look at some of
14 DOD infrastructure and could ma.Ee funding, not otherwise |14 these figures and when you look across each location, and you
15 available, available for flying hours, investment, or quality |15 see multiple plating facilities, you see multiple painting
16 of life. 16 facilities, you see multiple machine shop facilities, it
17 And that concludes my presentation. 17 kinds of leads you to fact of saying, we do have a lot of
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That concludes your presentation, |18 duplication and, when you look out — and just forgetting the
19 Ms. Reese? Are there any questions? 19 figures and the numbers -- you see tremendous capacity
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Yes. 20 available in all these depots.
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 21 And then you, of course, look at the Roles
22 COMMISSIONER COX: We say the one-time costs |22 Commission, that says the private sector is another direction
. . Page 105 . . Page 108
1 decreased slightly, but it’s a prett lar%e rcent. I'm 1 to go for these depots -- which I h?_pt&pn to believe, that
2 just looking at first one — McCleflan, 5.75 to 4.10. Can 2 that is a thing in the future - all of this, it _leads(?'ou to
3 you tell me what — my math is pretty bad too, at this point 3 a conclusion, as painful and as tough as it is, an
4 - but that’s $165 milfion difference, well over 10 percent 4 unpleasant, that the direction to go is to close some of
5 decrease — what are the big factors in that? i 5 these facilities, these depot facilities that we have.
6 MS. REESE: One of the factors was the assumption 6 And I Jlust wanted to make the comment that they’re
7 that we not include a $30 million amount for Base Conversion 7 all wonderful, they’re all great, they serve this country
8 Agencg costs on toda of - L 8 very, very well, and it’s very, very tough, but that’s — I
9 OMMISSIONER COX: Of the $9 million? 9 just wanted to make that statement.
10 MS. REESE: - on top of the $9 million. 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commission Kling.
11 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. So that’s $20-something |11 Commissioner Steele and then Commissioner Davis.
12 million. 12 Commissioner Steele.
13 ‘MS. REESE: Yes. Justa second. Yeah. Another 13 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. A general question and
14 one-time costs that comes down is the movinﬁzosts. We’re |14 thena coui))le of specifics, if I could, fplease. .
15 realigning fewer personnel through our COBRA assumptions.|t5 =~ The Dorn memo that’s been referred to at times, I
16 ~  COMMISSIONER COX: Is there an average? I sec Mr. 16 believe projects in 1999 or dictates in 1999 that the
17 Bivins back there — there is an average moving cost? How do 17 employment level in the ALCs drops 26,000 people from, I
18 we get that number? 18 guess, about 72,000 today; is that correct? Are those
19 MS. REESE: Okay. We’re going to pull that out. 19 numbers nil};? .
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. I guess I'm looking for, |20 MS. REESE: That sounds right.
21 is that $100 million of the $165 mullion or is that $20 21 MR. OWSLEY: Yes, they have.
22 million? 22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: So tell me how that’s going
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1 to impact this, as well. I mean, we always say we need all 1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. I asked all this
2 the depot personnel, largely, to do this workload, but even 2 because I am an economist by background and by nature but the
3 though they need it, they’re going to lose 26,000 people by | 3 decision is readiness, milifary value and making sure things
4 ’99 as directed by tﬁe_ Department. 4 fit, which is why I want to get very specific on — even
5 How does that impact -- number of ALCs affect that 5 though I agree with the assumptions we are proceeding with
6 workload balance? 6 here, I want to know, you know, real numbers and
7 MS. REESE: Well, you know, the ALCs have been 7 amouats, if you wonder why I'm digging so deeply here.
8 through a tremendous amount of downsizing over the past many 8 We had a cost chart also, I believe, Ms. Reese,
9 years. This is just a further hit, if you will, that the 9 comparing data?
10 ALCs will have to take, and it gets relatweiy more 10 MS. REESE: Yes, we have. Could I have chart 48-B,
11 expensive, on a labor-hour rate, to run these places because, (11 please?
12 you know, of course, when you maintain all five, you maintain 12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 438-B.
13 the cost, you know, the infrastructure to run them, with 13 MS. REESE: This is a chart that shows numbers that
14 fewer and fewer personnel. . 14 were displayed on a memorandum that indicate the Kelly
15 I think it would be tremendously difficult to 15 community estimates of costs for the categories that I have
16 take — 16 listed on the left. And I have also picked up the costs that
17 COMMISSIONER STEELE: To spread that workforce out |17 the Air Force includes in those categories and then we have,
18 over five versus a number less than five. . 18 as I mentioned, changed some assumptions in our COBRASs and so
19 MR. OWSLEY: I think we should correct one thing. {19 you can see the differences.
20 The Dorn memo really has to be in effect by 2001. 20 The Kelly community estimates construction costs
21 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. I’m sorry. 21 for the C-5 hangar of $82 million -- or, excuse me, the
2 MR. OWSLEY: I just want to e sure we don’t — |22 estimate military construction of $82 million. The Air Force
._ Page 110 ) . . Page 113
1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Ok;‘l%. Scpeaﬁcally with | 1 includes a $52 million construction cost for C-5 hangar. We
2 Kelly, just a couple more things. The AFMC stud grojected 2 have included that in our COBRA as well. There is other
3 the $52 million MILCON for the annual maintenance of 13 C-5 3 construction costs that the Air Force have put into their
4 aircraft in this one memorandum I've been given, and the 4 COBRAs to iv;ljpport C-5 work for a total of $78 million that
5 annual projected workload is 21 aircraft. ) 5 can be attributed to C-5 work in the Air Force COBRAs. And
6 _ I’'m wondering if the numbers we are using match up 6 as I mentioned, we didn’t change any of the MILCON costs in
7 with the actual workload necessary in this particular 7 our own.
8 categog? 8  COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. There is a large
9 R. OWSLEY: The 13 versus 21 was brought up by the 9 differential on transfer of equipment. Have we looked into
10 San Antonio community. I believe that’s the only place I've |10 that? . . :
11 seen it. I called AFMC headquarters on this twice now, and |11 . MS. REESE: Yes, I have tried to determine the
12 their projections are, and certainly in the time frame that 12 basis for that $102 million and have been unsuccessful. I
13 this C would take place, will be 13 aircraft, and that’s |13 simply pulled, for the next two columns, what is contained in
14 what they based their COBRAs on and that’s what they based |14 the Air Force and our COBRAs for the cost for transfer
15 the $52 million for the hangaron. 15 eql\(npment. I can not tell you what is in the 102. I have
16 Other than that, there is a possibility that you 16 asked. )
17 might get into some situation where you indeed had to process 17 MR. OWSLEY: We furnished that 102 million after it
18 through more aircraft. One time there was 33 C-5s setting {18 was submitted to AFMC headquarters and yesterday they called
19 down at San Antonio and they were trying to process them very 19 us and said they can not reconcile with that number and that,
20 quickly, but the number that they were supposed to use durin 20 again, that their numbers and the COBRAs and the FMC-21 is
21 gns exercise, both the ALCs and in mFuttmg data and the 21 based on 13 airplanes and that those are their correct
22 people receiving the data, was 13 airplanes per year to be 22 numbers as they have them in the COBRA. We don’t know where
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Do you all have a

processed.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okaf'. :
y’s specific costs

backup chart on some of these costs, Kel
on C-) and engines? i

MS. REESE: On C-5 engines?

. COMMISSIONER STEELE: Well, C-5 workload and
engines, just the differences between what Kelly or the
community has stated and what you believe those numbers ought
to be, just so we can make sure we have addressed everything
here. ‘And the reason I ask, earlier I had asked the question
of what percentage of workload at Kelly is the C-5 and is
engine work, .

MS. REESE: You would like to see the percentages?

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes. What is the total
amount of workload at Kelly that’s in these two functions.

MS. REESE: Okay. Could we have slide 48-A please?

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Slide 48-A, please. .

MS. REESE: This is the composition of the major
work at Kelly, and you can see that the C-5 airframe is about
24 percent, C-5 engine is 29 percent, all other engines, you
know, the difference, if you will, is 30 lgercent. d so in
total, C-5 and engines is 83 percent of Kelly’s work.
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the 102 came from -- or the makeup of it. We know where it
came from.

COMMISSIONER STEELE: So that is the C-5 workload.
And under the staff closure assumptions, the up-front cost to
close was 412 and some million and that the piece for the C-5
would be somewhere between the commission number and the
community number, maybe the Air Force’s number in there.

MS. REESE: What I am displaying on the commission
staff column is out of that COBRA that you are making
reference to of a total 412 one-time cost.

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. And the C-5 workload
plus the engines. And we didn’t have a dollar amount on
engines to move them, did we, earlier when we discussed
engines? The gentleman, the financial director from Kelly,
had said it was a significant taxpayer investment. Do we
have a dollar sign that goes to that or an estimate, educated
estimate at all? .

MS. REESE: There is the cost for modifications, as
I understand it, included in the Air Force COBRAs.

COMMISSIONER STEELE: That’s right. I apologize.

I remember.
MS. REESE: I don’t know -- I don’t have reference
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to that immediately. I did not change it in our version of 1 Navy’s numbers on such short notice, but I think if you look
the COBRA. 2 at the Army and the Navy you are going to see exactily the
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Mr. Chairman, I have | 3 same thing. . .
some questions on McClellan as well. We have kind of been| 4  Thatis capablhtfy that is lost before we take any
talking a lot about Kelly but if you would like I will pull 5 action on any depot of any service here today. Closing
back those until we shift gears, whichever you prefer. 6 depots, in my view, is a very, very serious thing. It can
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner, [ want to 7 se;verefy disrupt that service and, in particular in this
accommodate every commissioner and then I want to remind | 8 discussion, the Air Force’s capability, war-time calfabxllty.
every commissioner we have voted only three times so far. 9 You have heard all the discussions about Kelly and

But certainlz: am interested in having every commissioner be;
fully heard. Commissioner Davis is next.
] COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Sir, as you can tell, we are
in an excruciating period. And mentioning excruciating, I
hope we have a health and maintenance break here shortly.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: After the vote we will have one,
Commissioner. We are going to have a vote before we have a
health break. .

_ COMMISSIONER DAVIS: A couple things. Having
ridden about two and a half feet from some of the products
that Kelly does, and I know Mr. Owsley talked about
intermediate and we’ll do a little bit better, I know the
services are divesting their intermediate maintenance because
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McClellan and their capabilities, the C-5 high bay hangar.
The C-5 is a particularly different weapon system and there
are many times a2 C-5 must be under cover to perform any
maintenance function. So ramps also are capability, are
capacity, but they can’t necessarily be totally measured in
capability. )

We only need to remember the time you could look on
one of these depots’ ramps and see F-135s sitting out there
without any engines in them because we didn’t have the
capability fo rebuild those engines and %_qt them flying
again. d we can not ever forget the Tinker hangar fire.

In reducing ca%ecxty to the optimum amount,
whatever that might be, we lose, I think, capacity and

. . . Page 116
the mean time between failure improvements occurred across
the products. . .

But I still think there will be a legitimate amount
of depot work that will be required, some slight reduction,
but I'm not sure I agree with SIgnjﬁcant reduction, which I
thought Kou led us to believe. . . .

MR. OWSLEY: Well, they said that in engines was
all. I don’t know about the rest,

. COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, the problem with
engines, or jet aircraft engines, is catastr?iphJc failures
sometimes require excess capafnlxty. And I note you talked
about the joint service groups but yet the Secretary of
Defense neglected to pass any of those on. We acknowledge
that so it’s not the duty of this commission to try to fix

that.

. Sir, I would like to make -- join General Robles
with — this is my soap box. Iam very familiar with these
products and we’ve got a very fine staff here, but as staffs
tend to do things we seem to be overly fascinated on capacity
-- depot capacity. Staffs love to measure things and
21 capacity is the easiest thing to measure, and bean counters
22 love capacity because it’s easy to measure.

DD bt bk pd bk ek ot et boh e st
OWVWWNANPELUN OOV ~IRAN L LN~

—
QORI NE WN—

11

-
W

14

[
W

16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Page 119
capability to do more joint cross servicing. Privatization
can work, but privatization takes a long time to get started
and with proprietary information you may not be able to do it
at all. It depends on the contractor.

So as we reduce capacity, I would recommend that we
do it very carefully. We keep our eyeball on the capability
and e sure we do not impact on those vital weapons
Brograms that we are considering here, such as maybe the F-

2, the B-2, and others. .
ank you, Mr. Chairman.

CH AN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis.
Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I think that
we could talk about these numbers the rest of the week and
avoid the ultimate, and I want to be the first to throw a
rock, not at anyone but in a big pond and start the ripple
effect. So I’m going to put my stake in the ground on where
it is this commissioner d?mks we ought to go, and maybe that
will advance the thought to a vote.

First of all, I want to give the Air Force credit
for what they have done in this sense. I have come to
believe that they believe what they have put forth sincerely

Page 117
But capacity can generally be equated to building%.
There are some other measurements, but capacity can generally
be equated to buildings. And, frankly, some over-capacity
4 helps. It allows that surge work that all of us who have
5 flown these jet engines would like the capability to exist.
6 It allows some commanders, frankly, with over-capacity — and
7 1 mean more buildings than they really need at the present
8 time - to tear down some buildings that should have been
9 torn down a long time ago but, fmnklﬁl, they could not afford
10 to because they to keep the capability that capacity gave

11 them going. =~ 4 sould

12 acity 1s important and we should concern

13 ourselveg mg it, but capability is the one thmg that we

14 really need to keep our eyes on the ball. Capability is what
15 -- is men, women and machines, and what they produce.

16 Capability is what provides us that war-fightirig capability.
17 In the Chairman’s opening remarks he stated, and

18 quote, "Since 1986 we have reduced the size of the military
19 30 percent.” That is capability lost since 1986. Those are

20 forces that are gone. The Air Force d?])ots have drawn down
21 their work forces by 32.08 t in that same time

22 since 1986, and I suspect if I couldn’t get the Army and the
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and accurately, based upon their philosophy.

I also want to dispel out of my reasoning the chart
that we saw this morning that pits employee productivity base
against base in any way, shape or form. T think that
productivity at a base is often a function of leadership, is
often a function of management, and often a function of the
kind of work you’re doing. And one gets into all sorts of
subjectlvx%. o that, for me, is off the scope.

But the facts are that over the course of the years
the other two services have, in fact, closed depots. When I
graduated from the Naval Academy we had some fourteen
shipyards and now we are qontcr?latm going to four. And so
there have been some serious depot downsizings over time of
some ver¥, very important facilities. ]

. AsTview the facts, we are about the business of
saving money and about matching productive capacity in this
country to our workload. I believe that to close no 1:ipots
would be shirking the job that we have before us. I also
believe, havm%hheard e Air Force, having heard them and
believe them, that maybe closing two would be too much.
However, if | have the option of zero or two, then I think
two would still be appropriate, based on my analysis.
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1 The issue for me is which one. We have, by my 1 The issue was how much and what was the prudent

2 numbers and gathering data, gathered up about $800 million | 2 thing to do. Now, I want to dispel the notion that

3 for the Air Force to cFose something, 566 in the laboratories | 3 downsizing is bad. I personally participated in the United

4 we chose not to close, plus 234 million from the ALCs in 4 States Army’s downsiz.;x:f efforts, and because we didn't have

5 general. So there is money there to close something and so | 5 any money and we had to downsize. But one thing that was

6 ﬁxe issue is which one and"as difficult as this is for me, I 6 always paramount in our a.nalzge;)s was that we were always

7 come down and I will only comment on the one not to close and 7 looking at the current pocket book but an eye on the future.

8 leave it to my colleagues to further help me with the debate | 8 . .

9 of which one. 9 And so when we decided to close ammunition plants,
10 I don’t think closing the depot at Sacramento, 10 for example, we just didn’t close the ammunition plant; we
11 McClellan Air Force Base, 1s the right one. And why do I say 11 warm-based a lof of the facilities, left a hotline or two
12 that? First of all, I don’t think tiat the savings are there 12 open, so that in time of war we would have the ability to
13 to the extent they are at other places, number one. Number |13 search quickly and get on with it. .

14 two, those that would argue that to close that base would 14 ow, I'have heard a lot of talk about the private
15 create a clean kill environment; i.e., the base 1Foes awa{, 15 sector, and I work in the private sector today, but there are
16 because of an issue that exists there that we all acknowledge |16 just some things that the private sector does'not do well,
17 but we don’t calculate, which are a serious environmental 17 nor does it have the facilitation to do well and it would
18 problem. If we close McClellan Air Force Base and the Air |18 take an enormous amount of time to do that. You just don’t
19 Force will live with that base around its neck for the next 19 fix tanks in the private sectors. You don’t fix C-5As at
20 ten to fifteen years at enormous cost, and I can not ignore 20 this time in the private sector. )
21 that fact when we’re talking about saving money. 21 Now, I'm not stz;img that’s not a strategic thrust
22 The functions that are done at McClellan are not 22 that we ought to not take, and I’m not saying that in the
. Page 122 Page 125

1 unlike the laboratories that we have just kept c;})en. They 1 year 2000 or 2005 or 2010 we won’t be there, but I'll tell

2 are extremely unique functions. They do not fit well in 2 you I was in the service for almost 30 years and we have been

3 matching with other of the depots in the country and, 3 talking about privatization since the day I came in as

4 therefore, I don’t think that there is the further potential 4 lieutenant and we aren’t that much farther ahead today than

5 of cost savings from consolidations. 5 we are now. .

6 And, lastly, and it is a criteria which I have 6 So given that as a backdrop, I think we have to be

7 looked at very, very hard, this is the one place where if you | 7 very, very careful that we don’t take a -- go a bridge too

8 close this particular base the military is gone. There have 8 far and rea_l}y cut a capacity that I worry about. And you

9 been two other base closures taken place in Sacramento, one | 9 say, well, if you spent so much time as’a war ﬁ%hter, why
10 Air Force base, one Army base. If McClellan goes, there is {10 aren’t you fighting about force structure? I’ll tell you.

11 going to be a cumulative 1mpact unlike any other location 11 Force structure is easi It is relatively easy to cut’out'
12 and, secondly, those federal employees will not have safe 12 force structure. It is hard as heck to cut out
13 haven in their area, which would be possible at other 13 infrastructure, and especially maintenance infrastructure.
14 locations. And 1 think that that is, all things being equal, 14 When | was the Army’s budget director I was on --
15 & factor that ought to be considered. ) 15 some of the folks here — I was on depots big time because 1
16 I want to conclude by saying I want to make it 16 thought their overhead was too high. I thought that there
17 clear that I am g)img to vote for the closure of a base. I 17 was excess ca&?;xty. But I never, ever was a champion of
18 won’t vote for this one. And ] also believe that there is a 18 closing everything we had down. What I said was we got to
19 possibility this commission will close two, based on my sense|19 get more efficient, we’ve got to cut our overhead, et cetera,
20 of the questioning and sense of our commissioners, and I am (20 et cetera.
21 prepared to go there too, Mr. Chairman. 21 And so I have heard a lot of debate today about all
22 Thank you. 22 that and I will tell you that I believe as my colleague,
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Montoya. [ 1 Admiral Montoya, that we do have responsibility to close some

2 Commissioner Robles. 2 of that capacity. I also believe we have responsibility to

3 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, since we have | 3 close one depot.

4 joined the debate I think I need to, if you thought I was on 4 I don’t believe that we want to close two and get

5 ‘a soap box before, you will really think I'm on a higher soap | 5 our capacna' and capability down so tight that if we ever had

6 box now. And I am going to talk to you not from my 6 to fly the C-5A, for example, its wings off again, we would

7 previous - and I spent a fot of my years -- you knowmy | 7 be scrambling to sa¥1,l Jacksonville, can you do this? Tinker,

8 unique background that I was one of these dual track guys in | 8 can you go to two shifts and do your other work? Private

9 the Army that spent about half my time as a commander or in| 9 sector, can you help us? Yes, we could do that on an interim
10 operational billets and half my time into programming, 10 basis, but you’re not going to do that quickly and without
11 budgeting, and analysis business. ) 11 having any readiness impact or operational impact.

12 You have heard g dizzying array of numbers in front |12 ow, the other part of this is an operational

13 of you this morning. If you think that’s bad, you ought to |13 commander being handed a lot of these BRAC decisions from
14 have been here for the last six or seven weeks trying to 14 BRAC '88, '91, and *93. You've got to implement them and,

15 absorb these great numbers. So I’m not going to try to 15 yes, you wi]l get it done. But you will get it done very

16 confuse you any more. The law of large numbers speak. There |16 often more mefﬁcnentlﬁ', longer, and certainly more

17 1s excess capacity in the United States Air Force depot 17 expensively. The track record shows that clearly,

18 system, period. We can argue all day long about how much |18 irrespective of testimony I have heard here. It has

19 capacity, fine-tune it down to the nth degree, but I think, 19 traditionally cost us more.

20 and you know from day one when I started my line of 20 . And so we also have to guard against the notion

21 questioning when we had the testimomies, 1 have always 21 that just because you see a set of numbers on a chart you can
22 believes there was excess capacity. 22 make those set of numbers walk immediately and you can make -

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.

(202) 296-2929

Page 121 - Page 126



Multi-Page™

6/22/95 BRAC Hearing
) Page 127 o Page 130
1 - you could do it for that number. If that’s the case, a 1 Any BRAC commission that has the value of the
2 very senior officer told us yesterday if you can certify 2 experience base of men and women who have served in the armed
3 those numbers I'll do this in a heartbeat. The answer is we | 3 services is also going to have individuals that feel that for
4 can’t because it doesn’t work quite that easy. 4 a BRAC commission to be extremely independent, your — we
5 And in all deference to the discussion you just . 5 would be going too far. We would be fushin into operational
6 heard, I remember the first time I went on a C-5A. That is a | 6 decisions back at department’s level and that the decision
7 complex weapons s%'stem. It is not a 747, it is not just an 7 ought to be made back at DOD. I've seen it go back and
8 engine; it is a complete weagons system that has all sorts of | 8 forth. .
9 diagnostic self-tests in it. I have flown many hoursinone. | 9 It’s the last round at this point. Nobody has been
10 In fact, when I was in Desert Storm I bad to come back on |10 §1ymg much on inter-servicing. I feel like the overhead is
11 emergency leave and what brought me back, a C-5B. And Iwas |11 doing more damage to readiness, carrying that overhead, than
12 a at the capability of that aircraft. 12 under the assumptions that are presented today would allow a
13 I also know that ] was an assistant division 13 transfer of some of those functions in excessing some of that
14 commander for logistics over there and my job was to arm, |14 overhead. And so at this point I am - however difficult
15 fuel, and fix the force, and so I was very attuned to |15 this is, and ] can’t even tell you how difficult this is for
16 logistics and maintenance capability. And I'm telling ﬁyou if |16 me, I am willing to proceed to vote to close some --
17 we hadn’t had that orﬁamc maintenance capability to fix that |17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank Commissioner Steele. Is
18 air frame, the C-130 fleet and the C-5 fleet, we wouldn’t 18 there any other commissioner that has any statement that the
19 have had a successful Desert Storm. ) 19 commissioner wants to make or any question any commissioner
20 We can talk about all the war fighting you want. 20 wants to ask? .
21 The key to Desert Storm was the logistics infrastructure, the {21 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman.
22 flow of men and material, the ability to maintain that force |22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
. Page 128 Page 131
1 out there in the desert when there was nothing but sand, and | t COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I need to add one final
2 the organic capability we had in the United States Armed 2 statement, and [ very much respect Admiral Montoya’s remarks.
3 Forces. ) 3 We’'re classmates so we've known each other a long time. All
4 So 1 just caution all of my colleagues that before 4 the service depots are fine depots and I agree that closing
5 we take a bridge too far, before we get'in a zeal to get 5 them is particularly excruciating. But depots are not dgpots
6 mesmerized by numbers and cut all our capacity, before we | 6 are not depots so, you know, closing half of the Navy depots
7 take a risk that may be ill-advised, that we carefully think 7 and closing part of the Army depots previously is important
8 exactly what we are doing here and not like a deer 1n the 8 but it may not be as relevant as we might want to make it.
9 street get in the headlights, look at the numbers and say, 9 My particular concern, a specific concern as it
10 oh, yeah, we can make that happen; that’s the right thing to |10 involves engines, is that we have not had a new engine come
11 do. It may be the nght thing to do, but we ought to wa 11 on board, and as I’m sure Senator Dixon in his previous life
12 that d%g a little slo.w%y up the trail. . 12 remembers, that new engines are a very difficult process and
13 o having said that, sir, I yield my time. 13 ¥Qu end up with some sort of catastrophic failure or blade
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, I thank every commissioner |14 Tailure or something like that that requires a lot of care
15 for every question and every statement and tell every 15 and feeding early on that’s done jointly with the depots and
16 commissioner that I cast hundreds of thousands of votes in 42116 the private sector.
17 zears. A lot of them I didn’t like, but at some time you 17 The one thing the depots do give you a very good
18 have to vote. o . 18 capability is immediate reaction to a problem. So please,
19 Does any commissioner have anything further they 19 commissioners, let’s keep it in mind that the kind of
20 want to say before we come to the hard question? 20 capability that we are about to vote on to either keep or
21 Commissioner Steele. 21 throw away.
22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: [ just wanted to say I agree 22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis.
. . Page 129 Page 132
1 with General Davis greatly on that if we proceed in a 1 Now is there any other commissioner who would like to make
2 direction that this commissioner has decided to proceed, we | 2 any statement or ask any question?
3 will not have some, for my vote anyway, I am willing to let | 3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Chairman.
4 go of some reall tolp-notc , even state-of-the-art depot 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella.
s Tacilities. I all five Air Force ALCs are just 5 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I would just like to
6 incredible installations. They truly are. 6 nd briefly, and I will keep it brief. I just wanted to
7 My frustration throughout this entire round, and 7 add that I also believe the key to readiness 1s also
8 actually watching BRAC since 91, is the issue of inter- 8 training. It is also equipment. It 1s also money. And for
9 servicing that you addressed. And I've seen the ball bounce | 9 us to maintain excess infrastructure at the expense of our
10 back and forth between the department and the commission and 10 young men and women in the military, I would be
11 back to department and back to a BRAC commission, and I think {11 1nexcusable. And I know there is a fine line that we have to
12 the department did an outstanding job in creating the joint 12 reach in there somewhere, whether we decide today to close
13 cross service group to look at inter-servicing a.ng truly 13 zero, one, or two, I think we need to keep that issue in mind
14 utilizing some of these assets but, unfortunately, I feél 14 also.
15 like they were given a responsibility but not the authority 15 Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
16 to make it happen. ) 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, Commissioner
17 And 1 tgomt no fingers specifically at anyone, but 17 Cornella. And Commissioner Klmg.
18 somewhere the leadership wasn’t exercised to make that 18 COMMISSIONER KLING: Just one last thing. We
19 happen. The ball is back in this commission’s court. I 19 voted. We started out by voting on our labs and our high
20 on any BRAC commission that — and it’s the last 20 tech and our sophisticated areas and we voted on every one ofJ
21 statutorily directed BRAC commission, I would add at this |21 those to reject the Department of Defense’s recommendation.
22 point. 22 We can’t have it all ways. We either have to be able to
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1 support our sophisticated and our future development and 1 (A brief recess was taken.) '
2 research and training or we have to reduce the sums from our| 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, we grgdgoing !
3 infrastructure some way. 3 to return to the last vote. There is a correction required, :
4 The only place it seems to me from what we’re doing | 4 I understand, from counsel to that last motion. And so
5 that we have to reduce that infrastructure. We have some room 5 without any further discussion — well, no, not without any
6 and we have the capability as being presented and we do have| 6 further discussion. If anybody has any discussion, that’s
7 the over-capacity as from the depot that we have here, and 7 all right. But we are going to go to that motion again.
8 that is why I support the reducing of the number of depots. | 8 _ Commissioner Robles, let the record show this
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, Commissioner Kling. 9 will be a motion, a corrective motion, with 't to the
10 Now is there any other commissioner who would like to make 10 activity that just took place regarding the last motion put
11 any statement? . 11 by Commissioner Robles. Commissioner Robles, you are
12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman. 12 recognized again to correct that last motion.
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 13 .
14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, the buck stops 14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
15 here. I would like to make a motion. 15 would like to make a motion to amend the motion I just made
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles, you are (16 to close McClellan Air Force Base. I move the motion to
17 recognized for a motion. 17 close McClellan Air Force Base be amended to read, in
18 MOTION 18 addition to everything that we had voted on and I read
19 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I move the commission find |19 before, to add the following: to move the common use ground
20 the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from final 20 communication electronics to Tobyhanna Army Depot,
21 criteria one, four, and five, in the force strucfure and, 21 Pennsylvania. . i
22 therefore, the commission reject the Secretary’s 22 HAIRMAN DIXON: All right. Is there a second to
. Page 134 Page 137
1 recommendation on air logistics centers at Hill Air Force 1 that motion?
2 Base, Utah; Kelly Air Force Base, Texas; McClellan Air Force 2 COMMISSIONER COX: Second.
3 Base, California; Robins Air Force Base, Georgia; and Tinker 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded by Commissioner Cox. And
4 Air Force Base, Oklahoma, Texas; and, instead, adopt the 4 the counsel will call the roll. . .
5 following: to cfose McClellan Air Force Base, California, 5 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Discussion, please.
6 including the air logistics centers and the defense 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Pardon me, Commissioner Cornella.
7 distribution depot, Sacramento; to retain the radiation 7 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Iam concerned about
8 center and make it available for dual use and/or research, or | 8 directing the move and destination of individual missions.
9 close as zggropnate; to consolidate the remaining workloads | 9 Today we will consider the closure of more than one air
10 to other DOD depots as determined by the Defense Depot 10 logistics center. While I fully support cross-servicing,.I
11 Maintenance Council and/or to private sector commercial 11 still feel the Air Force needs the latitude to decide where
12 activities; to move the required equipment and any required {12 missions be moved.
13 personx;ej to the receiving locations. All other activities 13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cornella.
14 and facilities at the base will close. The commission finds {14 Are there any further comments before we take a vote on this.
15 this recommendation is consistent with the force structure 15 corrective motion by Commissioner Robles? If not, the
16 plan and final criterion. 16 counsel will call the roll. .
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion of {17 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman
18 Commissioner Robles? |18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye
19 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I second the motion. |19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: It is seconded by Commissioner 20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
21 Cornella and the counsel will call the roll. 21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
22 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 22 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
- Page 135 Page 138
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 2 . COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: No.
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
| 4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 4 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Nay. 7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 8 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. We're voting only on
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 9 the amendment? :
10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Only on the motion, only on the
11 COMMISSIONER DAYVIS: Aye. 11 amendmeat.
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 12 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
13 COMMISSIONER COX: No. 13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comella.
14 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: No.
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. . 15 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes on the
16 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are six ayesl 16 amendment to the motion are six ayes and two nays.
17 and two nays. 17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the chair announces that the
18 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: The commission has voted six to 18 votes are six ayes and two nays and the correction is made to
19 two in favor of closure at McClellan, in accordance with the |19 the previous amendment offered by the distin
20 motion of Commissioner Robles. Now the chair is going to {20 commissioner, Commissioner Robles. Adding to that amendment,
21 declare a seven-minute recess and will gavel-us into the 21 that motion, with this additional amendatory language.
22 hearing again at precisely 10 minutes after 11:00. 22 And is counsel satisfied the record is clear on
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1 that? 1 number that we are %omg to put that at jeopardy.
2 MS. CREEDON: Yes, sir. 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further comments by
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: What is the further pleasure of | 3 any commissioner?
4 the commission with respect to the remaining four air 4 0 response.)
s logistic center installations and depots? Is there any 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I ask counsel to call the name of
6 further discussion? 6 Commissioner Davis first. o .
7 (No response.) 7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any further discussion at 8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: No.
9 this time? 9 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
10 (No response)r 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.
11 MOTION . 11 MS. CREEDON: I’'m sorry. Commissioner Cox.
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioners, | move the 12 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye

13 commission find the Secretary of Defense deviated

14 substantially from final criteria one, four, and five, and

15 the force structure and, therefore, the commission reject the
16 Secretary’s recommendation on air logistics centers at Hill

17 Air Force Base, Utah; Kelly Air Force Base, Texas; McClellan

18 Air Force Base, California; Robins Air Force Base, Georgia;
19 and Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma, and instead adopt the

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Oh, excuse me. I thought that
Commissioner Cox asked to be recognized.
COMMISSIONER COX: No. . )
CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1 ;fologwe.. I will vote, if you
don’t mind. Mé name was called, Commissioner. Aye.
Commissioner Cox has voted aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Nay.

the
the cryptologic depot; the 433rd Airlift Wing; the 149th
8 Fighter Wxn’ﬁ;l and the 1827th Engineering Installation
9 Squadron. The commission finds this recommendation is
10 consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria.

1 And that is the motion with respect to Kelly and
12 the chair inquires as to whether there is a second.
13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I second the motion.

14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion is seconded by
15 Commissioner Comella. Is there any comment or any

16 discussion of any kind whatsoever? .

17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman,

18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. -

19 COMMISSIONER DAYVIS: Sir, I won’t repeat the
20 rhetoric that I did some time ago, but as you know for me
21 personally and my concemn that the severe damage this will
22 cause to out-year program such as the F-22, the B-2, the C-

7

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

20 following recommendation: realign Kelly Air Force Base, |20 ES ,

21 Texas, including the air fogistics center and the defense 21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.

22 distribution depot, San Antonio; consolidate the workloads to|22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.

] ) ) ) Page 140 L. . Page 143

1 designated receiver locations as determined by the Defense 1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
2 Depot Maintenance Council; move the required equipment and 2 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
3 an{ required personnel to the receiving locations. The air 3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.

4 field and all associated support activities and facilities 4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
5 will be attached to Lackland Air Force Base, Texas, as will s MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. :
6 following units: the Air Intelligence Agency, including | 6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I ask to vote
7

last because I am really troubled by this. 1 have high
regard for my two military colleagues but I also have
tremendous regard for the Air Force and the Congress and 1
feel that a five to six-year closure profile that if we’ve
done the wrong thing today that they will make it right
before it’s too late because of their ability to change laws
and to reexamine things. .

1 do not want the record to show that this was ail

lit along three military members opposing our six, or our

;Rre very distinguished civilian colleagues and, also, I
think it’s right to require a change in approach to manage
our production Ac;lf)a ility, and so I vote aye.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya votes aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are six ayuT

and two pays.
CHA%RMAN DIXON: The vote is six ayes, two nays,

Page 141
1 17, and those things that the Air Force is gointgisw haveg to
2 pay for that might not have the money for in process.
3~ AndI would like to take this time to urge m:
4 féllow commissioners to reject this motion simply {)eeause the
s Air Force has downsized its capability in its depots by 32
6 percent before we voted on McClellan ALC.
7 " And I would request the honor of going first on the
8 vote, sir.

10 Are there any further comments?

11 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman.

12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.

13 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I have to echo the comments
14 of my fellow commissioner. [ think that all of us who sit at
15 this table have stepped up to the m We just voted to

16 close one air logistics center. I voting to close a

17 second air logistics center is absolutely the wrong thing to
18 do. I think not only does it near-term tions but
19 it will have a substantial impact in the future o? the Air

20 Force's capability to do its engine work and it’s C-5 work.
21 So I urge my fellow commissioners in the strongest
22 term to not try to Lnngthxseapacxtydowntosuchnsmall

9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner, you have that honor. |-
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and the motion carries. Will the staff accommodate the
commission by changing to those who will now prepare for
their presentation on Army depots? .

ve we everyone up at the table that will be part
of the I&rmentatlon on Army ts?
R. LYLES: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. We are ready

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Where is Mr. Owsley? Is he part
of tha{vfresentanon? ‘Who will proceed?
R. LYLES: Mr. Chairman, we are ready to proceed
and the discussion of Army will be a joint .
K:mentationby the army team eadedbyEdEimwnmﬂxBob
iller, and also Jim Owsley and Glenn Knocpfle will also take
part in this discussion. But we are ready to proceed, sir.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. And who will proceed
first? Mr. Brown? . .

MR. BROWN: ] will, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Brown.

MR. BROWN: Good momxné, Mr. Chairman and
commissioners. - The chart on page C-1 in your book and the
accompanying map on page C-2 s the names and locations of
the Army’s five depots. In developing its

top
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I MR. LYLES: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, I will try to. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The chajr is aware of that. Thank
2 The recommendations on both Letterkenny and on Red River | 2 you, Commissioner Davis. Commissioner Kling.
3 include also the closure of the defense distribution depot at 3 COMMISSIONER KLING: And I would be much more
4 both facilities. That was part of the Defense Department’s 4 comfortable having voted on those two Air Force depots to get
5 recommendation in both cases. e 5 our information altogether as far as depots overall when we
6 The defense distribution center at Red River is 6 get it later, and I would rather from this -- I think we are
7 different from others in that a large percentage of its 7 going to do a better job if we just concentrate on the depot
8 customers are outside the depot. The comnussion really has | 8 alone at this time as far as Red River and Letterkenny and so
9 two choices. One, whether to vote on the defense 9 forth goes.
10 distribution - the closure, the proposed closure of the 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do I have a consensus of my
11 defense distribution center at Red River at the same time 11 commissioners on this?
12 that you vote on the question of whether or not to close the {12 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm not sure I understand what
13 depot, or you could delay the vote on the defense 13 the consensus is. ]
14 distribution center at Red River until you discuss all of the |14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, I'm trying to find out are
15 depots in the defense agency’s portion of the presentations, |15 we all satisfied to vote on depots only at this point in
16 probably sometime tomorrow or Saturday. 16 time.
17 C%AIRMAN DIXON: If the chair could have a moment, 17 COMMISSIONER COX: And we’ll get DLAs altogether
18 if you would mdulfe the chair only a moment to hear from |18 later. .
19 counsel so at least [ know what my lawyer is telling me. 19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Right. o
20 May I have the attention of the staff and the = 20 COMMISSIONER KLING: Particularly in light of -
21 commission? Now, there have to be two separate motions on |21 COMMISSIONER COX: With Memphis and the other DLAs.
22 each of these. That is the counsel’s clear opinion. Is that 22 COMMISSIONER KLING: And particularly in light of
Page 158 . . Page 161
1 right? ) 1 the fact of our past vote here just with the Air Force, )
2 MS. CREEDON: Yes, sir. 2 COMMISSIONER COX: Right. And particularly in
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, we can vote them, you know, | 3 light of the fact that at least this one even if we close the
4 simultaneously with reference to each of the installations or | 4 maintenance depot at Red River we may well not close the DLA.
5 we can slip the DLA part till later. Counsel advises we can | 5 I just don’t want us to get in a position of necessarily
6 do that. Now, it’s simply a procedural question and the 6 linking that. We have the option.
7 chair i1s - 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. Now, Commissioner Cox,
8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: No, Mr. Chairman, I don’t 8 I want to ask you all whether I understand what you are
9 think it's a procedural question, if I might. 9 individually trying to say. I think I sense we have
10 CH AN DIXON: All right. 10 consensus fhat we vote on the Army depots now and take the
1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: What I heard Mr. Cook say is {11 DLAs later when we ﬁft to that section of the presentation.
12 “that not only is this distribution depot different than most 12 Is that satisfactory with everybody? Do I have a consensus
13 other DLA distribution depots because of its great amount of |13 on how we do this?
14 repair parts and other sugshes it provides to the mechanized |14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: You have one objection, 80
15 force in the central United States, but also because of just 15 you don’t have a consensus.
16 the recent votes we took in closing those two air logistics 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. Let me hear from you.
17 centers, there will be an impact on DLA distribution centers |17 COMMISSIONER MONT %}YA: .You have two, sir.
18 in total and you have to factor that input first before you 18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Wait a minute now. Okay.
19 vote on this. 19 Commissioner Cornella, what makes you happy?
20 So there is a two-headed sword here. Not only do 20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: South Dakota.
21 you have to worry about that it’s 80 percent to its central 21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, everybody can understand
22 customers, but now we have closed two air logistics centers |22 that. Commissioner Cornella, besides that, tell us what --
. ) Page 159 Page 162
1 by our vote and there is going to be an impact on DLA and 1 . COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I think the — you know,
2 we’ve got to factor that in. 2 the issue is that these are really tied together. 1 believe
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You’re absolutely correct. One 3 that if we would vote at a later time to keep the DLA at Red
4 man at a time can make our lady, as the case may be, please. | 4 River, DLA, that it would really impact my decision on what
5 Now, Commissioner Robles, what are Jou saying you wantusto [ 5 we were going to do with the repair depot, so I don’t see how
6 do in view of that sage observation? 6 we separate them at this time.
7 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Well, the observation is that 7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And, Mr. Chairman, ] am in
8 because of that dilemma it would have been normally easy to | 8 the same camp as Mr. Cornella. .
9 go say let’s look at the depot function and the maintenance 9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I share
10 function, but if you separate that and wait till we do the 10 Commissioner Cornella’s -- we are not Xresupposmg the
11 logistics analysis we are probably going to get disconnected. |11 motion. If we want to separate the DLA function in the
12 So I think the best compromise may be to go through |12 motion we can do that; i.e., say either reject DOD or if we
13 the three depots and look at the maintenance, then follow 13 were going to take the tack of closing Red River then make
14 that on with the DLA presentations, if you can get there that |14 the motion to keep that DLA function open because 80 percent
15 fast, so at least you have some linkage there. Otherwise, 15 of it is —-
16 either that or we all have to concentrate extra hard to 16 _ CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you yield, Commissioner
17 remember what was said about the maintenance function on the 17 Davis, simply for this because I yield fo your expertise on
18 decision until they make the presentation from DLA. And1 (18 the subject matter. But we are going to have to vote
19 don’t know that the staff is capable of pulling all that 19 se;_)zu'ateﬂ{1 on them anyway. You do understand that. We are
20 together that %uxckg?'. 20 going to have to have separate votes on Army depots and
21 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I might remind |21 related DLAs. Is that correct, counsel?
22 that we have already voted on two DLA functions. 22 MS. CREEDON: That is correct. It would be a total

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.

(202) 296-2929

Page 157 - Page 162




Multi-Page™

6/22/95 BRAC Hearing
Page 163 Page 166
1 of four votes. 1 COMMISSIONER COX: Is that what we see from
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: So we are not talking about not| 2 Lieutenant Colonel Miller is that unlike other DLA operations
3 having the votes. We are going to have lots of votes for 3 which normally do most of their work with the depot, this one
4 you, you know. 4 does the vast majority of its work unrelated to the depot and
5 COMMISSIONER KLING: Could I ask a question of the 5 so it might be a perfectly reasonable and rational decision
6 staff? 6 to close the depot but not to close the DLA, and that might
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All I am trying to figure out — | 7 be particularly true given the fact that we just closed
8 Commissioner Klm% ask a question — but how are we going to 8 distribution - a large capacity of distribution system in
9 do it procedurally? Commissioner Kling. 9 San Antonio and in Sacramento. o
10 COMMISSIONER KLING: My question is to Mr. Cook. |10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox, could I
11 Will you be prepared to do this in a better manner if you can |11 interrupt? There are going to be separate votes and it might
12 think this thmijthrough and pull this whole thing together, |12 turn out that way.
13 including the Air Force? Will we be better off looking at 13 COMMISSIONER COX: But my concem is, as we know,
14 all of the DLASs together and the AL -- I mean, yeah, and the {14 there are other distribution groups involved that are
15 effect that the ALs give? . 15 scheduled for tomorrow — Memphis, Ogden. And their argument
16 MR. COOK: Yes, we will be prepared to do that, 16 had been if there is needed capacity iy virtue of closing two
17 Commissioner Kling. 17 ALCs that they ought to be given the option of filling that
18 COMMISSIONER KLING: I'm sorry? . 18 needed capacity. . . .
19 MR. COOK: We will be prepared to do that in the 19 And so that we — particularly since this one -1
20 overall context of the DOD storage picture. 20 mean, honestly, the truth of the matter is Letterkenny’s DLA
21 COMMISSIONER KLING: Total? 21 mostly does Letterkenny work. You really wouldn’t keep
22 MR. COOK: Yes, sir. Across the country. 22 Letterkenny’s DLA if you were going to close the maintenance
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COMMISSIONER KLING: So you would be better — my
question is will you be better off to do this in total as
opposed to us loolgmé together one spot right now?

MR. COOK: Yes, sir, we can do that later and would
be better off doing that from a storage picture. And I can’t
talk to the maintenance perspective.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now let me make this observation.

1 want to get this clear. We might have to have a procedural
vote. We can do that. Are the staff people and are you
saying, Mr. Cook, you would prefer to do the DLA and have the
votes on that later’

MR. COOK: Yes, Mr. Chairman. .

. . .CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay, it Jooks like we've got a
division up here. Can we just have a division among the
commissioners to decide how we do it?

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Well, I'm wondering if it
wouldn’t be appropriate that we would do the DLA first
because that is going to impact the amount of workload at the
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work at Letterkenny. This one is an anomaly and, therefore,
might be treated more as a stand-alone facility. My only

int is that we should look at DLA capacity altogether, at
east as to this one, which seems to be an anomaly.
COMMISSIONER KLING: And we may need some capacity
from Kellg;{or someplace to go perhaps to Red River.
COMMISSIONER COX: Right, right.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, commissioners, you have all
made wonderful statements and 1 still don’t know how to
proceed. Someday we have to vote. Now, how are we going to

do this?

thought here. o
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: I see what we could do.
Well, we could probably do a hundred things with this grou
of eight, but two things: We could either vote now on whic
way we are going to proceed and just move ahead, or we could

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Chairman, I just have one 7

- Ti
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depot in the sense that if we decided later and you have 19 take, if it’s going to take Mr. Cook -- or if Mr. Cook would
20 eliminated the depot repair side, that is going to be an 20 feel more comfortable doing that section when they have had
21 issue to me. 21 some time to absorb the impact of our earlier votes, we could
22 COMMISSIONER COX: I guess the concern - 22 move this section to the time we were planning to do the DLA,
Page 165 Page 168
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Could I have an observation, 1 have it together, as many commissioners would like, but allow
2 Commissioner Cox, from Director Lyles, because most of you 2 the staff to be fully prepared, as they need. I hate to
3 were working with staff when this procedure was put together, 3 throw that wrench in the hopper but that might --
4 and this comes up as a surprise to the chair. 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: No, I don't think the chair wants
5 Mi?' 1 hear from the director? ] 5 to do that. I think the Chair wants to stay on this track.
6 MK. LYLES: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I think what | 6 The Chair will vote any way you want to do it. The Chair
7 we could do to, if I coul_d be 50 bold as to suggest something | 7 knows he has to vote. =
8 here, what we could do is have a discussion on the Army 8 All T want to know is how you want to do it. But1
9 depots and conclude that discussion, and then we could come | 9 want to stay on the Army depots. That is the order here.
10 back — Bob, correct me if I’'m wrong -- we could come back |10 Now, do you want to vote on the Arm dcxgts separate from the
11 and have the presentation on the DLA depots involving those (11 DLAs, or do you want to hear the i,)L referenced to these
12 two Army depots and then continue with the rest of the cross {12 Army depots at the time you are hearing this? That is all.
13 service group. 13 COMMISSIONER COX: Maybe as a compromise, we could
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, now, here, are you saying — |14 brief both now — the depot and the DLA, and since we haveto
15 and this is what I thought m%ybe was under discussion earlier |15 vote separately anyway, we could see how that went. And, if]
16 - that we could discuss the DLAs related to these depots 16 it turns out that there is some reason to separate them,
17 with the depots? Now, what is the matter with that? Well, |17 after we get done voting separately on the depots as we must
18 is there any s%the matter with that? . 18 do, then we would decide that then.
19 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I'm fine with that. 119 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The Chair is willing to do that.
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is anybody not fine with that? |20 How many are willing to do that?
21 COMMISSIONER COX: My only concern with that —|21 COMMISSIONER KLING: 1will, under one condition;
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Spea.z, Commissioner Cox. 22 that Mr. Cook has had the chance to absorb and anticipate
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the Army was guided by its operational blueprint to retain
core capability size to support the sustainment needs while
consolidating functionally maintaining separate electronic

oriented ground and air depots. .
Tobyhanna is the electronics oriented depot.
Anniston, Red River and Letterkenny are ground combat vehicle

depots. Letterkenny is also the depot at which the 1993
commission consolidated tactical missile maintenance.. Corpus
Christi, located on Naval Air Station Corpus Christi, serves
as the Army’s aviation oriented depot, h_avmﬁ responsibility
for repair and overhaul of rotary wing aircraft.

gn performing its military value analysis, the Army
analyzed installations, not activities on installations. .
Hence, there is no military value ranking for Corpus Chnisti.

The SecretaB' of Defense recommended the closure of
Red River Army Depot, Texas, and the realignment of
Letterkenny Army Dg:gt, Pennsylvania. These recommendations
are in agreement with alternatives developed by the joint
Cross service grm{g for depot maintenance.

On May 10th the commission added Tobyhanna Army
Depot, Pennsylvania, and Letterkenny Army Depot for further
consideration for closure. The staff suggests that the
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As you see, there are two columns of numbers. They
represent the Red River ArrB' Depot in the center column and
the Defense Distribution Depot to the right. Most important
for Red River Army Depot are the high net present value and
personnel impacts.  Also notice that the Army shows an
1mmediate return on investment. .

. Next chart. In our analysis we reviewed several
issues. I will brief those issues shown on the left. 1 am
also prepared to discuss any of the issues shown to the right
should you desire. .

ext chart. Chart C-5 is a summary of the first
two major issues, and they are for Red River Army Depot. The
key issues enclosmERed River Army Depot is the capability
of Anniston Army Depot to assume responsibility for all
ground combat vehicle depot maintenance. Should the
commission decide to close Red River and Letterkennj' Army
Depot, Anniston will be the only depot available for depot
maintepance of ground combat vehicles.

Review of Anniston’s capability shows that .
consolidation of these missions is possible. After assuming
combat vehicle workload from Red River and Letterkenny,
Anniston would be operating at 78 percent of peacetime
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commission hear the briefings on all the Army’s depots before
voting on any recommendations or alternatives. Lieutenant
Colonel Bob Miller will discuss the first depot, Red River,
and the Army’s desire to consolidate its ground combat
vehicle maintenance into a single depot. 'Mr. Glenn Knoepfle
will discuss Letterkenny and Tobyhanna.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Brown, we will proceed as you
have requested, and that is the way we did on t%e Air Force
and we’ll do that the same way on the Army. Do all your

resentations. Any questions in view of request b
%ommissioner Steele and others the last time, I think as we
o along we do charts. If a commissioner has a question I
lieve it’s in the context of that moment the best time to
ask the question anyway so I think Commissioner Steele was
entirely right about that.

O 00D W -
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cag:acity on a 40-hour or one-shift, eight-hour, ﬁve—da; work
schedule. Projections for wartime requirements would require
Anniston to operate on a two-shift, eight-hour, seven-day-a-
week schedule. This is based on a ?ro_]ected workload of 8.4
million man-hours in a wartime. And 7.7 of these actual man-
hours would be for ground combat vehicles and the rest for
support equipment.

. The impact on the local economy, as the second
1ssue shows, 1s significant in the Texarkana area. DOD
forecasts a 7.8 percent impact for Red River Army Depot alone
and the qumul};cﬁve impact is 6.6 percent. As shown;-the
community even forecasts a higher number of 21 percent.
Chart C-6 are the two major issues for Defense .
Distribution Depot Red River. Unlike most co-located defense
distribution depots, the depot at Red River has a

18

20
21
22

19 joint cross service grou

Army Depot is consistent with the recommendations of the
for depot maintenance.

The justification for closing the Defense
Distribution Depot 1s its co-location with the maintenance
depot under the recommendation for closure.

18

20
21
22

‘ o as we go along you may be interrupted, but when |16 distribution mission that is 80 percent to customers other
we have concluded everything we will then come to the vote. |17 than the maintenance activities co-located or part of Red
MR. BROWN: Lieutenant Colonel Bob Miller. 18 River Army Depot.
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Good morning. Could we |19 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. 80 percent of the
have the next chart, please? Chart C-3 is a base analysis 20 work they do there doesn’t have anything to do with the
21 chart for Red River Army Depot, the Army’s recommendation, 21 depot?
22 and also for the Distribution Defense Depot for Red River, |22 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: 80 percent of the
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1 the co-located defense depot for Red River, the co-located 1 distribution mission that’s accomplished by DLA out o
2 defense depot for Defense Logistics Agency. 2 Defense Distribution Depot Red River supports customers other
3 Red River Army Depot provides a variety of 3 than Red River Army Depot, for example, Fort Hood, Fort
4 sustainment missions for the crartmcnt of Defense. The key 4 Carson.
5 are maintenance and overhaul of light combat vehicles, 5 COMMISSIONER COX: 1sce. Is that normally DLAs
6 remanufacture of road wheels, tires and track shoes, as well | 6 would have a greater percentage of their work have to do with
7 as the storage and maintenance of ammunition. Co-located | 7 the deEot?
8 with the Army depot are several tenants, the largest of which | 8 IEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Normally, the co-
9 is the Defense Distribution Depot, Red River. _ These 9 located depot with a maintenance activity would be the
10 activities perform their missions with ogtstaqdm§ results. 10 inverse of that; 80 percent of the mission would be to
n . The Department of Defense’s justification for 11 support the maintenance activity where 20 percent would be
12 closing Red River Army Depot is that current ground . {12 customers other than what’s on'the installation.
13 maintenance depot capacity exceeds requirements. Red River|13 COMMISSIONER COX: So is this unusual because of
14 can not assume the heavy mission - the heavy combat vehicle|14 Fort Hood and some of the other installations around there?
15 mission from Anniston without considerable and costly 15 It’s in a place that it tends to be useful for those others?
16 modifications. Available capacity at Anniston makes |6 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: It is centrally
17 realignment of Red River most logical. Closure of Red River|17 located. Being in Texas it’s close to Fort Hood, Fort

Carson, Fort Riley, Fort Bliss, and so on. I would probably
turn to the DLA team.

COMMISSIONER COX: We can get on with it. 1 just
was surprised to see that.

LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Okay.
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I wold like to clarify that
as a division commander who commanded the division of Red
River and Fort Riley and I was one of its big customers.
That is uniqueness of Red River. Red River sits in close
proximity to four of the Army’s heavy mechanized forces, plus
- an armored CAV regiment, which is a preponderance of its
1 heavy combat power. Their mission was to give us all the
3 repair we need to fix our force so it was ideall
n susted there and that is probably an anomaly because no other
:: DLA distribution depot is so geographic -- just happens to be
~ sitting perfectly in the perfect geogratﬁhxc spot.
3 COMMISSIONER KLING: Can that be picked up from the
# reummgf depots if this was not there? Can that capability
% be picked up like that?
% LIEU‘FENA.NT COLONEL MILLER: If you look at the
T~ other

depots, 1 think if you took all the defense
# distribution depots for the DOD’s recommendations, there
‘5 would still be an excess of storage capacity; however, that
T might not be true based on the ALC recommendations that were
7 just voted on.
= COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Commissioner Kling, if 1

b A
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1 separately. Will we be considering this together or could we
2 consider those separately?
CHAIRM DIXON: Do you understand the question?
MR. BORDEN: Bob Cook, come here. I'l]l start out
answering your question and Bob can Eive you more specifics.
COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. .
MR. BORDEN: I believe the recommendation came to
8 us as two separate recommendations.
9 COMMISSIONER COX: Two separate. So we could do
10 that separately.
11 MR. BORDEN: One for Red River and then one for the
12 DLA distribution depot. Is that correct?

3
4
s
6
7

13 MR. COOK: at’s true.
14 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay.
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now let me get the record

16 straight. 1 don’t like to interrupt people here, but that’s -

17 not Director Lyles. Does the reporter know who that is?

18 MR. COOK: No, sir, Mr. Chairman.

19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do you know who that is, reporter?
20 Please identify {(ourself.

21 MR. COOK: Mr. Chairman, my name is Bob Cook and I
22 am the inter-agency issues team lead. And we will in the

. . Page 152

‘| t could just comment a second. Iam going to give you a ware

1 fighter's perspective.  As you know, we have gone through an

3 cnormous amount of change in the Department of Defense, a lot

4 of 1t precipitated by some wonderful things called the

§ Defcnse Management Review Initiatives. And one of the things

6 that the Defense Management Review Initiatives did was to

7 downsize the amount o% inventory the tactical units carry in

§ thedr stores. They wanted - it’s analogous to the just-in-

g time inventory concept in the private sector.

k) So what we basically have done is we said since we

a1 are only ~ we’re going to draw down our inventories of

z and things we need to keep our force viable. We

3 count on the distribution depots being able to deliver

4 the needed parts just in time. To the extent you move it

35 from right there to some more geographically dispersed place,

6 yes, you get the repair parts but you wnl{ add days and, 1n

77 some cases, weeks to that pipeline. And I'm just saying if I

3 were wearing my big red one patch today I would be over there

arguing like ¢ that’s a zfumb thing to do.
OMMISSIONER KLING: y would that be?

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Because as you stretch that

3
0
Z1
=2 pipeline out and move that to other distnibution depots that,
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1 next couple days be briefing the Defense Logistics Agegncy.
2 They were indeed, Commissioner Cox, presented
3 individually by DOD and the DLLA. As a result of previous
4 votes that concern the ALCs, DLA now has a significant
5 shortfall and we will be briefing those. So I would su%est
6 that perhaps the vote on the distribution depot and the DLA
7 portion be sli until we do that presentation.
s T COMMIBSIONER COX: 1 think that's a good
9 suggestion, if everyone would agree.

10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think that it is apparent that
11 the commissioners a with you, Commissioner Cox.

12 MR. COOK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there further — where arc we

14 here now?

15 COMMISSIONER COX: Just to make it clear --
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.
17 COMMISSIONER COX: — any vote we now take would be

18 on the depot only. We would not be voting on the outcome of

19 the DLA at Red River Base.

20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is that the staff’s view as well?
21 MR. COOK: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 1would suggest

22 that we do just that in light of the area distribution

Page 153
one, don’t have the background in sorting those kind of very
umque parts for combat systems and as you stretch it out,
the order ship time ti:w will go up. It will go up because

ou have fewer of those distribution hubs and so they - the
5 law of large numbers. They service a lot more customers.
] _ And even though from a businessman it’s hard to
7 envision that not being a very efficient process, it’s not
3 the same as shipping dresses or shipping widgets. The
9 business of sgxoppmg repair parts for Army combat vehicles,
¥ there are 6,600 plus combat vehicles in the Army Mechanized|

on and they carry some 7,000 lines of repair parts and
go in size from something that’s huge to something
s small, and it is a complex business. .

I tell you, I spent my whole adult life trying to
that distribution system and I think expanding it out
er away will e it even worse. Just my professional

t.

COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Borden, I wonder if 1 could
ask a technical question. This recommendation came from
DOD and I know a lot of them, the DLA and the depot
mmendations come together. It seems to me we ought to at

be considering the DLA section given that workload
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1 function that the Defense Depot Red River has, which %s
2 dissimilar to most of the other co-located ?jpots .
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And that is Mr. Cook again,
4 reporter. Okay, now how are we doing here?
5 COMMISSIONER COX: Great.
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Anybody clse have a question? Are
7 we able to proceed? Now who is up to bat? Is 1t you, Mr.

8 Ows]ez‘? . i )

9 R. OWSLEY: Sir, Bob Miller is continuing.
10 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Mr. Chairman.

11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella.

12 =~ COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I would ask that we would
13 discuss and decide on both of these issues together. If we

14 postpone the DLA side, ] don’t think it’s appropriate to take
15 a vote because that may impact whether or not &e depot side
16 remains.

17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Where is my director? Could you
18 come here, Mr. Lyles, and help us a little bit here? Can you
19 get down here? Mr. Cook is usurping your throne. Now, will
20 you resolve this issue for us so that we can figure out how
21 to proceed on this matter? We are having a procedural
22 difficulty here.
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1 what would have taken place with Kelly and -- 1 Fiscal Year 1999 on the bottom, and the one on the top is the
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are you prepared to do that, Mr. 2 projected war time requirements, based on the modeling that
3 Cook, at the ?f(gropnate time? ) 3 the Army has done.
4 MR. COOK: Iam, Mr. Chairman. 4 That reflects a figure of 8.4 million man hours,
5 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Poor Mr. Cook is a man withouta | 5 where the projected funded workload actually reflects about
6 sign. Qkay, you are going to be able to do that. Are there | 6 3.2 million man hours.
7 any objections to proceeding this way? Is there any . 7 .- The bar to the right is a computation of the three
8 commissioner that has any objection about what we are going| 8 depots stacked on top of each other, operating at a 1-8-5
9 todo? 9 shift, with the maximum potential capacities that exist in
10 Director Lyles? 10 those depots. ) .
11 MR. LYLES: Mr. Chairman, I suggest we complete the 1 The one on the left is Anniston Army Depot, using
12 Egesentatxon on the Red River Depot, and go back to 12 the same maximum potential capacity but showing you two shift
13 Lieutenant Colonel Miller. 13 chang};:; one going to 80-hour workload and one going to a "\, i*
14 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: We will continue with 14 8-7 shift, or .
15 Chart C-6, with the second 1ssue, which is cost-to-move 15 112-hour work week.
16 inventory. ] ) 16 In other words, Anniston can handle the projbcte:
17 The community expressed concern that DOD did not |17 war-time workload of 8.4 million man hours, on a 2-8-7 shifi
18 accurately 1gortray the cost to move actual inventory in 18 and can handle on a 1-8-5 shift, the peace-time progran
19 storage at Red River Defense Distribution Depot. The 19 funded workload.
20 community stated that that cost could be as high as $319 20 COMMISSIONER COX: I am sorry. Anniston’s capa
21 million and was based on moving 14,000 vehicles and 120,000 21 today, how many hours is that —
22 tons of stock out of the depot. 22 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: That is about 4 million
o o . Page 170 . . Page 17
1 DOD’s position in the original recommendation, and 1 man hours. Maximum potential capacity for Anniston Arm)
2 reaffirmed later on, is the plan is not to move the entire 2 Depot on a 1-8-5. . .
3 stockage of vehicles based on the closure. Vehicle inventory | 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling.
4 would be $5.8 million for moving, and $12.7 million for the | 4 COMMISSIONER KLING: So what you are saying is
5 stockage. These reflect a portion of the actual which is 5 that, moving everything to Anniston is going to get us né\t
6 show on the chart. . 6 up to the brink of their capacity.
7 Next chart. What Chart C-7 shows is a summary of 7 COMMISSIONER COX: In war-time.
8 the scenarios as DOD Tgortrayed them. On the left is Red 8 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: In peace-time, they
9 River Army Depot. The costs and savings shown here reflect| 9 would be operating 78 percent of capacity.
10 the Commission’s COBRA results, after review of military {10 COMMISSIONER KLING: But in a surge capacity, they
11 construction. . 11 would have to go to the extra hours?
12 Actually, there is a $531,000 cost. Please note 12 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: They would have to go
13 the Ch%\’nﬁe -1 got a chart ahead of myself. 13 to a 2-8-7, and on a 2-8-7, I think Anniston can operate at
14 at is on the left is Red River Army Depot’s 14 about 11 million man hours. .
1S “original recommendation from DOD, as amended by the update to |15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.
16 the personnel numbers that they gave us about a month ago. |16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Let me put a little
17 Notice, annual savings is $92.8 million. 17 perspective here. I went to Anniston intentionally so that I
18 ediate return on investment. You can see the 18 could walk the ground. I hate to keep harping on the fact
19
20
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to AMC — AMC’s goal is to have 85 percent capacity in their
depots. That is what they would like to see.

comments there. About the only concern that you really havej19 that numbers mesmerize you, but numbers mesmerize you.
with this is placing all your combat track vehicle workload |20 The fact of the matter, you can look at a number so
21 into one depot. . ) 21 long and you can say -- oh, yes, this is perfect, and then
22 If you look at the numbers, Anniston will hold the 22 wring out every bit of capacity.
Page 171 . . Page 174
workload. 1 So I said -- show me your plan for moving all the
. COMMISSIONER COX: Could we talk about that for | 2 ground vehicle work here in Anniston. They had done a
Jjust a minute? o 3 beautiful job. They had building by building exactly how
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. 4 they were going to put -- where the lathes were going to go,
. COMMISSIONER COX: We went through this before — 5 where the machines were going to go, et cetera. ]
is 85 percent enough? Is 90 percent too much? 6 When I left there, the impression I got is, yes, it
ould you talk about the capacity of Anniston to 7 can be done, 78 percent. I question that number big time.
hold all of the ground vehicle -- 8 They are going to shoehom in there — .
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: First of all, talkin 9 COMMISSIONER KLING: Which way do you question

s?
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I think there will be less

COMMISSIONER COX: That is on a one-shift, five-day 12 than that, but from a physical space point of view — when
a week? 13 you line up all the machines and bring in all the vehicles,

LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Normal operations; |14 and put in all the work stations, they are going to shoehorn
correct. So I would like to pull up a back-up chart, 52- 15 in everything into Anniston. It canbe done. It can
Alpha. . 16 physically be done, but you have absolutely no slack.

MR. COOK: I went to Anniston, so I would like to, |17 If one of those gigantic overhead cranes goes belly
after Colonel Miller talks about it, tell you what I saw asI |18 up, you have just impacted a whole bunch of work and there is
walked the buildings. 19 no other place to do it. -

20 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Sir, what I have 20 If you have a fire, if you have a tornado — if

21 briefly tried to show in this chart in the two lines that you 21 anything h:g%ens you are going to have a problem, further
22 see on there, the current funded program workload for the {22 compounded by the fact that Anniston’s layout is pretty
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 169 - Page 174
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compact. They did a good job of having all the bgildig:ggs
close together, so you can have a lot of sympathetic things
that happen if one thm%s goes down. )

nguess what really got my attention and impacts on
this question is: There 1s more iron laying around at
Anniston Army Depot than [ have ever seen, including when I
was in Desert Storm and it was everywhere.

They have things there for years and years and

ears, am{ it is just waiting for disposition instruction.
Yf you move all of the Army’s ﬁround combat vehicles to
Anniston Army Depot, it will fit, but you might as well have
the most gigantic yard of iron and the most over-full
buildings that I have ﬁrsonally seen in my nearly 30 years
of military service. And I worry about that a lot.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions,
or shall Colonel Miller proceed?

COMMISSIONER KLING: Can I just back up on the —

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Kling.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Because we have the depot as a
distribution — separate here. The total, as I understand —
and I wanted to ask you -- is the staff comfortable with
these figures?
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COMMISSIONER COX: Can I presume from what you say
here, that some of them might just be on a normal schedule,
going away? Go;\nﬁ out to the field? Going to whatever?
LIEéTEN T COLONEL MILLER: That is correct.
COMMISSIONER COX: You wouldn’t backfill those, and
SO as theg went out, _Presuma!g}ﬁ they would anyway?
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Right.
COMMISSIONER COX: So you wouldn’t be moving all of
the vehicles there.
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Some of the vehicles at
Red River Army Depot would be issued to units from Red River
during the im ]ementatlo%%enod.
COMMISSIONER COX: Isee. Thank you —
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman?
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Colonel Miller, we talk about
capacity, and again, [ go back to my capability argument --
how many new tanks - funded new do we have on the
drawing board? .
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: None, sir.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: How many funded new Bradleys
do we have on the drawing board?
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Is that the one-time cost -- roughly $109 million
for both — is that fair? Is that a correct statement? And
that the annual savings comes to almost $100 million? Are
you comfortable with those figures?
. LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Speaking for the Red
River Army Depot, the only costs, looking at the =
plementation plan at Anniston Army Depot, there is a
mili construction cost of $531,000, which is not included
in the DOD’s recommendation.
That would bring your one-time cost up and bring
your net present value down by a half-million.
COMMISSIONER KLING: But together, you are saying
that you are comfortable with the fact that the one-time cost
is _rquggly $100 million, annual savings of roughly $100

on’?
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Yes, sir.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: Could you just walk me — I know
that there were some other one-time costs that the community
raised with us. I know you have it on your chart here, and
{_gu mentioned it, but I would like you to walk us through it.
ere were a whole bunch of vehicles just kind of hanging out

—
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LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: I don’t think we have
any.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: How many funded new 113’s do
we have on the drawing board?
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Zero, sir.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: What you arc telling me, we
are gomP to have to repair all those things that we have
ot - all that iron sitting around out there if we want to
ave a force in the future?
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Yes, sir.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis.

Where are now? Are you going to go forward,
Colonel Miller? .

LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Sir, the only thing I
would like to thhliéht to the right is, Defense Distribution
Depot Numbers. As Commissioner Kling pointed out, you have
to add those together to get the total impact of the single
recommendation. .

That concludes the formal presentation that I have.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: right. Are there any
questions of staff on this presentation on Army depots?

-t et b i
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down there at Red River.

The community indicated that they believed, and it
sure look like it would be tough to move all of those without
having — I have forgotten what it was — but vans-full of
vehicles for the next two years, or something, up to
Anniston.

You seem to be saying that you are confirming the
DOD numbers on moving, and I am just wondering — how are
they planning on moving that?

LIE NANT COLONEL MILLER: I would have to
actually defer to Mr. Cook, or one of the analysts for the
actual plan, but we went back to DOD — DLA confirmed, as
well as the Army item manager, that the number of vehicles
they were moving from Red River Army Depot to Anniston Army
Depot was a portion, but not all of the vehicles that are
currently at Red River. .

. Some were going to be disposed of as excess for
different projects, and some of them are going to be issued
out to other units. Some of them are actually owned by
agencies -

8 COMMISSIONER COX: Aren’t owned by them?

LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Right.
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COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella?

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: You had referenced the 80

rcent distribution in regard to the depot earlier - the
LA side now. Iknow you are not DLA, but I want to ask you
that question because you referenced it.

Isn’t it true - that is really a significant
gumb%r in comparison to a DLA depot, co-located with a repair

epot?
po LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Yes, sir. It is almost
site.

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: But even that 20 percent
doesn’t really tell the true story, because are not each of
those Bradley’s — are they counted as one individual item?

Is this by item capacity?
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Yes, that is by item

capacig.
OMMISSIONER CORNELLA: So really, if a Bradley
went out of there, or a screw goes out of there, it is the
same number of items; right?

LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: I think the numbers
change depending on if you use dollars, or if you use weight
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1 or if you use item transactions. 1 Letterkenny.
2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: So really, that 20 percent | 2 COMMISSIONER COX: What other things does Anniston
3 is even significant in itself; it probably creates a great 3 do?
4 deal of their workload? Because if you are dealing with big | 4 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Anniston does basically
§ items here -- we are not dealing with a screw and a bolt that | 5 small arms and combat vehicles and, by combat vehicles, they
6 we put in a box; we are dealing with something that is going | 6 do the heavy combat -- the tanks, the AVLBs -- and they also
7 to go on a flat car and be sth{ed. 7 have the demil facility. ] )
8 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Sir, ] would agree. | 8 COMMISSIONER COX: Are the lines different? At
9 MR. COOK: Mr. Chairman. 9 Anniston you do certain ground vehicles and at Red River you
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Cook. . 10 do different ground vehicles? Are there crossover? they
1 MR. COOK: You are right. Commissioner Cornella, |11 all doing all the same vehicles?
12 the issue is, the 20 percent are those line items that are 12 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: The Army has accepted
13 directed towards the maintenance effort. If a Bradley goes (13 the center of excellence conq;{)t, as have the other services,
14 out on a flatcar, that is an issue to the field, or it is 14 I believe, and, right now, Red River Army Depot does the
15 leaving the yard to go someplace else. That might very well (15 light combat vehicles; Letterkenny does self—gropelled and
16 be — that is part of the other 80 percent. 16 towed howitzers; and the heavy combat vehicles are done at
17 What we are talking about when we talk 20 percent 17 Anniston Army Depot. . .
18 are those things that are on the shelf, dedicated to go to 18 _ If you look at the capabilities, though, within
19 the maintenance line. 19 Anniston, Anniston has the capability of assuming all the
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I understand. Thank you. |20 workloads and all the specific functions that either of the
21 COMMISSIONER STEELE: 1 have a question for Mr.|21 other two have. Anniston currently works with aluminum, on
22 Miller, please. 22 the Sheridan. They work with the heavy metals on the M-1
o Page 182 Page 185
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 1 . . ]
2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: When we talk about the depot | 2 Up at Letterkenny, they do one on a Howitzer, which
3 workload at Letterkenny or Red River, if you could please 3 is, I believe, not aluminum, 1t’s a type of light steel and
4 address for us how they ranked in the tiering. I personally 4 then, at Red River, they mainly do aluminum-hulled vehicles,
5 ?E;ee with my colleague to my right, but I am very concerned| 5 which are the Bradleys and the 113s. .
6 that the Army has left no wiggle room and all the eggs in one| 6 COMMISSIONER COX: Is that a difference?
7 basket. And there are several arguments that bother me. 7 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Is it a big difference?
8 When 1 look at how I am going to address that 8 It’s a skill difference and there’s some differences in
9 concern of readiness and surge, and the two options before 9 equipment, so yes, it would be a big difference in makin
10 me, if you could tell me the capabilities that those places 10 sure you had the eoFle and the eqlux ment to do the work.
11 have and how they ranked and such? 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Colonel, have you completed the
12 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: To address the tiering? 12 f;n about Red River? Because I don’t think you’ve given us
13 How they ranked the depots? ) ) 13 tterkenﬂy Eet, have you?
14 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, sir. And their 14  LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Sir, I'm not going to
15 capability to absorb some of the suige that ] am concerned |15 discuss Letterkenny. After Red River, we're going to give
16 that I am giving up if I accept all of these recommendations. |16 over to Mr. Knoepfle, who is the analyst for Letterkenny.
17 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: To address the tiering, 17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: If there are any other questions
18 I'd refer back to Chart C-1, which is the one that Mr. Brown |18 of you before we go to Mr. Knoepfle, let’s — are there any?
19 headed off with. And the Arm&lranked their depots -- 19 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir. :
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Putup C-1. 20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling.
21 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: This is how the Army 21 . COMMISSIONER KLING: Did you, by any chance, put
22 ranked their depots, and the method they used for coming up |22 any information together on what it would take -- I think I
. ) o Page 183 Page 186
1 with this is a modeling called decision pad, where they 1 know the answer -- but if we maintained one line of vehicle
2 actually give objective values to different quantities and 2 maintenance at Red River?
3 weighted those in a decision matrix. 3 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Yes, sir, we did. Just
4 Those are the same weights that came out of the 4 recently, we looked at a COBRA where we had moved the 113s
5 decision, and the numbers rate from 6.4 for Tobyhanna down to 5 out of Red River and would leave only the Bradley line that’s
6 2.3 for Letterkenny. Then they applied the stratesy of the 6 there, as it exists. And just almost a back-of-the-envelope
7 objective blueprint and the stationing strategy, and the 7 thing, just taking the workload and using a percentage of the
8 numbers stayed the same. 8 workioad, the savings at Red River Army Depot from moving the
9 . COMMISSIONER STEELE: What is the number for Red | 9 113s were approximately $20 million a ilear, with a net
10 River, please? 10 present value of $233 muillion over the Z0-year period.
11 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: The number for Red (11 The big difference was the elimination of the
12 River was 5. 12 personnel, 386 people involved, in repamnﬁkhe 113s and the
13 COMMISSIONER STEELE: 5?7 And then -- 13 6 percent reduction in base ops in the COBRA.
14 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: And Anniston was 6.1. 14 COMMISSIONER KLING: But I just would say, "Okay,
15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. 15 you you're going to leave only the Bradley line there,
16 . COMMISSIONER COX: Tobyhanna doesn't do any ground |16 period, with our one-time costs and our annual savings,
17 vehicles? 17 what’s Eomg to happen to those two, if you have it? gI think
18 . LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: Correct. Tobyhanna is 18 I probably know the answer.
19 unlike the other three depots in that they don’t do any 19 LIEUTENANT COLONEL MILLER: The one-time costs
20 sround vehicles. Now, Letterkenny, Red River, and Anniston 20 would actually go down significantly from the original Army's
21 do ground vehicles as well as other commodities. Most 21 -- or the net present value and the steady state savings
22 notable of those is the missile work that’s done at 22 would go down significantly from what the Army’s original
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recommendation was.
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you could ever take it to Tobyhanna and have it done.
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COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And, because I was intimately

13

2 The original recommendation was that $1.17 billion 2 Then I get to the argument about privatization.
3 for net present value. The net present value of leaving the 3 Could we take this out to the gnvate sector? Probably some
4 Bradley line there and only closing out the 113 would be $233 4 day, but not for a long time, use there is absolutely no
5 million, about a 25 percent rate. You lose about 75 percent | 5 famhtatnon in the private sector to take a Bradiey fighting
6 of the actual savings, on the economics, just the numbers. 6 vehicle, ora 113, or an amllerg l;lnece, or any of the other
7 MR. LYLES: Commijssioner, you can compare the 7 live track vehicles we have, and have the n% t milling
8 numbers that Lieutenant Colonel Miller just gave you to C-3 | 8 machines, the machine that can pick up a whole chassis and
9 in your books or there on the screen there. . 9 liftit u% and make it clean as a baby’s behind, and all the
10 You could see the one-time costs in the Army’s 10 things that they do there.
11 recommendation is about $51.6 million and the recommendation 11 ughter.)
12 he just described, the one-time cost would be &7 million. 12~ COMMISSIONER ROBLES: And all | have to say is that
13 The annual savings are $92 million and the one-time costs |13 it is a center of excellence. So do we really want not to
14 under the proposal that was just outlined, one-time savings, |14 have any surge capacity in the United States Army for its _
15 would be about $20 million. ) 15 combat vehicles? The Army is not big airplanes or big ships,
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 16 it’s a lot of little combat vehicles. As’l said, there are
17 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Just a comment, and then 17 over 6,000 combat vehicles in an Army division - ground
18 another observation. But ] understand that there would be a |18 vehicles - in an Army division and, atf end stage, there’s
19 significant drop in steady stream savings, but I remember the {19 going to be 10 of those, so you can multlflg 10 times 6,000.
20 Army Chief of Staff focusing not on steady stream savings, |20 ~  General Davis was very eloquent. I’ll say it with
21 but up front costs. . 21 a little more passion. There isn’t anzgz)mg on the books or
22 He said: "The problem I have is, I don’t want to 22 is there likely to be anything on the books in R&D for a new
. Page 188 . . . Page 191
ie; rid of any of my good stuff and I only have so much up | 1 tank, a new fighting vehicle, a new anything. )
nt costs, and really, that’s my driving equation - up 2 We’re Oﬁomg to have to live, in the Army, with what
front costs.” So if ¥ou’re telling me that the up front =~ 3 we have, product improve it, schlep it, baby it, fix it —
costs are significanfly degraded or dropped by doing this, in | 4 like we’ve been doing on two-and-a-half ton trucks, that are
the Army’s Chief of StafP’s -- ex-Army Chief of Staff’s - 5 older than most of you in this room, forever, since the
view, that’s a good use story. ] 6 Korean war; and with are going to have to keep fixing this
Now, let me just breﬁ over and again, amongst all 7 stuff. . .
these numbers, put some experience, personal experience. And 8 _ AndI’d just say, if you want to push all that
I hate to keep using personal experience, but that’s the only | 9 ﬁxm% through one depot and take the risks attendant to
kind of experience that I have, and so I have to talk about 10 that, ] think that is not prudent. .
my personal experiences. 13 Finally, in this case, I have to look at economic
(Laughter.) 12 impact. | went down there, along with many of our

commissioners. On the ground right now there’s about an 11

involved with Red River Army Depot in my Desert Storm buildup |14 percent unemployment rate. We're talking about two counties
and in my days as division commander, I know a lot about this 15 on the Texas side, three counties on the side.
depot, and I’ll just have to make some observations. 16 If we do this, we're going to double — at least
The first observation I'll make is that the Army ~— 17 double -- their unemployment rate. There are not a lot of
and I'm not socpnd~IgUCSSMg the Army leadership. 1know wh 18 alternatives in that part of Texas and Arkansas. There are
they’re doing it. 1 know why they closed two-thirds of their (19 not. Itis not a big city. Itis not a metropolitan area.
depots. They closed two-thirds of their gggots because they |20 You are going to basically geographically disperse those
21 need bucks. T know that better than an y, because I was |21 people and restructure the economy of that part of the
22 the vacuum cleaner looking for bucks for many years on the |22 country. I just don’t think that’s smart.
Page 189 Page 192
1 Army staff, as Mr. Brown knows. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Commissioner
2 But, as you look for bucks, you don’t want to do 2 Robles. Are there any further comments before we go to
3 something dumb and, from a war-fighting perspective, a 3 Letterkenny?
4 commander’s perspective, Red River has always been the center 4 No reﬁgj[mse%) .
5 of excellence for doing live track combat vehicles. That’s 5 HAIRMAN DIXON: Would you proceed, then, with
6 why it has a value of 5, which is double the value of a lot 6 LetterkennK,NMr. Knoepfle?
7 of other depots in the Army system; so it’s not as if this is 7 MR. KNOEPFLE: Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Good
8 not a good depot. This is a great depot. 8 afternoon, I ﬂlelss. I will be discussing the Letterkenny and
9 0 you have to really question, do you really want 9 Tobyhanna Army depots. I will concentrate on the tactical
10 to l;laiut all 'your combat, %round combat vehicles and ground |10 missile consolidation effort, which also includes the pending
11 vehicles in total at one place? And yes, you could do it; 11 transfer of missile workload from Hill Air Force Base to the
12 and yes, you could work double and triple shifts; and yes, 12 Army. . .
13 you would figure out a way to do it, if you could find it 13~ This chart shows a comparison of closing costs and
14 amongst all that stuff that’s out there at’ Anniston. 14 estimated savings resulting for the DOD recommendation to
15 ut, if {lou could do all that, is that a prudent 15 realign Letterkenny and a Commission alternative that would
16 thing to do when you only have one ground depot, one air 16 close Tobyhanna.
17 depot, and one communication electronics depot, and, in this |17 Next chart. o
18 case, they can’t do each other’s laundry? 18 The 1993 Commission reversed DOD’s recommended
19 You could Force that ground work to Letterkenny, 19 realignment of Letterkenny and instead established a
20 and they probably could do it eventually, over time. Anybody 20 consolidated DOD depot activity for the repair of DOD
21 could do it. Enough money, enough time, you could do 21 tactical missile guidance systems and related support
22 anything. But that is not their expertise. T don’t think 22 equipment.
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1 The 1993 Commission was specifically asked by the 1 49 percent, I believe, to 70 percent.
2 Secretary of Defense to explore options for inter-servicing 2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Excuse me. Question for you
3 and include appropriate inter-service consolidation in its 3 there. L
4 final recommendations. The 1993 Commission serviced inter- 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele.
5 servicing options for tactical missiles, ground 5 . COMMISSIONER STEELE: The action we took earlier,
6 communications and electronics, wheeled vehicles, and rotary; 6 g_uttmg ground communications and electronics workload into
7 aircraft commodities. 7 Tobyhanna, how does that affect your capacity —
8 The recommendation to consolidate tactical missile 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That's a good question. What’s
9 maintenance at Letterkenny was first suggested by the Defense 9 the answer to that?
10 Depot Maintenance Council in a report 1ssued 18 January 1991. 10 . COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'm glad you liked that my
11 In comparison, the 1995 recommendation would terminate all|11 earlier --
12 depot-level work at Letterkenny, including the ongoing 12 _MR. KNOEPFLE: Back up, Chart 62. The combination
13 missile consolidation effort. ) 13 of missile work plus electronics work from McClellan would
14 DOD’s 1995 recommendation preserves the concept of |14 raise Tobyhanna’s utilization rate to 83 percent, and that’s
15 inter-servicing for tactical missiles but, instead, would 15 based on the maximum gotcntial capacity unit of measurement.
16 send the guidance and control s‘i'stem workload to Tobyhanna. 16 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. Thank you very much.
17 Tactical missile guidance and control sections taken from up- |17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Steele.
18 rounding missiles kept in Letterkenny’s secured storage area |18 MR. KNOEPFLE: The next chart, please.
19 and also from other similar locations strategically located 19 This chart provides -- i
20 around the country would be sent for repair and overhaul to |20 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman?
21 Tobyhanna, rather than Letterkenny, 21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
22 Please note that a significant portion of the 22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I'm not sure whether Glenn —
. . . Page 194 . Page 197
1 guidance system workload includes a wide range of support | 1 well, you were on the process, too. The 93 joint direction
2 equipment, other support equipment, including missile 2 was to move the missiles into — all these missiles you had
3 launchers, command and control shelters, and radar apparatus. 3 listed on that chart - into Letterkenny -- .
4 The 1995 recommendation also provides for the 4  MR. KNOEPFLE: Miles and related equipment, that’s
s transfer of combat vehicle workload to Anniston. As stated | 5 right.
6 previously -- and you’ve heard a lot of discussion about this | 6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: — and related equipment, to
7 - the Army believes that the work can be absorbed in 7 do that work. And, all those that were coloreﬁ in dark have,
8 Anniston’s existing infrastructure and, because of declining 8 in fact, moved, and all the rest of them are programmed to
9 workload in the out years, no personnel transfers are planned | 9 move; is that correct?? .
10 from Letterkenny to the activity at Anniston. 10 MR. KNOEPFLE: That’s correct, sir. .
11 Next chart. . . L 11 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Unless altered by this
12 This chart shows the transition of tactical missile 12 process? .
13 work from 11 sites into one central location at Letterkenny, |13 MR. KNOEPFLE: Right.
14 as mandated by the 1993 Commission. The shaded systems {14 MR. OWSLEY: One question that came up when we had
15 indicate the workload that has already transitioned into |15 industry in 1s, that requires a contracting officer to direct
16 Letterkenny. So far, Letterkenny has spent about $26 million{16 that work out of their plant and, in some cases, that hasn’t
17 of the $42 million missile consolidation budget. 17 been implemented yet so, you know, just saying that action
18 In terms of workload transfers, about half of the 18 without the contracting officer to, say, issue a ck e order
19 workload packa%es have aiready transferred. Please note that|19 to use that says, "From now on, send your missiles here,” in
20 three of the workload packages which have not yet 20 some cases that hasn’t been done, and | think the Army needs
21 transitioned to Letterkenny are currently assigned to the 21 to look into that. o )
22 private sector. 22 MR. KNOEPFLE: The total consolidation effort is
Page 195 Page 198
1 Next chart. 1 scheduled to be complete at Letterkenny by 1999, barring any
2 COMMISSIONER COX: The 1993 recommendation required 2 changes to the 1993 recommendations. o
3 that the ﬂnvate sector work come into the government. 3 COMMISSIONER COX: The rest of the missiles from
4 MR. KNOEPFLE: Yes, ma’am. 4 the — most of the rest of the missiles not moved yet from
5 COMMISSIONER COX: Does the 1995 recommendation s depots, other government depots, are the Hill missiles?
6 also require that the private sector come in? . 6 MR. KNOEPFLE: That’s correct. That’s the bulk of
7 R. KNOEPFLE: It does not address that issue, 7 the - there are some that are scheduled to come in from
8 COMMISSIONER COX: And, therefore, the private | 8 Anniston in 1996-1997. The ongoing work at Hill is scheduled
9 sector would have to come in and move to Tobyhanna? 9 for transfer into Letterkenny 1n the summer.
10 MR. KNOEPFLE: That’s correct, as well as any 10 COMMISSIONER COX: In the next month, July, August?
11 future systems. The technical part of the language -- 11 MR. KNOEPFLE: August-September time frame.
12 COMMISSIONER COX: Any future systems, as well?|12 COMMISSIONER COX: And is that training done, 1
13 MR. KNOEPFLE: Yes. 13 mean --
14 COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 14 _ MR. KNOEPFLE: Letterkenny people are current at
15 MR. KNOEPFLE: This chart compares Tol;yhanna’s 15 Hill Air Force Base undergoing traiming in preparation for
16 de%ot capacity to the combined workload forecast for 16 receipt of that workload, and there are a few people at Ogden
17 Tobyhanna’s workload electronics, plus the tactical missile |17 who are sort of waiting 1n the wings, I guess you’d say, to
18 work recommended for transfer from Letterkenny. 18 determine. They’re planning to move, but no commitment, no
19 You can see that Tobyhanna’s overall caﬁaclt 1s 19 firm commitments have been made. There's about 80 people at
20 sufficient to absorb Letterkenny’s missile workload, along |20 Hill Air Force Base that do the work on the Sldewm(fer and
21 with our other currently programmed work. That, 21 Maverick missile, at the present time.
22 incidentally, raises the capacity utilization rate from about |22 COMMISSIONER COX: Are we going to get into Hill
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1 Air Force Base? 1 MR. KNOEPFLE: All up-rounding facilities are
2 MR. KNOEPFLE: Yes, we will. Yes. 2 scattered throughout the country.
3 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. 3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS:~ And you do not have that at
4 MR. KNOEPFLE: This chart — no, Brian, C-13. Keep 4 Hill and lgrou certainly don’t have it at Tobyhanna?
s that up there. This chart provides a comparison of costs and | 5 MR. KNOEPFLE: You have that at Hill for some.
¢ savings for the DOD recommendation and two alternatives 6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Some?
7 investigated by the Commission. We've included closure costs 7 MR. KNOEPFLE: Yes.
8 for both the maintenance depot and the DLA distribution 8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But there’s deemed to be kind
9 t, 9 of an efficiency to have both the storage area and the
10 In the case of Letterkenny, DLA has gone on record |10 maintenance capability at the same place, not necessary, but

—
-

and says if the host maintenance activity closes, the

there is, when you ship it back and forth, your lag times

12 distribution depot is a likely candidate fo follow, simply 12 drop down? . .
13 because it primarily supports the maintenance mission, not {13 MR. KNOEPFLE: There’s some synergism gained by
14 entirely, but they’ve gone on record to say if the 14 that through, you know, less transportation costs and maybe
15 maintenance depot tgoes down, that the DLA distribution is a {15 some shannﬁof sziersonm-:l.
16 good candidate to follow. 16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thanks, Glenn.
17 COMMISSIONER COX: The percentage of work done by (17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Knoepfle. You may
18 the DLA is much higher with the depot than we saw — 18 proceed.
19 MR. KNOEPFLE: It’s well over 50 percent. 19 MR. KNOEPFLE: Thank you. )
20 The first column summarizes the DOD recommendation. 20 The third column summarizes the COBRA analysis to
21 The Army roccntlg updated its COBRA analysis to provide for 21 close Tobyhanna --
22 the transfer of 450 personnel slots to Tobyhanna, rather than |22 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. Just to go back, the
) — Page200 - . . Page 203
1 the original 300. Also, the enclaved ammunition and missile { 1 $89 million one-time cost, does Hill have the capacity fo do
2 storage area will retain 801 employees rather than the 2 all of what Tobyhanna would do?
3 original 491. 3 In other words, we know they can’t store and
4  The changes were made as a result of concerns 4 disassemble at Hill or Tobyhanna, but the things that the DOD
5 raised bt{ the community. thterkerﬁxkr community officials | 5 recommends moving to Tobyhanna — the guidance and control
6 ed that the Army’s 1nitial COBRA analysis only provided] 6 and some of the related work -- could Hill pick that up? Do
7 for the transfer of core workload and not the above core 7 they have the ca aciPt{ to do that? .
8 workload. . 3 MR. KNO};EP E: The infrastructure is there to pick
9 It is our understanding that the Army plans to use 9 up.
10 the additional 310 employees within the enclave area untila |10 COMMISSIONER COX: With some of these MILCON —
11 decision can be made with regard to the possible h MR. KNOEPFLE: Yes, they have a significant amount
12 privatization of the above core work. 12 of excess space at Hill Air Force Base. ] L
13 COMMISSIONER COX: At the moment, though, under 13 COMMISSIONER COX: Do you think they will still
14 either the 93 or *95 recommendation, could they privatize |14 have excess s&ace when McClellan and San Antonio close?
15 any missiles? 15 MR. OWSLEY: The answer to that is yes.
16 MR. KNOEPFLE: No, they could not. 16 COMMISSIONER COX: Yes. )
17 COMMISSIONER COX: So that would require us taking |17 MR. OWSLEY: They will have less, but they’ll still
18 some action — 18 have quite a bit, because, if you remember the individual
19 MR. KNOEPFLE: That’s correct. 19 charts we went to, not a lot of that work that would be
20 COMMISSIONER COX: -- to overrule the *93 20 transferred by the Air Force would end up at Hill Air Force
21 recommendation? ) 21 Base. Some would, but in the areas where we saw the excess
22 MR. KNOEPFLE: The services have seen fit to 22 capacity and that upstairs storage area and all that, that’s
. . . ... Page 201 _ . . . Page 204
1 entergmze only about one-third of the tactical missile 1 devoted to missiles, that will not be utilized with the work
2 workload as core and two-thirds as non-core, and Roles and | 2 that’s going to transfer.
3 Missions would say that that’s a likely candidate for 3 OMMISSIONER COX: Thank you.
4 possible privatization. 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Proceed, Mr. Knoepfle.
5 The second column shows the results of DOD's COBRA 5 MR. KNOEPFLE: Next chart, please.
6 analysis to move the total missile maintenance package to 6 _This chart shows the issues that we looked at when
7 Hill Air Force Base. One-time cost for this option is $89 7 we did our analysis. The items on the left, I'll be talking
8 million, and this estimate does not include the cost to 8 to; the items on the right can be discussed, if you so
9 construct new storage facilities at Utah. 9 desire. .
10 As you might remember, at the Adds hearing, we had |10 You might want to leave that one up there, Brian,
11 a one-time cost to accomglx_sh this transfer of $220 million, [11 and move on fo the next chart.
12 which included a cost to build a substantial number of 12 This chart shows some of the pros and cons of
13 igloos, and we found out, later on, that storage was not a 13 performing missile maintenance at Tobyhanna, as suggested by
14 significant part of that — 14 the DOD’s 1995 recommendations. Some information for the two
15 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Can [ follow up on that one? 15 alternatives is also included.
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis, follow up, 16 All three of these options, I might point out,
17 please. 17 preserve, in theory, the concept of inter-servicing. The
18 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, sir. So, in fact 18 Tobyhanna o%tion would assign the work to the Army’s lowest-
19 enny is the only that has the capability to store ail 19 cost depot. It would increase Tobyhanna’s utilization rate
20 up-rounds and work on them at the same time? 20 from 49 to 70 percent and, since this work is mainl
21 MR. KNOEPFLE: Within the same facility. 21 electronics-oriented the workload could blend into ~
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, within the same facility. |22 Tobyhanna’s facility but, with some additional building
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CON would be?
MR. KNOEPFLE: The MILCON for moving the missiles
into Tobyhanna is about $5 miilion. Basically, it’s building

16
17
18

work from other closing activities.
These options were growded to the Army for comment
and we were recently notified that the DOD’s position with
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1 renovation expenditures. 1 consolidation. .
2 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. The numbers you're { 2 But, without any new workload, the projected FY 99
3 looking at, do they include, now that we have voted, anyway, 3 utilization rate would be 52 percent, based on maximum
4 to move the ground communication work from McClellan to | 4 potential capacity, comgar to the currently programmed
5 Tobyhanna? ) 5 workload estimates, or 26 percent if only core workload is
6 MR. KNOEPFLE: No, they don’t. That would raise | 6 considered. ) ) .
7 the utilization rate to in the neighborhood of 83 percent. 7 Next Chart. This talks about the issues, with
8 COMMISSIONER COX: 83 percent. And we probably 8 regard that the Letterkenny Community raised with regard to
9 haven’t, but we had a MILCON for moving missiles there and we | 9 the costs. . .
10 had a MILCON for movin und communications there, because {10 The Letterkenny Community as recognized that
11 we got it from the COB on the Air Force depots. 11 expanded workload base would reduce - that an expanded
12 Is everybody using the same space here? Are those 12 workload base would reduce overhead costs.
13 MILCONSs completely different? Are we counting on some space |13 As a solution to this problem, they have suggested
14 for bulk missife.:s and whatever? Did we ever run them 14 several alternatives. For example, expand the use of future
15 together, that if you would move both of them there, what the 15 public/private teaming arrangements and possible transfer of
16
17
18
19

[
8 RS

renovation costs.

COMMISSIONER COX: But we have a one-time cost here
of $50 million of which, I guess, $5 million is MILCON. But
we’re assuming they’re moving into some space. What I’m

19
20
21
22

regard to Letterkenny realignment has not changed.

While United Defense anticipates follow-on work on
the Palladin Enterprise Project, company officials told us
that contracts from the National Guard and FMS orders that
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worried about is we’re assuming that the ground
communications people and the missile people are now all
movmﬁmto the same space. o

R. KNOEPFLE: The answer to that question is the
Tobyhanna executive civilian has indicated to us that the
ground communications workload from McCiellan is very similar
to the current work that’s being done at Tobyhanna, so the
work, he said, would blend in, right in with the ongoing
benchtop — he described it as benchto type work.

COMMISSIONER COX: Right. That’s what they’ve said
about the missile work, too.

MR. KNOEPFLE: When we walked through Tobyhanna
depot, they showed us the space. Essentially, 1t was several
open bays where they would put the missile work. And I might
add that the number of square feet that Tob{'ehanna plans to
allocate to that work is somewhat less than Letterkenny is
using at the present time, but ?Emeers say it will work.

COMMISSIONER COX: right. But we’ve never had

rtunity to run a COBRA that said, "Move everything
er, the missiles and the electronics”?
MR. KNOEPFLE: Not precisely.
COMMISSIONER COX: We don’t know what the impact of
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would extend this work to 2001 time frame, have not bgeen
finalized pending a decision on the 1995 BRAC recommendation.

Now with regard to the cost to close, or realign
Letterkenny, the GAQ reported that the Army had inadvertently
failed to consider $3 to $5 million the COBRA cost analysis.
. The Commission staff, in fact, found that several
important cost elements were overlooked.

For example, the Arm ¥ has already requested $3.7
million to renovate existing facilities at Tobyhanna and
Anniston; $750,000 at Anniston, and about '$3 million at
Tobyhanna. The Army has also developed an estimate to
develop a radar test site at a cost of about $2 million.

. mmission staff also found that personnel costs
estimated - that could cost as much as $10 million was not
considered in the Army’s COBRA analysis. =~

. Adding the $15 million to the Army’s projection, it
brings the one-time costs to $65 millon. "However, these _
oversights do not change the DOD’s estimated annual savings
and return on investment, .

Next chart. This chart summarizes some of the
concerns raised by the Tobyhanna Community when the
Commission staff looked af a possible alternative -- to close
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the two together is?
MR. KNOEPFLE: No, we have not.
COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Knoelpﬂe, roceed.

.. MR. KNOEPFLE: The center column here talks to the
Hill option. Hill was suggested by the community &roup_ that
supports the base. It should be noted up front that the Air
Force does not endorse the transfer of additional missile
maintenance workload into the Hill facility. However, the
Secretary of the Air Force stated, during the June 14th_
gearm, g, that she would accept all or part of the work, if so

irected.

Currently about 80 Air Force employees are working
on the overhaul of guidance and control sections for Maverick
and Sidewinder missiles and, as I said previously, that work
will transfer to Letterkenny during the summer of 1995.

The third column addresses some of the pros and
cons of continuing with the missile consolidation effort at
Letterkenny. Rejection of DOD's recommendation would leave
the Letterkenny industrial area open, to include both combat
vehicle, possible future expansion of public and private
teaming, and, of course, the tactical missile maintenance
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Tobyhanna and move the electronics workload into Letterkenny.

. Tobyhanna was ranked as the Army’s number one depot
with regard to military value and the Chairman of the Joint
Cost Service Group has affirmed that assessment.

_While our analysis shows that Tobyhanna Depot could
possibly fit into Letterkenny’s existing brick and mortar
infrastructure, the cost of building renovation would be
extensive - in the neighborhood of $76 million.

Next chart. The last chart provides a summary of
the pros and cons of DOD’s recommendation to realign
Letterkenny and assxﬁ'n the combat vehicle workload to
Anniston. "At the end of the implementation period, 1999,
Letterkenny facility would be left with only Lﬁz convention
ammunition and mussile storage and disassembly mission.

DOD’s recommendation preserves inter-serving of
depot level tactical missile maintenance, but the mission
would be relocated to the Tobyhanna facility to eliminate
excess depot infrastructure.

. The Commission alternative to close Tobyhanna would
eliminate the Army’s newest and highest rated depot. The
costs applicable to the Commission alternative are
considerably higher.
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1 Mr. Chairman, this concludes my presentation. 1 the public sector. . .
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, very much, Mr. 2 That is certainly inconsistent with the new roles
3 Knoepfle. Arc there any questions of Mr. Knoepfle by anybody 3 and missions and where the DOD, even across the board, seems
4 on the staff, or does any Commissioner have a comment? 4 to be going. L L
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, 5 o I'want to explore the possibility of privatizing
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 6 those missiles, or at Jeast giving the DOD the authonty to
7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I would I would like, Mr. | 7 privatize those missiles should they so desire. o
8 Knoepfle, to get your assessment. Right now, Letterkenny is{ 8 If we remove that prohibition, or because we did it
9 in fact doing the Palladin Project. I was there; I saw it. 9 and we said "all missiles” -- if we made it clear that, in
10 MR. KNOEPFLE: That is correct. 10 fact, that it would be all right if the DOD wanted to, if it
11 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And they have the capacity to |11 were considered not core, et cetera, to leave the private
12 continue that and that, in fact, they do gav_e the capability 12 sector missiles in the private sector, even to further
13 and the capacity to do further military vehicles -- in your 13 ¥nvatwe ‘missiles currently in the public sector, and, in
14 view - if th&were facilitized and manned to do that? 14 fact, a fair amount of that were done and, as we know, there
15 MR. KNOEPFLE: Yes, sir; they do. 15 are the cost service group, and others, at the Army are very
16 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you. 16 anxious to Fet about the process of doing that.
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner. Are 17 Would it make sense not to spend the one-time cost
18 there any further questions of any of the staff, or any 18 to move it to Tobyhanna right now, or at least to see if they
19 further statements before there is a motion? 19 would move to the private sector, given the DOD — we would
20 COMMISSIONER KLING: Just one? 20 avoid, wouldn’t we, if we let it play out at Letterkenny, the
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling and then {21 $15 million in one-time costs? )
22 Commissioner Cox. 22 MR. KNOEPFLE: You could avoid those costs, yes.
Page 212 . . Page 215
1 COMMISSIONER KLING: Is Mr. Cook still there? 1 And [ believe the Army’s plan for leaving the extra 3
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Cook even had a sign for a| 2 people within the enclave area to buy time, if you will, to
3 while. What happened to Mr. Cook? . 3 consider those options.
4 MR. COOK: Iam right here. I still have the sign. 4 COMMISSIONER COX: You would have to leave some
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The elusive Mr. Cook. s people there to do that work while you were either
6 _ COMMISSIONER KLING: Just one question about Red 6 privatizing it, or not privatizing,.
7 River, back to the distribution. You heard Commissioner 7 MR. KNOEPFLE: That1s correct.
8 Robles’ statement about that if we close the distribution 8 MR. OWSLEY: I would point out, though, you would
9 depot there, we would hurt the ability to respond quickly, 9 lose the annual savings. Because if you looked at those
10 maybe iness. . 10 rates of those depots, Letterkenny is considerably higher
15 N Mti qtuesthn to you is, could we not —- Do you 11 than anyone else and that is because they lack absorption,
12 believe that that is true, or could these other depots -~ 12 and unfess someone puts some work in there ~ and if you
13 distribution areas not replace just as effectivelg', and 13 would glo on with the move of the vehicles to Anniston, that
14 moral? I think that Commissioner Robles said, yes, it can be |14 will no longer be $82 an hour, it will be $100-some odd.
15 replaced, but we will lose timing, we will lose readiness. 15 COMMISSIONER COX: Presumably we wouldn't privatize
16 MR. COOK: Commissioner Kling, there are 16 the missiles if it costs us move to privatize them. )
17 alternatives if the Commission decides to retain capacity. 17 MR. OWSLEY: No. What I am talking about, if ?’ou
18 The DLA position is 18 leave missile work in Letterkenny and take out the vehicle
19 out-source that capacity for any shortfall. However, there 19 work, the cost per hour is going to go up significantly.
20 are other depots that have been recommended for closure, 20 Someone needs to consider if that should be the desire, there
21 gclﬁcally the one at Mempbhis and the one at San Antonio |21 ought to be something else to absorb the overhead structure
22 that can handle the Red River workload -- 22 that is there.
Page 213 Page 216
1 COMMISSIONER KLING: Can or can’t? 1 COMMISSIONER COX: Or, could you leave the Army the
2 MR. COOK: Can definitely handle the Red River 2 ability to either privatize them, and if they wanted to do
3 workload and accommodate it well. . 3 that, not spend the one-time cost to Tobyhanna, or move to
4 COMMISSIONER KLING: And accomplish what the | 4 Toﬂyhanna if in fact it is not cheaper to privatize? It may
5 Commissioner questioned, whether it was able to be done? 5 well not be cheaper to privatize.
6 . COOK: Yes, sir. 6 MR. OWSLEY: You could be right. You could do any
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions of 7 one of those things that you said, Commissioner. You could
8 Mr. Knoepfle, or anybody from the sta¥f regarding this issue?| 8 privatize by just changing your language from 1993 and let
9 COMMISSIONER COX: I have a question. 9 the Army go on with their current recommendation, which is to
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox. . 10 move the electronics to a low-cost place, which is Tobyhanna,
11 . COMMISSIONER COX: I have a question and it is on{11 and to load up Anniston, which is & recommendation. And you
12 the issue of privatization. In 1993, as Mr. Knoepfle, we 12 could take away that onerous language at the same time you
13 were very interested in cross-servicing missiles. The only 13 are doing that.
14 place to do that and do storage and disassembly was at 14 _ COMMISSIONER COX: Right. I guess what ] am
15 Eetterk rkenny, and while I think we made a lot of really good |15 looking at is a third possibility. That, plus, if there —
16 decisions in 1993, including 16 What has happened, we have already spent money to consolidate

17 inter-servicing the missiles, I think perhaps we made one bad
18 decision as to that issue.

19 Thatis, preventing the military from having the

20 ability to privatize those missiles, an, in fact, as you

21 Jook at your chart, you will see that some of them will even
22 be coming out of the private sector at our direction, into

these missiles at Letterkenny. We have moved people, we have
trained people and what we are talking about is doing it,
again, . .

If we were going to privatize a large section of .
those missiles as some at the DOD are very anxious to do, it
wouldn’t make sense to do that all again, if you could avoid
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1 it. . 1 private sector commercial activities. L.
2 1 am looking for an option that says -- give them 2 . The Commission finds this recommendation is _
3 the option to privatize the whole thing, move the whole thing | 3 consistent with the four structure plan and final criteria.
4 to Tobyhanna, or do some combination of that during a period. 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion
5 R. OWSLEY: We certainly did not-look at that 5 made by Commission Robles?
6 option. It was not on the table. We all talked about it a 6 OMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.
7 bit, but you would have -- to get any cost analysis of 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded bﬁ:ommissgoner Montoya.
8 benefit, you would have to decide and give someone a year | 8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman,
9 when you are going to privatize and get the stuff out there. 9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis?
10 An analysis could be performed once we knew that. 10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
11 CH AN DIXON: Any further questions? 11 propose an amendment to that. Would that be proper at this
12 o0 response.) 12 point?
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any other questions of 13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1 think an amendment is entirely
14 this staff rg,gardmg their complete presentation which is now |14 proper. Commissioner Davis.
15 before you? 15 ... COMMISSIONER DAVIS: If you will give me a second,
16 0 response. ) 16 I will trIYItAomﬁfg where we differ.
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions? 17 C AN DIXON: Do you want to confer with
18 Are there any further comments, or is there a motion? 18 counsel?
19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I have a motion. |19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes.
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do you have a motion, Commissioner 20 I would like to amend it to say realign Letterkenny
21 Cox? 21 Army Depot and Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania --
22 COMMISSIONER COX: Oh, no. 1am sorry. I 22 Letterkenny and Tobyhanna will become a combined depot
o . Page 218 Page 221
1 understand that Commissioner Robles had a motion, but — 1 activity under one command as determined by the Department of
2 whatever. I don’t have a motion. 2 the Army; the tactical maintenance missile workload will
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Here is mi:eunderstand'mg from| 3 consolidate under the control of the consolidated depot
4 counsel. Army Letterkenny and Depot Letterkenny are 4 command; missile repair work may be assigned to either the
5 connected. 5 gnvate sector or Letterkenny and Tobyhanna facilities, as
6 MR. OWSLEY: Yes. . 6 deemed appropriate; the Letterkenny acili;y will retain all
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And if one goes, they both go. | 7 currently programmed ground vehicle workload; other ground
8 There is no distinguishing feature with respect to that 8 combat vehicle workload will move to Letterkenny, as deemed
9 particular installation, and I think there is no dispute S appropriate. o . .
10 about that. L 10 . The Commission finds this recommendation is
1t MR. OWSLEY: That is right. 11 consistent with the four structure plan and final criteria.
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The Chair will entertain a motion. |12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel advises me that that is in
13 . COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I have a |13 the nature of a substitute amendment. Is there a second to
14 motion. o 14 the amendment — to the motion offered by Commission Davis?
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles. 15 Is there a second?
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I move — 16 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: For purpose of discussion,
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Just a minute, Commissioner {17 I second that.
18 Robles. Counsel is asking me a question. 18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded by Commissioner Cornelia.
19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I would yield to my Army {19 Counsel will call the role.
20 colleague if it is the same motion [ have. —~ 20 =~ COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, before I go ~
21 HAIRMAN DIXON: The Chair is an innocent 21 since I did the original amendment. After we vote on this
22 bystander. Commissioner Robles. 22 substantive amendment --
Page 219 Page 222
1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I don’t know if he wanted to 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We come back to you.
2 do a motion first. 1 am not sure mine — my motion willbe | 2 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: You will come back to me.
3 the same as his, so maybe -- 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: If this amendment fails, I come
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The Chair sure doesn’t care who 4 back to&ou. .
5 goes first. An bod&want to go first? . 5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: That is fine.
6 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I will make a motion ~ | 6 . COMMISSIONER KLING: We are voting on Commissioner
7 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles, you make the | 7 Davis’ motion.
8 motion. 8 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: We are voting on Commissioner
9 MOTION 9 Davis’ motion, seconded by Commissioner Cornella.
10 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I move the Commission find |10 If it passes, that is the established decision of
11 the Secretary Defense deviated substantially from Final 11 the Commussion with respect to Letterkenny. If it fails, we
12 Criteria One, Two, Four and Five, and therefore, the 12 revert back to the motion by Commissioner Robles.
13 Commission reject the Secretary’s recommendation on 13 Is there any question by Commissioners before
14 Letterkenny Army Depot, and instead, adopt the following |14 Counsel calls the role?
15 recommendation: . 15 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: No question, but there ought
16 Realign Letterkenny Army Depot by transferring the {16 to be time for discussion or a statement. '
17 towed and self-propelled combat vehicle mission to Anniston |17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Fine. Commissioner Montoya.
18 Army Depot; retain an enclave for convention ammunition |18 . COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: It seems to me that that
15 storage and tactical missile disassembly and storage; change |19 motion is a kind of — proposes the kind of thing that I
20 the 1993 Commission's decision regarding the consolidation of 20 would like to sec all military services have, that kind of
21 tactical missile maintenance at Letterkenny by transferring |21 flexibility to be able to combine overhead, to move work
22 missile guidance system workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot, or |22 around, o improve the efficiency of the Armed Services.
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1 But, clearly we have a Base Closure Commission 1 there. . .
2 because it is almost impossible to do that, and this motion 2 COMMISSIONER COX: But just the Palladin, not the
3 tends to confuse the issue. Whether I like it or not, it 3 rest of the ground -- The other ground vehicle workload
4 tends to confuse the issue, so I am going to vote to oppose 4 there. )
5 it, because 1 think we ought to be leaving behind us a trail 5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Retain the current ground
6 of very clean decisions. 6 combat workload until it runs out. ]
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Montoya. | 7 COMMISSIONER COX: Can I make a sug)gestlon?
8 Commissioner Klu;lg 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox
9 COMMISSIONER KLING: I would like to support that; 9  COMMISSIONER COX: That we make that discretionary
10 that I believe the operational aspects of how we go into this (10 with the Army, as well? The reason I raise that, as I
11 and what we do with it be left to the Armed Forces. 11 understood the intent of your proposal, it was in a sense to
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further comments by |12 give the DOD the authority to phase out Letterkenny if they
13 any Commissioner before Counsel calls the role? Commissioner |13 decide to do that, if they privatize the missiles and move it
14 Cox? 14 to Tobg'hgnna. )
15 COMMISSIONER COX: T just might ask a question, |15 o if they wanted to move ground work in, fine, but
16 because now | am confused. Commissioner Davis, your 16 that should be at the option of them.
17 proposal, as I understand it, would allow -- The DOD did not{17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, I am afraid I
18 propose realignment ~- closing Letterkenny. You are _ |18 have confused this issue. My intent was to maximize the
19 proposing realigning Letterkenny, as did the DOD, and doing|19 centralization as it has already been mandated by the 1993
20 two other thins, as I understand 1t — aliowing 20 BRAC, sustain the ground combat capability and permit
21 privatization, which I certainly support ~ 21 additional sl\{i%e loads be added to Letterkenny as required.
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Correct. 22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Davis.
Page 224 . Page 227
1 COMMISSIONER COX: And, allowing the DOD, ifthey | 1 Are there any further comments? The question before us is a
2 so desire, completely up to them, not to spend the one-time | 2 motion by Commissioner Davis that, in effect, is a substitute
3 cost to move the missile work to Tobyhanna if they can 3 to the motion by Commission Robles.
4 privatize it in place. 4 We are prepared, if there is no further )
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: That is correct. 5 conversation, to vote on the motion by Commissioner Davis.
6 COMMISSIONER COX: In other words, there isno | 6 Is there any objection to going to the vote?
7 point in moving it to Tobyhanna if what you are going tobe | 7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Call the question.
8 doing is privatizing. What you would want to do'is, 1n a few| 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. Counsel, call the role.
9 years, or a year — whatever it was — deciding whether or 9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
10 not it should be privatized, and if so, you phase it out at 10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
11 Letterkenny. . 11 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
12 You wouldn’t spend money to move it to Tobyhanna |12 COMMISSIONER KLING: No.
13 and then phase it out, and this would give them the option to {13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
14 do that. . 14 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: No.
15 And, as I understand it, it would also give them 15 * MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
16 the option, but not direct, ground vehicle work in the 16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Nay.
17 Letterkenny. 17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
18 Is that correct? 18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Nay.
19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Your characterization is |19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
20 correct. 20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: No.
21 COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Kling said he thought we 21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
22 should give them the option, and that 1s why I was a little 22 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
. . . Page 225 . Page 228
1 confused. I just want to make sure that that is the intent 1 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
2 of the motion. . 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: No. i
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Chairman. 3 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is six nays,
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 4 and two ayes. .
5 . COMMISSIONER STEELE: 1am sorry. Commissioner 5 C_HXIRMAN DIXON: The vote is six nays, two ayes;
6 Davis, does it also, if ] am not mistaken — Does it do one 6 the motion by Commissioner Davis fails and the Chair
7 more thmﬁ’ . 7 announces that we revert to the motion by Commissioner
8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Right. 8 Robles. Counsel will now call the role on the motion by
9 COMMISSIONER STEELE: In retaining the current | 9 Commissioner Robles. Commissioner Davis.
10 g:und program ground combat vehicle workload so, in essence, {10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Mr. Chairman, it has been so
11 that portion would also stay at Letterkenny and not go to 11 long aéo could we have it re-read?
12 Anniston? 12 "HAIRMAN DIXON: Why don’t we do that? Read
13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Iam sorry. Commissioner 13 Commissioner Robles’ motion, again.
14 Steele, saK/I ]Cﬁam? . 14 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I would be glad
15 CO SSIONER STEELE: Does it also not do one |15 to re-submit the motion.
16 additional thing by retaining all currently programmed ground 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Would you, please,
17 combat vehicle workload at Letterkenny, versus moving that to 17 Commissioner Robles?
18 Anniston, as the recommendation -- 18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I move the
19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: That was my intention, yes. 19 Commission find the Secretary of Defense deviated
20 COMMISSIONER COX: Is that your intention? I know 20 substantially from Final Criteria One, Two, Four and Five,
21 you read it that way, but - 21 and therefore, the Commuission reject the Secretary’s
22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Retain the Palladin workioad 22 recommendation on Letterkenny Army Depot, and instead adopt
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the following recommendation: .

Realign Letterkenny Army Depot by transferring the
towed and self-propelled vehicle mission to Anniston Army
Depot; retain an enclave for the conventional ammunition
storage and tactical missile disassembly and storage; change
the 1993 Commission’s decision regarding the consolidation of
tactical missile maintenance at Letterkenny by transferring
missile guidance system workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot, or
private sector commercial activities. L

. The commission finds this recommendation is

consistent with the four structure plan and final criteria.

. CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank the Commissioner for re-
readmg his motion. Counsel will call the role.

OMMISSIONER COX: Can ]I just make a comment?
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.

. COMMISSIONER COX: 1 get back to my concern on this
motion that, while we give them the authority to do private
sector, we force them to spend money, and move people to
Tobyhanna at the same time. I don’t think that makes sense.
If we are going to privatize, we ought to leave them the
option of not spending the money to move. .

I think we are forcing dollars spent out that just
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activities, including the private sector; retain conventional
ammunition storage in the interim training center, the rubber
ﬂrioductxon facility and civilian training education in Red

ver.

. The Commission finds this recommendation is
consistent with the Four Structure Plan and Final Criteria.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion by
Commissioner Robles?
COMMISSIONER KLING: I second that one.

. CHAIRMAN DIXON: It is seconded by Commissioner
Klms_. Is there any comment regar_dmg this motion? Is there
any discussion concerning this motion’ .

COMMISSIONER COX: I wonder, Chairman --

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.

COMMISSIONER COX: I wonder, Commissioner, if you
would just explain what we are doing. Commissioner Robles,
go_mmlssxoner Cox ask that you elaborate on what you are

oing.

. gCOMMI_SSIONER ROBLES: What we are basing doing is,
given my testimony on the fact that we needed a warm-base
capability, we didn’t want to put all our eggs in one basket,
I think it 1s prudent that we down-size Red River Army Depot,
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simply aren’t necessary.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further comments?
No nse%)

HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel, call the role.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comella.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: No.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: No. .
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: No.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are five ayes
and three nays.
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and only leave the Bradley line there; find ways to get%n
efficiencies and costs down to a level that the Department of
the Defense, and the Department of Army specifically can live
with, but retain the ability for surge capability, or other
catastrophes or disasters, to be able to restock those other
lines, and run the facility at full production if necessary.
But, in the meantime, you only maintain the Bradley line,
which is a very specialized and unique sort of skilled labor
force that is required for our national defense.

COMMISSIONER COX: The C-113s and some of the other
wheeled vehicles would continue to move to Anniston, but the
Bradley’s would stay here? )

OMMISSIONER ROBLES: That is correct.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I have a

comment. :

... CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let’s get this clarified, and then_
I will recognize you, Commissioner Montoya. This motion
addresses the depot —

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Only the depot, not the DLA.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. Who asked --

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, on the chance
that my vote on this may seem inconsistent with the position
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Motion carries. Announpcme%t for
the public here, so that there is no question about it: That
vote, which is a majority vote, supports the Department of
Defense recommendations with a moderate variation.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.
. COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Are you entertaining
additional motions on this whole area of y depots?
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes, I am, sir.
. COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I would like to make a
motion.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles, you are
recognized.
MOTION
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I move that the Commission
find the _Secg'etagnof Defense deviated substantially from
Final Criterion One, and therefore, the Commuission reject the
Secretary’s recommendation on Red River Army Depot, and
instead, adopt the following recommendation:_
. Realign Red River Army Depot b]y moving all
maintenance missions except for that related to the Bradley
Fighting Vehicle Series to other depot maintenance
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I took re ardint%jthe ALCs, on the issue of surge capacngty and
so forth; 1 see this distinction very clear in that the Arm
has, in fact, closed many depots. They are down to the last
ones.

. I share the concern with Commissioner Robles on
this one, for that fact and that fact, alone. I would almost
favor keeping this particular base open, as is, and have
Anniston work out their synergies over time. But, again, I
think we have to give clearer directions than just leave too
many thm_fs in the air for fear that we will create dogfights
in our trail. . .

So I will zur\rgort the motion to submit it.
CHAIRM IXON: Are there any further comments by
any Commissioner regarding this motion?

No response.)

HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the role.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
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1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 1 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.

2 COMMISSIONER COX: Avye. 2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.

3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.

4 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 4 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.

] MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: éige: )

6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 6 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are eight

7 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 7 ayes and zero nays.

8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: No. 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion carries unanimously,

9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 9 going with the result already obtained on the previous motion
10 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 10 on Letterkenny.

11 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are seven

11

Did I understand that I had a consensus here, that

12 ayes, and one nay. 12 we go to the Red River DLA question and then we can conclude
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Votes are seven ayes and one nay. |13 for a bite to eat? Is there any further comment or any other
14 The motion is carried. o . 14 questions of any Commissioner before we go to the question?
15 May I say to my fellow Commissioners, we can either (15 o reﬁnse%) .
16 take a brief break and have a bite to eat and come right back |16 HAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a motion?
17 in here - and I would hope it wouldn’t take more than half- |17 . COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I have a motion, Mr.
18 hour at the most, or we can go to the DLA part of Red River |18 Chairman.
19 which I would like to do to conclude this issue on Red River. |19 MOTION o
20 What is the Director saying to me? 20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.
21 MR. LYLES: Mr. Chairman, I believe there are two |21 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I move that the Commission
22 remaining issues associated with this category; one is the 22 find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially
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1 defense distribution depot at Letterkenny, and the other is 1 from final criteria one and, therefore, that the Commission
2 the defense distribution depot at Red River, I think, given 2 reject the Secretary’s recommendation on Defense Distribution
3 the Commission’s action just now, I think it would be staff’s | 3 Depot Red River, Texas, DDRT, and instead adopt the following
4 recommendation that you could go ahead and act on both of | 4 recommendation;: | .
5 those, right now. . o 5 Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texas, DDRT,
6 C AN DIXON: All right. I think that point is | 6 remain open and is not disestablished. The Commission finds
7 well taken. On the Letterkenny question, where the resultis | 7 this recommendation is consistent with the four structure
8 already not in dispute, I think - could we go to that first? 8 plan and final critena.
9 Is someone prepared to make a motion on the Letterkenny DLA 9  CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any comments regarding
14 question? . 10 this motion? Oh, wait; is there a second to the motion?
11 . COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, I have a |11 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I second the motion.
12 motion. 12 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella seconds that
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you read that motion, {13 motion.
14 please? 14 Are there any comments regarding this motion?
15 MOTION 15 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have a comment, Mr.
16 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: I move that the motion find 16 Chairman.
17 that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate substantially 17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya.
18 from the four structure plan and final criteria; therefore, 18 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: With the assistance of
19 that the Commission adopt the following recommendation to the 19 counsel, I believe that we ought to amend this to permit or
20 Secretary of Defense: . 20 make room for the flexibility of this depot to be realigned
21 Disestablish the defense distribution depot, 21 or downsized commensurate with the action we just took in
22 Letterkenny, Pennsylvania, DDLP; material remamning at DDLP {22 realigning Red River.
. . . . Page 237 . . Page 240
1 at time of disestablishment will be relocated to the defense 1 Ithink that that somehow has to be worked into
2 distribution depot, Anniston, Alabama, DDAA, and to optimum 2 this motion. .
3 stosrt:ge space within the Department of Defense distribution | 3 Mbll!. LYLES: I would agree, Mr. Chairman, that that
4 system. 4 is possible.
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That is a motion by Commissioner | § COMMISSIONER COX: As well.
6 Robles. Is there a second to that motion? 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Just a moment. If I just have the
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: I second that motion. 7 benefit of staff’s view here. I see Mr. Cook and Director
8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded by Commissioner Kling. | 8 Lyles; what 1%01“ view on this? .
9 Is there any comment, or can we go to the role call? 9 Cook MR. LYLES: Mr. Chairman, let me recognize Bob
10 o nse. 10 Cook.
11 AN {)IXON: Counsel will call the role. 1 MR. COOK: Mr. Chairman, I think the workload
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles? 12 adjustment would follow because the defense depot is there to
13 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 13 support the maintenance mission. The mission goes down, the
14 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 14 workload will automatically go down, [ﬁzrhaps except for the
15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 15 regional distribution mission, which will be retained.
16 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comnella? 16 . So that should be within the purview of the Defense
17 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 17 Logistics Agency to accommodate that workload transfer.
18 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 18 COMMISSIONER COX: And therefore, we would not need
19 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. . 19 to chagfﬁ the motion; that that would happen as part -~
20 MS., CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 20 . LYLES: You are saying an operational unit will
21 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 21 happen.
22 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kline. 22 MR. COOK: Yes, sir; I think that is correct.
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COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, to the extent

that we are all assured of that and it is on the record, 1
would withdraw m:

motion.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. Are there any further

comments or questions by any of the Commissioners?

o nse.
Hm}\N IXON: Counsel will call the role.
MS. CREEDON: On the motion made by Commissioner

Robles, Commissioner Robles.

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella?
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
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AFTERNOON SESSION
(1:35 p.m.)

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, we are going

to get going here if we can find the Commissioners.
at are we on now, Director? Navy Depot Warfare

Centers? . .

MR. LYLES: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do you have your staff on Navy
Depot Warfare Centers? .

MR. LYLES: We are here and read{ to go, sir.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, thank you
for your kindness this morning. There were a lot of tough
votes, and some that 1 am sure people were emotionally
involved in very deegly. I a}:g;ecxate the fact that nobody

—
—
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MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. got involved in any displays that interrupted the
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. . proceedings. o )
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. It was very sophisticated of you and I am indebted
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. to you. )
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. Is staff ready to go ahead with the Navy
COMMISSIONER KLING: I vote aye, also, on the basis 20 Depot/Warfare Centers? .
21 that we do have an understanding that this will be looked 21 MR. LYLES: Yes, we are, Mr. Chairman.
22 into, operating on a down-sizing basis. 22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Proceed.
. Page 242 . Page 245
1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 1 . MR. LYLES: Mr. Owsley, from the Joint Cross
2 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 2 Service Team.
3 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 3 MR. OWSLEY: I have the team of people, the
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: No. 4 analysts, here with me. Dick Helmer, Brian Kerns and Less
5 MS. CREEDON: The vote is seven ayes and one nay. | $ Famnéton, who are the senior analysts on this.
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The motion carries, and I think we | 6 HAIRMAN DIXON: Who'is going to proceed?
7 have completed everything with respect to Letterkenny and Red 7 MR. OWSLEY: I am sir.
8 River. Have we, Director?_ . 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Go ahead, Mr. Owsley.
9 MR. LYLES: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, we have. 9 MR. OWSLEY: The first chart depicts the three
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, ladies and fentlemcn, we are (10 installations in this category, which is the Louisville,
11 going to take a very brief luncheon break. I am hoping we |11 Indianapolis and Lakehurst, New Jersey. If we put up the
12 can get back here by 1:30, if ] am not imposing unduly, which 12 next chart, we can get right on.
13 would be 25 minutes. Is there any problem with anf'b'ody here? 13 The DOD recommendation is to close the Naval
14 I see some people looking a little shocked. All right. 14 Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, Detachment,
15 . Ladies and gentlemen, I have been asked to announce {15 Louisville, Kentucky; relocate the appropriate functions,
16 that Senate Security rules require that you not leave any 16 personnel, equipment and support to other naval activity,
17 unattended personal items in this hearing room during the 17 primarily the Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Naval Surface Warfare
18 lunch break. . ) 18 Center, Fort Wainemee, and the Naval Surface Warfare Center,
19 The room will be swept during the break and any 19 Crane, Indiana. .
20 unattended items will be removed by the Capitol Police. 20 Louisville Ferforms depot level maintenance on the
21 21 Navy’s ships self-defense systems, gun and gun-fire control
22 22 systems, surface missile launchers, and standard missile
. . Page 243 . Page 246
1 We will be back here at 1:30 p.m. We are in 1 rocket motor casings. ] )
2 temporary recess for lunch. 2 The Joint Cross Service Group for depot maintenance
3 ereupon, a luncheon recess was taken at 1:05 3 recommended the closure of the depot activities at
4p.m.) 4 Louisville, and the Navy followed this closure
5 recommendation. .
6 _ The Navy estimates a one-time closure cost of $104
7 million with a return on investment in three years, after
8 implementation. The Navy also estimates this recommendation
9 will result in a net Fresent value of $244 million.
10 Chart D-3, please.

1 will address two major issues, closure costs and
a naval audit service report conducted on this closure
recommendation.

The Commission staff, as you will see, had run a
COBRA with costs that were excluded by the Navy that need to
be a part of the COBRA estimate, in order to do a more
accurate assessment of closure recommendation.

The Staff COBRA estimates a one-time closure cost
to be $136 million, with a return on investment in five years
after the implementation. This would result in a net present
value of $169 million.

There have been issues brought up by the community
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recommendation. There is one further sub,iect, however, that
needs to be discussed and that is the Navy’s support of the
community’s desire to privatize this actxvxt¥.

If you go to the privatization chart, please.

The Louisville Community presented to the Na

COMMISSIONER STEELE: It is actually for counsel.
Just on our authority as a commission regarding
grivatization, can we allow it but not direct it? Or, can we
irﬁct it, as well? If you could just let me know what our
authority is.

6/22/95 BRAC Hearing
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1 on repair standards — that is the work papers needed to 1 would be glad to answer them. .
2 affect repair, and how you do those. 'Fhe staff ran those to | 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions
3 ground with the Navy and with the investigative agencies, and 3 concerning this subgvc;t matter —- on the privatization
4 ﬁ;’elieve that everybody is satisfied now with where we are | 4 matter, you mean sley, or just on the general subject
5 on those answers. 5 matter of Louisville? .
6 The community concerns were about the costs, and, 6 MR. OWSLEY: Our findings were that the Navy’s
7 again, there was an investigative service report done. There | 7 numbers, although a little high in some areas, were so close
8 were some irregularities in some of the documentation, but | 8 to what we came up with — we had no real differences in the
9 nothing, as the IG reported, that would affect the BRAC 9 findings. It is still a viable alternative to close the

10 recommendation. . . 10 shipyard and to Sl:gport the privation that has been

1 So based on those things, we went on and basically 11 recommended by the commumt{. )

12 looked at what the Navy had said, and believe this is a good |12 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I have one question.

13 i CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele.

14

15

16

17

18

19

several times, as they did with us, a way to privatize the
shipyard and maintain a great capab;htz that is there.
t
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S. CREEDON: Your earlier statement was correct.
direct it.

20 Particularly, there is the capability in the plating area, We can allow it; we cannot
21 with the néw plating shop that was completed just three years |21 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you.
22 ago at the cost of approximately $80 ion. 22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think one has to say that any
. Page 248 . . .. Page251

1 The community’s proposal would bring in two private | 1 language we use in any motion we make here is kind o

2 companies who are already working on Navy products that are 2 advisory in nature; that we are not really mandating that

3 done in that depot. They would also seek private sector 3 something occurs; is that correct, Counsel?

4 investment or assistance in a plating area to bring in 4 MS. CREEDON: Yes. o .

5 private work over Navy work. . 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling.

6 The Navy has concurred that they will encourage 6 COMMISSIONER KLING: I would make one comment,

7 this activity. It will require a small contingent of Navy 7 following what you said. 1 did have a conversation with the
8 in-service engineers to stay for whatever period of time the 8 Secretary of the Navy and with Mr. Danzig, who confirmed to

9 Navy work stays there. This is not unusual since the in- 9 me - and I believe they did also at the hearings -- that
10 service ex:gmeers are with the products in the Navy wherever |10 they are very supportive of this issue and going forward with
11 this would be. This would be a contingent of 300 to 400 11 privatization, in general, wherever they can, which I think
12 people -~ however the Naﬁ_]&dées that, 12 18 absglutel%-— it 1s a great approach and a Igreat ]
13~ COMMISSIONER : Can | interrupt you, one |13 direction. We do want to encourage that, I'feel, in any way
14 minute? 14 that we possibly can.
15 MR. OWSLEY: Yes. . 15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Kling. I
16 _  COMMISSIONER KLING: When it comes to the 16 think that expresses smbably the view of every member of the
17 privatization proposal, do you have the figures - and I know |17 Commission regarding that particular situation. I suppose
18 that this still tentative of where they are coming to on the 18 all of us feel a [ittle bit of frustration that we can’t go
19 privatization issue, but — Do we have any figures, if it was |19 further than we are able to go in the motions that we will

20

20 worked out and consummated, what it would save the Navy? consider here. o
21 MR. OWSLEY: Brian, do you have that figure? 21 Are there other comments by other Commissioners?
22 MR. KERNS: No, sir, we do not. 22 (No response.)
. Page 249 Page 252
1 MR. OWSLEY: It was something that was very close, | 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: If there are no further
2 at least in an estimate. They don’t have a firm estimate 2 comments —
3 because of the nature — you know, where they are on the 3 MR. OWSLEY: We have no further charts.
4 privatization. But it would actuaf]y improve over what the | 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do we want to do them all? Excuse
5 Navy would save by closing the shipyard down and moving it to 5 me. . .
¢ other places. 6  Okay. Counsel thinks it is appropriate to vote on
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: I remember when we were there| 7 this one right now. Is there a motion by an{ill)(ody?
8 that one of the things that was a material cost — you 8 COMMISSIONER KLING: I would like fo make one.
9 wouldn’t have the relocation expenses for a lot of the 9 MOTION o .
10 personnel that would be ending up staying there under the 10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling.
11 private relationships. That was a material aspect — 11 COMMISSIONER KLING: As]I just said, I think we
12 MR. OWSLEY: Yes. The estimate was somewhere in |12 are gomﬁm the right direction and I am reall{'_ delighted
13 the neighborhood of $100 million because they would not move 13 that the Navy is supporting this. So I would like to move
14 all of those people that —~ the Navy would have to either 14 that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense
15 relocate the people or have to have authorization billets at 15 deviated substantial from final criteria one and four, and
16 the receiving locations. . . 16 therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary’s
17 The Navy has been very sutgpomve of the community |17 recommendation on Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane
18 and, based on that, these are all the charts we have. We 18 Division, Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky, and instead adopt
19 would endorse the Navy’s position, as the staff, that the 19 the following recommendation:
20 closure of this warfare center meets in their downsizing 20 Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane
21 because they have capability in excess of their requirements. |21 Division, Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky; transfer workload
22 If there are any further questions on that, we 22 equipment and facilities to the private sector or private
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ropriate, if the private sector can
accommodate the workload on site, or, relocate necessa
functions, along with necessary personnel, equipment and
support to other Navy technical activities, primarily the
Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia, Naval Surface Warfare
Center, Port Hueneme, California, and the Naval Surface War
Center, Crane, Indiana. . i

To the extent that workload is moved to the private
sector, such personnel as are necessary should remain in
place to assist with transfer to the private sector to
11 perform functions compatible with private sector workload, or
12 are necessary to sustain or support the private sector
13 workload and to carry out any transition activities.

14 _ The Commission finds this recommendation is

15 consistent with the four structure plan and final criteria.

16 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: [ thank the Commissioner for that

17 motion. Is there a second? . i

18 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I will second the motion.
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Stecle seconds the

1 local jurisdiction, as aj

-—
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20 motion by Commissioner Kling. Are there any comments?
21 (glo re onse.{) .
22 HAIE%AAN IXON: Counsel will call the role.

Page 256
1 facility testing for air-to-air and air-to-ground ww§omgat
2 one of the five sites, including China Lake. The Navy
3 followed this recommendation.

The Joint Cost Service Group for Laboratory
recommended air vehicle work from Indianapolis to Patuxent
River. The Navy followed this recommendation.

... The Navy estimates a one-time closure cost of $78
million, with a return on investment in one year after
im_ﬁlcmentatjcn. The Navy also estimates this recommendation
will result in a net present value of $392 million.

11 I will address one major issue, closure costs for

12 this recommendation. The Commission staff has run a COBRA
13 with costs that were excluded by the Navy that need to be a
14 part of the COBRA estimate in order to make accurate

15 assessments of the closure recommendation.

16 The staff COBRA estimates a one-time closure cost
17 to be $125 million, with a return on investment in three

18 years after implementation. . .

19 The Indianapolis Community has presented this_

20 Commission with a prc_)&osal to privatize this installation as
21 an alternative re-use. The community plan is to form an

22 employee stock ownership program wi

—
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the personnel
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MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. )
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. )
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the votes are eight
ayes and zero nz:{]s‘j L
CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion is adopted
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recommended to be eliminated or realigned.

. The new corporation would work alongside a
contingent of Naval engineers to remain at Indianapolis. The
City’s representatives have identified a closure avoidance of
$187 million based on estimates of closure costs. They have
identified savings to be DOD in the form of reduced
infrastructure and eliminating personnel from the Government
payroll. . .

The Navy was presented with this proposal by the
community and believes the existing language in the
recommendation gives them sufficient leverage to implement
this concept if they so desire.

Recommendation language strong enough to allow this
roposal to be implemented has been requested and the
ommission has requested strong, encouraging language to

support this privatization.

e el el
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17 That is all that we have on Indianapolis. We will
18 answer questions.
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: If there are any questions, Mr.

20 unanimously. 20 Owsley. We thank you, ve?' much. I believe I reflect the

21 The effect of that, of course, so that I may 21 view of the Commission when I say that all of us are aware of

22 explain for the audience; we encourage privatization. We do {22 the fact that this is another suggested privatization that is

) Page 255 o Page 258

1 not have the power, as I understand it from counsel, to 1 warm]f' supported by Commissioners, generally, I believe.
2 mandate. We encourage privatization. We expressed the 2 Is there any necessity for comments, or can we have
3 unanimous view of the Commission that it is our view that 3 a motion?
4 that would be the appropriate thing to do. 4 COMMISSIONER KLING: I so move, Mr. Chairman.
5 Mr. Owsley. . 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling.
6 _ MR. OWSLEY: Thank you. The next installationwe | 6 =~ COMMISSIONER KLING: I might say that the Mayor of
7 will cover is the Naval Warfare Center, Indianapolis, 7 Indianapolis, Mayor Goldsmith, is a foremost mover on this
8 Indiana. This is very similar to the Louisville situation 8 %pe of thing. I would hope that we can proceed quickly on
9 that we just went through. 9 that.

10 e DOD recommendation is to close the Naval 10 MOTION

11 Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana; 11 COMMISSIONER KLING: I would move that the

12 relocate n functions along with associated personnel, |12 Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated

13 equipment and supfport to other naval technical activities, 13 substantially from final criteria one and four, and,

14 primarily Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana, Naval 14 therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary’s

15 Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, 15 recommendation on Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft

16 Maryland, and Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division in 16 Division, Indianapolis, Indiana, and instead adopt the

17 China Lake, California. 17 following recommendation:

18 Indianapolis performs research/development tests, 18 Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft

19 evaluation and prototyping of avionics, weapon guidance 19 Division, Indianapolis, Indiana and transfer workload,

20 control and ship and §round base electronic systems. 20 equipment and facilities to the private sector, or local

21 The Joint Cost Service Group for Test and 21 jurisdiction, as appropriate, if the private sector can

22 Evaluation recommended the realignment of the measurement|22 accommodate the workload on site, or relocate necessary
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1 functions along with the necessary personnel, equipment and | 1 investment in three years after implementation.
2 support to other naval technical activities, primarily the 2 The Navy also estimates this will result in a net
3 Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana, Naval Air 3 present value of $358 million.
4 Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland, 4 I will address three major issues that have come up
§ and Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, China Lake, 5 on this subject: the dismantlement of interdependent
6 California, 6 functions, the effects on fleet emergency nse, and
7 To the extent that workload is moved to the private 7 closure cantonment costs for this recommendation.
8 sector, such personnel as are necessary should remain in 8 The DOD recommendation will dismantle
9 place to assist with transfer to the private sector to 9 interdependent functions from Lakehurst and relocate them to
10 perform functions compatible with private sector workload, or 10 other Naval facilities. The DOD has stated there may be some
11 are necessary to sustain or support the private sector 11 industrial economic performance advantages by splintering
12 workload and to carry out any transition activities._ 12 this installations functions.
13 The Commission finds this recommendation is 13 The community identified a 99 percent success rate
14 consistent with the four structure plan and final criteria. 14 for the

15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You have heard the motion. Is
16 there a second to the motion by Commissioner Kling?

17 COMMISSIONER COR:{\J ELLA: Second.

18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That is seconded by Commissioner
19 Cornella. Is there any comment by any Commissioner?

20 g\lo reﬁg?nse.) .

21 HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the role.

22 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.

roducts Lakehurst ¥r04uces. The catapult ogeration
15 at Lakehurst is responsible for it cannot afford to suffer
even a minor change in the percentage of availability.
Each function at Lakehurst is interdependent on the

18 other. The catapult research development, test and
evaluation function depend on the prototyping and
manufacturing of materials. .
21 The Navy wants to break this agart and send the

functions from New Jersey, south to Florida. The Navy

-
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22 New Jersey.
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1 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 1 recommends Lakehurst be cantoned with the R&D facilities
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 2 remaining in New Jersey. .
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 3 _The functions that would move to Florida would
4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 4 remain dependent on the facilities remaining in New Jersey.
5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. ] Lakehurst interdependent functions are essential to
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele? 6 fleet emergencies, and when they exist together, Lakehurst
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 7 can re%lond instantaneously with all resources in one place.
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella? 8 e response time to fleet emergencies will be
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 9 vulnerable to the necessary travel of parts and personnel
10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox? 10 between Lakehurst and Jacksonville. It is estimated it will
11 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. . 11 take 50 days longer to respond to carrier catapult
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 12 emergencies if the DOD recommendation is implemented.
13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 13 The Naval Air Technical Training Facility has
14 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 14 recommended to transfer to the Naval Air Station, Pensacola.
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. i 15 The Navy estimated in the COBRA costs sufficient funds to
16 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes|16 dismantle, pack and ship to Florida. However, they did not
17 and zero nays. 17 K;ovide any of the naval air systems command’s Certified
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The motion is unanimously adopted. |18 MILCON required to reconstruct this facility.
19 Mr. Owsley. 19 This cost was inserted into the Commission’s COBRA.
20 MR.OWSLEY: Thank you. The next activity that 20 Chart D-15, please. .
21 will be discussed is the Naval Air Warfare Center, Lakehurst,|21 Those are the major items regarding Lakehurst. I

22 am available to answer any questions you may have.
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1 The Department of Defense recommendation is to

2 close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, in New

3 Jersey, except transfer in place certain facilities and

4 equipment to the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,

5 Patuxent, Maryland; relocate other functions and associated
6 personnel and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare Center,

7 Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland, and the Naval
8 Aviation Depot, facksonville, Florida; relocate the Naval Air
9 Technical Training Center, Detachment Lakehurst, to Naval Air
10 Station, Pensacola, Flonda; relocate the Naval Mobile
11 Construction Battalion to the Army’s Communication Electronic
12 Command, Airborne Enginecring Evaluation Support Activity,
13 and the Defense Reutlﬁlgation and Marketing Office to other
14 government-owned spaces. .

15 Lakehurst is the Navy’s primary installation. It

16 grforms aircraft launch and recovery/research development
17 tests and evaluations, prototyping and manufacturing for

18 catapult and carrier platform functions.

19 The Joint Cross Service Group for Laboratory
20 recommended all in-service engineerin%lﬁxed-ﬂight sub-
21 system be consolidated at Lakchurst. The Navy estimates one-
22 time closure costs of $97 million, with a return on

Page 264
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do any of my colleagues have
questions of Mr. Owsley on Lakehurst?
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I have a question.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Would you happen to have an
overview of the facility and, using that, describe the
closure scenario and then the future testing scenario
associated with this?
MR. KERNS: Yes, we do have. Can you bring out
Backu&69-A?
R. OWSLEY: What this view is, Commissioner, is —
the heavy yellow line is the Navy’s recommended cantonment
13 area which would embody the catapult and the sled operations
gat you can see in the long concrete area that is shown
15 there.
16 What ha;t)ﬁ)ens now, if you look at the blue areas,
17 they will take those functions which are on the base —
18 because that area is part of the base and they will move them
19 into the cantonment area.
20 What happens if there is a part that comes back in
21 failed now, or if there is an emergency in the fleet, all the
22 activities are in this one facility to respond very quickly.
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1 The Navy concurs in this. . ) 1 almost all their recommended closures during this and
2 They have no problem that the rapid response is 2 previous things, is they reduce personnel significantly and,
3 there. 3 when they close an activity, they don’t transfer everybody,
4 What happens, as you can see, is a very short 4 so they save some money. .
5 movement of parts, engineering prototypes and things, if you{ 5 e asked: "If you can do without those people, why
6 do havea roglem -- to get them out, test them on the sled, | 6 don’t ¥_ou downsize and keep the Lakehurst complex?”
7 take them back into the engineering area, evaluate them; if 7 o that, there is the response that there is some
8 you need, go back out, again, or to the catapult area. 8 synergism and overhead that can be cut out by moving to these

9 What would happen under the cantonment is that the
catapult and those things would be kept there because they --
Imtxallgethe Navy had Iproposed moving them, but it turned
out to be way too costly, so what they are doing is .
separating the in-service engineering functions and moving
them to other Navy facilities. .

They are taking the support equipment, the yellow
boxes, as you and I know them, that are done there to support
these activities, and they are moving those to Pax River.
They are moving the manufacturing or the prototype shop that
responds quickﬁy to fixes, or takes the design engineering
part for this development and makes it quickly so the

ineers can see what they have done — they are moving that

en
to Jackson - or, propose to move that to Jacksonville.

9 other activities, because the Navy is moving, as you will
notice, during this whole hearing, when you get to the Navy

art, and then the ones involv ere are centralizing at

atuxent River, and some in Norfolk, but a lot in China Lake.

So you’ll see a lot of movement of things to the
three primary areas that the Navy believes that they can
support in the future. So that was a part of the drive.
at they’re trying to do is centralize things in those three

regions.

& I think that, when they finally found out that they
could not move the catapults and things like that, there may
not have been enough time for them to consider leaving the
things that they’d already decided to move that supported
those activities.

ast.
So essentially, they are keeping the ability to use
the catapult there, but they are putting the training in to
Pensacola. You would train someone and with the training
center there, they go out of the training area; they go out
-and use the catapult and the seat ejection an eve%hmg.
ey

- .. Now th?' will have to train in Pensacola. .
will come TDY to Lakehurst and perform their hands-on with
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It does take away a quick response capability, 1 MR. FARRINGTON: I'd like to add a comment please
unless you have airplanes standing by, or something, you 2 -- Les Farrington. .
know, to move those. } 3 I had the opportunity to make two -- .
. Now, in terms of the valves which are the critical 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Excuse me, Mr. Farrington.
issue on the catapult, in that the Navy says that they would | 5 MR. FARRINGTON: I'm sorry.
handle this in some measure by building up the stockpile and | 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'm just looking around up here.
be able to move valves back and forth out of stockpiles vis- | 7 Mr. Farrington.
a-vis fixing them, as they have been doing, a number of them| 8 MR. FARRINGTON: I've had the opportunity to make
in the . ' 9 two visits to Lakehurst and observe the operation in total.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

It’s not just a logistics question, and this 1s really not a
cost issue, of those increased costs putting it way over a

Savmsf_hi . . .

. s is a problem of design teams being broken up,
being able to respond to fleet emergencies and fleet
problems, and it’s not a manufacturing capabilities. It’s a
onesie, twosie operation. They design replacement part or

20 you look upon this? o
21 MR. OWSLEY: The function is very clear to me, that
22 they work much better being together. What the Navy does in

the sleds and the cata%téldts; go back down - and this is the |17 modified part, do the drawing, do the prototyping, and then
scenario _that is described by the Navy — go back down to 18 go out to industry and buy the part, if that be the case.
their training. Then they will make one more trip back up, |19 = So this is a problem of breaking up desan teams, |
then graduation through that course. So it does require TDY {20 believe, and spreading them out to different places, and not
21 of the students back and forth from Pensacola to Lakehurst, |21 being able to respond to the fleet in a timely manner, which,
22 whereas they’re right there now. 22 as you well know, could result in serious consequences if
] ) Page 267 Page 270
1 It also involves people moving parts back and forth 1 that wouldn’t be taken care of.
2 to see that, if they work, they’ll fabricate these parts in 2 ou,
3 Jacksonville then will ship them back up to this area to see 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further comments or
4 that they work progerly and, you know, if all things go well, | 4 questions by commissioners? Who is asking for recognition?
5 they will. 1don’t have ang reason to think that they won’t. | 5 Commissioner Cornella.
6 But, should there be a problem, they will have to ship them | 6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I visited a fair number of
7 back to Jacksonville and then back up to Lakehurst. 7 installations, and I would say, if ] had to put two of them
8 __ So they’ve just simply made the logistics more 8 that didn’t make any sense on a list, this would be one of
9 difficult. I don’t think anyone believes it’s impossible. 9 the two. .
10 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. 10 This started out that we were going to look at, I
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling. 11 think, at closing this installation. It was quickly
12 COMMISSIONER KLING: Just following up on that a 12 determined that, as you see the left hand of that slide up
13 little bit more, really, what you’re saying is we're taking 13 there, that the five test tracks, the launch facility test
14 the engineering, we're taking the manufacturing, we’re moving 14 area, and all the things that are located there, it 'was
15 those, and yet we’re leaving what they would engineer and |15 qulcidg determined that it just didn’t make a lot of sense.
16 what they’d manufacture at that spot, 16 o0 it was decided to try to cantone this and, in
17 As manufacturing in your lifetime -- that has been 17 that process, I believe the cost of moving all that equipment
18 your business, manufacturing and doing that -- do you think |18 to Jacksonville was left out. We addressed that at previous
19 this makes -- are there any major fallacies to this? How do |19 hearings, and I’m not going into great detail on that, other

20 than to say that there are substantial costs there that may
21 not be accounted for at this point, that will be incurred 1f
22 that move is made.
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1 1 don’t dispute that there could be some savings on 1 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I have a motion, sir.
2 this by taking the action recommended by the Secrefary, but I| 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella.
3 could also close one wing of the Pentagon and probably 3 MOTION
4 produce savings, too. This is not an issue about costs or 4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I move that the Commission
5 savings. This 1s an issue about Criterion No. 1, or military | 5 find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially
6 readiness. 6 from Final Criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission
7 What this facility does it is produces proto 7 reject the Secretary’s recommendation on Naval Air Warfare
8 in some cases, and procures all single-point items that are 8 Center, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey and,
9 dealing with the launch and recovery of aircraft from Naval | 9 instead, adopt the following recommendation:
10 ships. . 10 "The Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
11 If the move is made, valves that are remanufactured 11 Lakehurst, New Jersey will remain open. The Commission finds
12 at Jacksonville will have to be shipped back up to Lakehurst |12 this recommendation is consistent with the force structure
13 for testing, as I understand it. Right now, that is being 13 plan and final criteria.”
14 done for -- I believe the figure was $66,06Q a year; and it’s |14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second?
15 projected that that would cost how many million dollars if (15 COMMISSIONER COX: Second.
16 that move is made? Is there such a figure that you have? 16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Comella moves and
17 MR. KERNS: There was a figure that was provided by|17 Commissioner Cox seconds a motion to keep open Lakehurst.
18 the community, and the Navy felt that it was grossly over- ~ |18 Are there any further comments?
19 exaggerated, based on travel estimates. 19 g\lo reﬁi(}nse.) .
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: But there’s no dispute that | 20 HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll.
21 it would cost more to ship those valves — which are about as |21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
22 big as a Volkswagen -- to ship those valves from 22 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
Page 272 o Page 275
1 Jacksonville? . . 1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
2 MR. KERNS: No, there is no dispute. 2 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. .
3 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Okay, rather than just 3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
4 taking them across the base and testing those valves? 4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
5 . : Yes. 5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: And, if they would have to| 6 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
7 be retested, they would have to - or remanufactured, 1 7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
8 there was a problem with the valve, it would go all the way | 8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
9 back to Jacksonville and back again. 9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
10 You know, as I’ve said, this recommendation, to me 10 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
11 is one that makes the least sense, and I support rejection of |1 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
12 the recommendation. 12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: No. ]
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cornella. |13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioper Kling.
14 Are there further comments? Commissioner Steele? 14 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
15 COMMISSIONER STEELE: My only comment — and it was 15 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes
16 going to be quick — Mr. Farrington, the community says there 16 and one ng. .
17 will be a 50-day separation, response time, and your staff 17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The vote is seven ayes and one
18 finding is a longer res;lypnse time. Do you anticipate a very |18 nay. The motion carries, and Lakehurst remains open.
19 lengthg(res%onse time like the commumty does? 19 MR. OWSLEY: The next area that we will cover is
20 R. FARRINGTON: Yes, we would. 20 electronic combat testing facilities.
21 COMMISSIONER STEELE: That concerned you? Okay. |21 =~ CHAIRMAN DIXON: Wait a minute, now, Mr. Owsley. 1
2 MR. FARRINGTON: Yes, we would. 22 think you’re thrown us off the Air Force group.
Page 273 Page 276
1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Okay. That was my only 1 MR. LYLES: Tab E in your notebooks, Mr. Chairman.
2 question. ou. 2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: What?
3 .CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Are there any further | 3 MR. LYLES: Tab E in your notebooks.
4 questions or statements? Mr. Owsley. i 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Air Force Installations.
s MR. OWSLEY: I need to speak for the Navy on this | 5 MR. OWSLEY: And the first group up here is
6 one. If they’re willing to spend the money or rotate the 6 electronic combat testing facilities. We’re going to talk
7 valves around, they can have valves near where th'eti need to | 7 about three installations as a group, because of their inter-
8 have them and they can take the additional time without fleet | 8 relation to electronic combat testing. The
9 risk, and the e that clear to us. There is money 9 installations are Eglin, REDCAP, and AFEWES.
10 involved with that, but they can protect the schedule —and |10 _..DOD proposes closing the Electronic Combat Testing
11 I think we need to say that’— with spares being available. 11 Facility at Air Force’s Electronic Warfare Evaluation
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. Are there further 12 Simulator Activity — AFEWES — Fort Worth, Texas; the Real-
13 comments or a.n§ further tgxestxons_? 13 Time Digitally Controlled Analyze Processor - REDCAP --
14 COMMISSIONER COX: 1 I]wst want to support 14 Buffalo, New York; and moving the Electromagnetic Test
15 Commissioner Cornella’s comment. [ also had the opportunity 15 Environment at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida to Nellis. All
16 to visit Lakehurst; and, while it may have started out as a 16 of these realignments will have a significant impact on
17 good idea, by the time it got done, it’s very clear that 17 electronic combat test and evaluation infrastructure.
18 operationally and readiness will clearly be affected. 18 The current Air Force electronic test and
19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Cox. Are|19 evaluation process uses test range and simulation facilities
20 there any further comments or questions? 20 at AFEWES, REDCAP, and Eglin to test new clectronic combat
21 E mm}) ) 21 equipment against potential ts before that eﬂuipment 1s
2 AN DIXON: Is there a motion? 22 flown on Eglin’s open-air range. This process allows
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equipment to be tested on the ground before starting
expensive airborne testing. ) _ )

The Air Force is |proposmg to disestablish this
infrastructure and develop a new simulation facility at
Edwards Air Force Base and focus its open-air testing at the
Nellis Air Force Base complex. o

A major issue with two of these inter-related .
electronic combat realignments - Eglin and AFEWES -- is
cost. In each case, costs have been increased or costs have
been significantly understated. o

Jther issues deal with electronic linking and test
capabilities. In conducting our analysis, we relied heavil
on two sources — DOD’s Board of Directors for Test an
Evaluation and Georgia Tech’s Research Institute. The
independent board, which consists of senior-level
representatives from Army, Navy, and Air Force, has examined
the consolidation electronic combat testing facilities.
Georgia Tech recently completed a comprehensive of the
electronic combat infrastructure. .

In addition, we obtained data from Air Force’s Air
Warfare Center and Special Operations Command that showed
additional costs of having to conduct operation at Nellis,

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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AFSOC and AWC to the Nellis range. .
COMMISSIONER COX: And this isn’t just the
community’s view? You all have looked at it and you agree?
MR. OWSLEY: We’ve got data in the recurring costs.
We've got data from both AFSOC and AWC. We're using a iot of
acronyms here. )
COMMISSIONER COX: Right.
MR. OWSLEY: The Special Operations Force has moved
their operation to Holbert Field, which is at Eglin or right
at Fort Walton Beach, to cut down on these costs and make
accessibility of testing quick. .
Unless they move their headquarters and the plains
and things to the Holbert Field operation, they will have to
fly their airplanes from Florida out to the West Range to run
their tests, and those costs were excluded, and we received
those costs and put them in our estimates.
COMMISSIONER COX: So you’ve looked at these,
‘)iog’ve validated them, to the extent that that’s possible to
0?

MR. OWSLEY: Yes, we have.
COMMISSIONER COX: II'm having a hard time in the
sense that one of the things we’ve heard from the Air Force
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rather than Eglin, based on the proposed move. )

The testing community sutggortmg these electronic
combat facilities has demonstrated strong support for the
completion of an Electronic Combat Master Plan in order to
ensure infrastructure changes to the electronic combat
facilities are made in the most cost-effective manner.

On June 20, 1995, the Air Force provided the =
Commission with a dra cppE of the Air Force’s contribution
to the master plan. The Air Force has advised that the DOD
master plan is currently bemgbglrafted by the board of
dlrectl%rgs7and is scheduled to be completed prior to fiscal
year .+ . -

1 will now discuss each of these test facilities:

DOD recommends the realignment of Eglin Air Force

‘Base by relocating the Electromagnet Test Environment to the

Nellis Air Force Base complex. All other activities and
facilities associated with Eglin are to remain open. The
costs proposed by DOD have increased, but are still
considerably below staff finding that would indicate the most
to be cost-effective. L )

The second issue is range consolidation. The Air
Force proposed consolidation testing at Nellis. The
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is that they’re really tight on one-time costs. They are
very concerned that they’re going to be spending limited
dollars on one-time costs, even if there are savings in the
future.

Now, we have a huge one-time cost and no savings in
a;: future. I guess I’m trying to figure out why we’re doing

S.
. MR. OWSLEY: Commissioner, the Air Force, I don’t
believe, has concurred in our findings.

COMMISSIONER COX: Isee.

MR. OWSLEY: So I don’t want to indicate that they
have. There are further questions raised by the communit
that we did not have time to investigate thoroughly, and that
is the cost of actually sett ﬁ(up these new simulators and
that, and how long it will take to get them online, and those
tests, or those costs, were not in the Air Force COBRA, and
that’s because they believe they can set them up very quickly"
and not have to spend money. " That has not been the case in
the past. They may be fortunate this time.

MR. F GTON: An example of that type of cost
would be the MILCON cost to accommodate those 17 simulators
that will be going from Eglin to Nellis. The Air Force is
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community is concerned with testing delays and points out
that Edwards is also involved, causing incr costs. The
Nellis-Edwards consolidation dismanties the highest rated
electronic test range in DOD.

The last issue is the Electronic Combat Master Plan
that was agreed by all as necessary prior to the move of test
assets. The scenanio summary indicates a DOD-projected two-
year return on investment. As previously discussed, the
increased costs indicate there will never be a payback.

This ends the discussion on Eglin Air Force Base.

Do you have any question on this testing activity?
?CCOMMISSIO ER COX: Can I ask some questions about
cost’?

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.

COMMISSIONER COX: If I'm looking at the right one
here, you all are projecting a one-time cost of $15.7 million
for the move?

MR. OWSLEY: That’s correct.

COMMISSIONER COX: And the return on investment is
never? _

MR. FARRINGTON: That’s because of the recurring
costs that have been added for the cost of operations from
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{goking at what that would cost. They have not estimated
at.
We took that cost from the board of directors
study, that independent grou&)', so that’s where we got our
number in the MILCON area. The Air Force has not estimated,
so we put that in.
OMMISSIONER COX: Maybe Commissioner Davis could
comment. L
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have a couple questions.
One of them is, this should be part of an electronic combat
plan, which we’ve been tr;lrmg to put together for years, and
Kou received a draft plan, T think, just recently. Did you
ave a chance to take a look at it? And how does thaf play?
MR. OWSLEY: That is the Air Force only. The
combat plan requires all three services. We do not have
anything from them. I personally have not had time to review
it. We got it like two nights ago, as you know.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Farrington. .
MR. FARRINGTON: That is the iir Force input. It
mentions the other services, Army and Navy, but it doesn’t go
into any detail in terms of what their future plans woul%i be
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1 in electronic combat. 1 (CLat;ﬁhter. o o
2 I might mention that the FY "97 is the date upon 2 HAIRMAN DIXON: Give it a try, General, give it a
3 which DOD expects to have that master plan completed, so it’s 3t . .
4 still out in the future. 4 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I thought I was being nice.
5 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: May I continue? There are 5 1 didn’t know I’d put you on the spot. . .
6 several other related programs that go along with it; and, in | 6 _ COMMISSIONER DAVIS: The problem with this
7 your estimation, the synergy of those other programs don’t 7 particular issue -- and there are some things we can’t talk
8 mandate a move on this particular case? 8 about in this room -- is that the Air Force and Department of
9 MR. OWSLEY: No, I think the problem -- and you 9 Defense has been trying to gut together an electronic combat
10 really you know now this is a complex area we’re trying to 10 plan for years and years and years, and to try to get it
11 discuss in a few minutes, here, because you and I hdve talked |11 meshed into a very complete road map that would give us a
12 about that — the thing that is worrisometo the test 12 sort of an R&D approach for the future years. ]
13 community is that, in fact, they are dismantling a fair 13 I haven’t seen one in my last 15 years of service.
14 amount of the capability of REDCAP, which is the rogram that |14 We keep bearing there’s one and this hot biscuit is going to
15 flies airplanes into the danger areas, and AFE&'E , which is |15 show up very soon. This would be the first part of forcing
16 the facility that tests the electronic equipment aboard that 16 that issue, if we approved these motions.
17 airplane to jam things as they ﬁo along that path. 17 However, on the other hand, the Air Force could go
18 The Air Force intends, they said, in the future - 18 ahead and do this part, anyway, without our hel;;. There is
19 if possible, and that have funding -- to reassemble those 19 some concern in the Air Force that, if we don’t force it, the
20 capabilities out west, but they do not have those costs in 20 issue will not be forced. L .
21 the COBRAs. . 21 AIRMAN DIXON: Now, Commissioner Kling.
22 So we understand some of the things bothering the 22 COMMISSIONER KLING: Just on that same subject, so
. . Page 284 . . . Page 287
1 Air Force, they believe these facilities are under-utilized 1 I guess what we’re saying here, I believe, is that, from a
2 — and, you know, we can talk about it — and, indeed, in 2 dollars and cents standpoint, this probably doesn’t make
3 many instances, I believe that’s the case. . 3 sense, because, if you just took the three locations, you’d
4 However, to rebuild, three years ago, the Air Force 4 have roughly $19 million in up front costs and a savings of
5 spent $50 million to modernize AFEWES in Fort Worth, Texas, 5 $3 million a year, 3.8, plus whatever we think is higher.
6 to make it up to current threats. That will be lost when 6 So there must be -~ this must make very, very good
7 they dismantle it and do not move it to the west test 7 sense, from a training, from a future development, and a
8 complex. There is a big disagreement. 8 better w?' to operate bases. Is that a fair assumption?
9 ~ You know, the west test complex that they’re 9  MK. OWSLEY: I believe that that’s the Air Force’s
10 talking about is a training range now, basically, as opposed |10 position, sir. .
11 to a test range. They’re trying to e that conversion from |11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Farrington. .
12 a training range to a test range. And that’s not to say that 12 MR. FARRINGTON: May I just add one point to
13 they don’t have both those capabilities out west. They do. |13 General Davis’s point? . o
14 They just don’t have as much free air time, nor do they have |14 I haven’t given up on inter-servicing, even though
15 the emitters that the Air Force committed to putting into 15 this past BRAC "95 results were fairly disappointing, of
16 Eglin for the last 20 years. 16 which you are aware. I think this master plan, or some such
17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: If this Commission rejects the |17 document, would help or maybe start the road along further to
18 Department of Defense, there’s nothing to prevent the 18 obtain the servicing. And considering, for example, the
19 Department of Defense from going ahead and making those |19 Navy’s, you know, China Lake capability that they have up
20 moves? . 20 there in electronic combat, maybe we can get more inter-
21 MR. OWSLEY: No, sir, that’s correct. In fact, 21 servwm!% through that process than we have up to now.
22 this is below the threshold, and we were openly told in our |22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Farrington.
. . . . _ Page 285 . Page 288
1 meetings with them that they put it in to avoid having to get t Do you have something to say about --
2 on into this issue of getting the master plan approved, an 2 “MR. OWSLEY: One last thing I should say. In the
3 that. ) ] 3 meeting, the subject came up of funding, and the Air Force
4 I think that’s of concern to me, because it’s not 4 representatives in the meeting also believed that this BRAC
5 easg' to get the testing community to a on things, and I 5 funding would help them accomplish something which they do
6 understand that, but 1t would be nice if they had a stronger 6 pot currently have funding to do.
7 input before this action is taken. 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Any further questions? Is
8  _ COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And one last question. Eglin 8 there any further comment?
9 Air Force Base, is it related to any of these other moves 9 COMMISSIONER COX: I would just ask Commissioner
10 10 Davis a question, because I feel uncomfortable in the sense I

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2

that we’re talkmsiabout, or will it stand on its own?

MR. OWSLEY: No, sir; it will stand on its own. We
have motions on their one, because they were presented by the
Department of Defense that WE{:

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions?
Commissioner Steele.

COMMISSIONER STEELE: For General Davis, if you
could just let me know your comfort level or lack of comfort
level with this as a group, I would appreciate hearing your
opinion on this.

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, given my past history,
I'm not sure that’s very helpful.

—
—

12
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19
20
21
22

feel like we’re being used by the group that wants to have
the master plan, which may be a very good idea, and that
group 8 parentfy wants funding, as well, but there are no
savings here. .
So is this an appropriate BRAC decision? Should we
be deciding to go down the master plan? Is that right?
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Some of those constraints have
not bothered us before.
COMMISSIONER COX: That’s true.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But I would say that the
fhroc&ss here, the BRAC would help the service do something
ey’ve been unable to do by themselves.
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therefore, the Commission adopt the following recommendation
of the Secretary of Defense: ]
Eglin Air Force Base, Florida.

17
18
19

there. It was the ground rules at which one went to judge
utilization, whether setup time and data reduction was part
of the test or not,
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: I guess I'd feel better about it 1 simulates an enemy air defense system in order to measure how
2 if it saved money. 2 effective aircraft can penetrate an enemy’s air space.
3 COMMISSYONER DAVIS: This particular one will not. _ 3 Although the ¢ being displayed shows three
4 Now, there’s one later on that we’ve got to have, because it | 4 issues, I will stick my comments to cost and estimated work
5 saves money. 5 load. As you can see, estimated one-time cost to close is
6 CHAIKMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions or | 6 increased from 1.7 to 3.7 million due to an additional
7 philosophical discussions by any of my colleagues? 7 military construction and moving costs associated with this
8 ggo L nse%) . 8 action. Based on DOD’s recommendation to move 40 percent of
9 HAWAN IXON: Is there a motion? 9 the total mission, commission staff findings estimated an
10 (No response.) 10 actual one-time cost of 4.2 million with a payback period in
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: If we only had 2 motion. Is there |11 five years, . .
12 a motion? 12 Utilization was estimated at very low by the Air
13 MOTION 13 Force, while the community differed greatly to 93 percent.
14 COMMISSIONER KLING: So moved. I would move the |14 The board of directors who assessed it said utilization was
15 Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 15 at 50 to 60 percent for Fiscal 94 and *95. And I don’t
16 substantially from the final criterion, Force Structure, and, |16 think there was so much a difference as it might indicate
17
18
19
20

SE

"Reali

"The flnectromagnetic Test Environment, consisting
of eight electronic combat threat simulator systems and two
EC Pod systems will relocate to Nellis Air Force Base

20
21
22

_The scenario su shows the pros and cons and
the differences in the cost factors previously discussed.
Are there any further questions?

b
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Complex, Nevada. .

"Those emitter-only systems at the Air Force
Development Test Center at Eglin Air Force Base necessary to
support the Air Force Special Operations Command, the United _
States Air Force Air Warfare Center, and Air Force Materiel
Command Armament, Weapons, Test and Evaluation Activity, will
be retamned. .

. _"All other activities and facilities associated
with E&l{m will remain ogen. " .

AIRMAN DIXON: You’ve heard the motion by

Commissioner Kling to realign Eglin. Is there a second?

—
OWR-IRNANE WN—

—
—
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr.

Owsley regarding REDCAP?
0 response. )

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any comments by any
commissioner regarding this issue?

COMMISSIO COX: Mr. Owsley —

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.

COMMISSIONER COX: I know there is an issue here of
whether — are these government employees?

MR. OWSLEY: No, these are contractor employees
operating in a contractor facility using government

12 COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry. This would spend the {12 equipment. .
13 money and realign }%%I‘Sm' . 13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any further questions of Mr.
14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I second the motion. {14 Owsley? ;
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: There's a second by Commissioner |15 é‘lo reﬁﬁnse%)
16 Cornella. Is there any comment by any Commissioner? 16 HAIRMAN DIXON: Any further comments?
17 o remnse.% . 17 No reﬁznse}) .
18 "HAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions by 18 HAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a motion?
19 Commissioner? 19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have a motion, Mr. Chairman.
20 No onse. ) . 20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
21 HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 21 MOTION
22 MS. CREEDON: Commussioner Kling. 22 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I move the commission find the
Page 291 . . Page 294
1 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 1 Secretary of Defense did not deviate substantially from the
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 2 final criteria on force structure and, therefore, the
3 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 3 commission adopt the following recommendation of the
4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 4 Secretary of Defense: To establish a real-time visually
5 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 5 controlled analyzer processing activity REDCAP at Buffalo,
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 6 New York; required test activities necessary to support it be
7 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 7 located at Air Force Flight Test Center Edwards Air Force
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 8 Base, California; any remaining equipment will be disposed
9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 9 of. .
10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 10 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: And is there a second to that
11 COMMISSIONER COX: No. . 11 motion?
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 12 COMMISSIONER KLING: Second.
13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 13 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling seconds the
14 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman? 14 motion of Commissioner Davis. Any comments?
15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 15 No res onse.%D
16 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes 16 HAIRMAN DIXON: Any questions?
17 and one xﬁf'. 17 g\Io response.
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the motion to realign Eglin 18 HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll.
19 prevails, o 119 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
20 MR. OWSLEY: The next area, Mr. Commissioner, is {20 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
21 the part we discussed of this, which is REDCAP, which is |21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
22 located in New York. REDCAP is a test facility that 22 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
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MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comnella.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: No.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes
and one rﬂ'.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: And that motion passes seven to
one.
Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation System,
Fort Worth.
MR. OWSLEY: DOD recommends that the Air Force

DD et s ot bt bt et bt b Bk
QOO JANM A WN QWO AWV A WN—

el i el et
VOO NEAWRNMOWOR-IAWKAWN =

Page 298

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: What is the cost of the
contract on an annual basis? . )

MR. OWSLEY: I don’t think we have this, but I can
tell you it is quite — I know — I guess whether it’s quite
expensive depends on how much oil you have. There is 100
people approximately involved, Commissioner, that is required
to keep this open, which I consider quite a few people for an
activity that sometimes is not used and then other times it
becomes very vital. That is a problem the Air Force has that
they’re trying to get — through the years we’re trying to

et 111:1ore users to cut down the cost but it is a cost to the
orce.

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: So the Air Force effectively
could kill the program by removing that funding line from
their budget?

MR. OWSLEY: Yes, that’s correct.

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions of
Mr. Owsley regarding this particular issue?

10 of directors, Georgia Tech, and the AFEWES community have

11 raised significant concern over the cost to move Edwards

12 AFEWES -- move AFEWES to Edwards. I should point out Georgia

13 Tech in these instances, lzg' the way, is workxgg for the U.S.
14 Air Force. That is why they are being referred to and used.
15 They are not operating independently.

16 The staff believes that costs have been

17 significantly underestimated by the Air Force. The current
18 one-time cost according to the Air Force is $9 million with a
19 ggyback of 13 years. As you can see on the chart bein

20 displayed, after t}pp%m commission staff estimates, the

21 disestablishment of Al is not cost-cffective. Relocating

22 AFEWES capabilities poses a major technical risk because of

10
11
12
13
14
15
1€
17
18
19
20
21
22

Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator activity in Fort 20 No rmnse.%)
21 Worth be disestablished and moved to Edwards Air Force Base, |21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any comment by any
22 California. Workload and selected AFEWES equipment will be 22 commissioner?
) ) Page 296 Page 299

1 transferred to Edwards and the remaining equipment is to be | 1 gﬂmnse.) .

2 disposed of, . . 2 CH AN DIXON: Is there a motion by any

3 AFEWES is a unique laboratory created in 1958 for 3 commissioner? .

4 the testing the effectiveness of aircraft defensive counter- 4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have a motion.

5 measures. It is located within Air Force plant four and 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.

6 operated by Lockheed Fort Worth Companly. 6 MOTION

7 I wotuld like to address - if you would put up the 7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I move the commission find the
8 next chart H]ease. 1 would like to address issues: 8 Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from the final

9 cost, capaiw ity and electronic data linking. The DOD board | 9 criteria one, four, and five and, therefore, the commission

rei)ect the Secretary’s recommendation on the Air Force
Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator AFEWES and instead
adopt the following recommendation: retain the Air Force
Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator. The commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with force structure
plan and final critenia. .
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: 1 second the motion.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. It is moved by
Commissioner Davis, seconded by Commissioner Cornella, that
we reject the Secretary’s recommendation on the Air Force
Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator and retain the
simulator. .
Is that correct? That is the motion?

. . . Page 297
the system’s unique ability to fully evaluate aircraft
ormance in a defense threat environment.

Electronic data linking has been offered as an
alternative to co-locating to a major test range. The Air
Force did not believe this was possible. They commissioned
Georgia Tech to do this. Georgia Tech shows it to be cost-
effective and feasible. o

We will go to the final chart, which is a scenario
chart which repeats these issues we have just talked about.
The 13-year ROI has been seriously é;uestnoned by the
commission staff; however, it is hard to come by all the
ﬁfur.es since we are only talking about reconstructing part
of this capability.

14 I wili take an
15 CHAIRM

16 Owsley?

17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Ido have one, Mr. Chairman.
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.

19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: What is the cost that -- we
20 contract for this, is that correct?

21 MR. OWSLEY: Yes, we contract with Lockheed Fort
22 Worth, who used to be General Dynamics.

b st bk
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uestions.
DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr.
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COMMISSIONER DAVIS: That is the motion. £
. C;)HAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any comments on the
motion’

No reﬁ;ﬁnse.é .

HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: No.

MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes
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1 and one nay. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. L
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And the motion is carried and the 2 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes
3 recommendation of the Secretary is rejected. 3 and no nays.
4 Hill Air Force Base, Utah, Test and Training Range. 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion unanimously carries.
5 MR. OWSLEY: I think most people are familiar with | 5 Williams Air Force Base. . - .
6 this. We have simply one cost chart and one chart to explain | 6 .MR. OWSLEY: The next activity, Williams, involves
7 DOD recommends the realignment of Hill Air Force Base by | 7 a redirect. Currently operating at the former Williams Air
8 disestablishing the test range activity at Utah Test and _ 8 Force Base is the Armstrong Labs Air Crew Training and
9 Training Range, chanlging the management responsibility for | 9 Simulation Facility. The actions of the 1991 commission
10 the test range from Air Force Material Command to Air Combat |10 mandated moving the facility to Orlando, Florida, for it to
11 Command. ) 11 be co-located with Army and Nayy simulation activities there.
12 . The staff found no issues with respect to this 12 The current recommendation is to leave this facility in place
13 realignment. Are there any questions? . 13 as a stand-alone facility. .
14 C AN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr. |14 Other options include returning to the *91 .
15 Owsley with respect to the Hill Air Force Base, Utah, Test {15 commission’s decision and the option of moving to Luke Air
16 and Training Range? 16 Force Base. We have studied both of these. They have proven
17 (No response.) 17 to be cost-ineffective and, therefore, we are available for
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any comments by any 18 any questions relative to this.
19 commissioner? 19 CHAIRMAN DIXON: You heard the statement by Mr.
20 (] onse.%) . 20 Owsley. Is there any question by any commissioner of Mr.
21 AN DIXON: Is there a motion? . 21 Owsley or his staff?
22 COMMISSIONER STEELE: I will make a motion. 22 o response.)
o Page 302 Page 305
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any comments by any commissioner?
MOTION 2 (No response.)
COMMISSIONER STEELE: I move the commission find 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any motion by any commissioner?
the Secretary of Defense did not deviate substantlal}y from 4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: [ have a motion.
the final criteria and force structure plan and, therefore 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the | 6 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: But I have one question that
Secretary of Defense: Realign Hill Air Force Base, Utah, 7 goes along with it. o .
The permanent Air Force Materiel Command Test Range qcti:i&y 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.
at the Utah Test and Training Range will be disestablished. 9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: The Armstrong Lab is contained

BN b pt ok ok ot et pd ed el et
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Management ﬁipomibility or operation of the UTTR will |10 not only in Mesa but there is parts of it on Luke Air Force
transfer from AFMC to Air Combat Command. Personnel, |11 Base?
equipment and systems required for use by ACC to support the 12 MR. OWSLEY: That'’s true.
training range will be transferred to ACC. Additional AFMC 13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: So the motion will have to —
manpower associated with the operation will be eliminated. {14 well, the motion will have to say what? In the Phoenix area?
Some armament weapons test and evaluation workload will |15 Because it’s located in two different places, is the problem.
transfer to the Air Force Development Test Center, Eglin Air|16 I don’t want to make them move what they have got at Luke
Force Base, Florida, and the Air Force Flight Test Center, }17 back to Mesa.
Edwards Air Force Base, California. 18 . MR. OWSLEY: If we accept the recommendation that
CHAIRMAN DIXON: And that is a motion. Is there a 19 was in the DOD submittal we’ll be fine, which I can’t read.
second to the motion by Commissioner Steele? 20 It’s too far awagr.
21 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: 1 second it. 21 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, I don't - I'm sorry, 1
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: 1t is seconded by Commissioner 22 don’t get the —
) .. Page 303 Page 306
1 Davis. Are there any comments by any commissioners 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let’s take a moment here for the
2 concerning the motion? 2 commissioner and counsel to examine this. Is it the opinion
3 &No relsl%nse.%) ] 3 of the director down there wants to say something that we’re
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there any question by any 4 all right if we accept the recommendation --
5 commissioner? 5 MR. OWSLEY: The general facility and then any
6 No Sﬂgnse. . 6 detachments somewhere else? .
7 H AN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 7 . MR. LYLES: AsI understand it, Mr. Chairman, we
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 8 are just talking about the facility at Mesa. Is that
9 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 9 correct, Jim?
10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 10 MR. OWSLEY: That’s correct.
11 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right.
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 12 MOTION
13 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. . 13 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, sir. I move the
14 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 14 commission find the Secretary of Defense did not deviate
15 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 15 substantially from the final criteria on force structure and,
16 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 16 therefore, the commission adopt the following recommendation
17 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 17 of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of
18 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 18 the 1991 commission regarding the relocation of Williams Air
19 COMMISSIONER MONTQOYA: Aye. 19 Force Base Armstrong Laboratory Air Crew Training Research
20 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 20 Facility to Orlando, Florida, as follows: The Armstrong
21 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 21 Laboratory Air Crew Training Research Facility at Mesa,
22 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 22 Arnzona, will remain at its present location as a stand-alone

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.

(202) 296-2929

Page 301 - Page 306




Multi-Page™

6/22/95 BRAC Hearing
Page 307 Page 310
activit&. 1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. I think | can
HAIRMAN DIXON: And is there a second to that 2 save us some time. Commissioner Cox and I visited this
motion? 3 facility and we visited — I think it went on the list and we
COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'll second that motion. | 4 went there because it was under a cloud from a DODIG report,
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded by Commissioner Steele. | 5 and so we went to sansf& ourselves whether there was still
Are there any comments or questions? 6 or any factual basis for that.
0 nse.) 7 We found, quite frankly, in military value an
AN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 8 outstanding facility, a very close command and control
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 9 relationship between a Lake and Point Mugu, truly a
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 10 national asset. We also found, as you see today, the cost to
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MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
COMMISSIONER CORNEILLA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.

—
—_
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close is just not cost-effective.

And so I believe I would like to have Mr. Owsley
confirm for the record the status of that DODIG report based
upon our analysis and %et it on the record and get on with
voting. And [ would also recommend a vote to take it off the
list so that will also be on the record in this case. I

would u}rg&that Xgon my colleagues.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: I will just echo the
commissioner’s comments. It was, indeed, an excellent
facility and I think he said it well as a national treasure.
And T think the folks out there are to be commended both for
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MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. .
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes

o0 2 CHATRM fon carri

C AN DIXON: And the motion carnes
unanimously. And the chair might observe that this is
another example, Director and Mr. Owsley, of the fact that we
are going to need to give some kind of ability to these
various services in the Department of Defense to do
corrections on what we do in this BRAC. This is just another

example of that. And I would point out that we will be

V0NN AW
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what they are doing and for the efficiency and capability
that they have developed and are continuing. _And I agree
with the commissioner that we ought to vote just to set the
record straight.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Will you make a motion to take it
off then, Commissioner?
MOTION
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I move to
remove Naval Weapons Center Weapons Division, Point Mugu,
California, from any further consideration.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is that seconded by you,

makmt% recommendations to the Congress but we are going to|12 Commissioner Cox?
leave the service and the Department of Defense in pretty |13 COMMISSIONER COX: Yes, second.
goutih shape if we don’t get some method for them to do this |14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll.
in the future without another BRAC coming up soon. 15 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: May I have one comment, sir?
_MR. OWSLEY:_A point very well taken since these |16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Excuse me. Commissioner Davis.
requirements changed is why they said let’s stay where we |17 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have been on the ground
are. 18 there once and phoned that range several times and I would
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Naval Technical Centers. 19 like to add my support to the admiral’s motion.
MR. OWSLEY: The first activity to be discussed in |20 CHAI DIXON: Thank you.
here is the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, Point 21 COMMISSIONER KLING: My only question was, Mr.
Mugu, California. Point Mugu was added by the commission to 122 Chairman, I thought that a motion was not necessary.
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1 study Naval Air Warfare Center Point Mugu for realignment to 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: It is not necessary but every
2 China Lake. Data received from the Navy shows that the cost 2 commissioner has the right to make a motion if a commissioner
3 to realign negates any significant savings and significant 3 wants to and m good friends and colleagues, Commissioner
4 Naval arfare Center personnel reductions over the past | 4 Montoya and Commissioner Cox feel very strongly that we
5 few years allowed little opportunity for further s goofed on this one and we ought to make the record clear we
6 consolidations. ) 6 are taking it off. ]
7 __ Therefore, we are ready to answer any questions on 7 You FOt any problem with that? Okay. Counsel will
8 Point Mugu. 8 call the roll. o
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now let me explain the situation 9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
10 here. This is an add-on, is that correct? . 10 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
1 MR. OWSLEY: That’s correct, Mr. Chairman. 11 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any questions or comments are12 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
13 welcome. My understanding is in this situation if there is 13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
14 no motion this is just an add-on and remains in the situation |14 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
15 it was in before we voted on May 10th, open. 15 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
16 MR. OWSLEY: That’s correct, Mr. Chairman. 16 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. Any questions, any 17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
18 comments, any motions? . 18 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
19 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman. 19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
20 COMMISSIONER COX: 1 just might make a comment that |20 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
21 - 21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner KlinF.
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Wait. Commissioner Montoya. 22 COMMISSIONER KLING: Absolutely.
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MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. L 2 MS. CREEDON: The vote, Mr. Chairman, is eight aye
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes| 3 and zero na{i;l
and zero nays. 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: The motion is carried unanimously.
CHAIKMAN DIXON: Eight to nothing weé goofed, and 5 Naval Command and Control Ocean Surveillance Center,
it’s off. Mr. Owsley. 6 Warminster, Pennsylvania.
MR. OWSLEY: Commissioner Montoya, did you want me | 7 MR. OWSLEY: The Department of Defense recommends
to answer that question about the IG report? 8 closure of the Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Why don’t you answerit | 9

DD b ok oot ot ek o btk e ek
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for -- well, answer it in one line but have it in the record.

Woulcli\IoubRbease?

R. SLEY: It was a case of an obsolete report
that many of the things that they observed were true at one
point in time but were overtaken by events such as the
consolidation that we saw in the command down 20 percent. It
was a failure to recognize work that was lurking around the

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Center, RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennslylvania,

and the relocation of appropriate functions, personnel,

equipment, and support to other technical activities,

rimarily to the Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance

nter, RDT&E Division, San Diego, California, and to the

Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance RDT&E Division

Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania — excuse me, I'm

reading a dual slide here. And the remaining activities

—
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with reslgect to this closure. Are there any questions?
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions?
(No response.)r
MOTION
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioners, I move that the
commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate
substantially from the force structure plan and final
criteria and, therefore, that the commission adopt the
following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close
the Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division, Warminster,
Pennsylvania; relocate appropriate functions, personnel,
equipment, and support to other technical activities,

11
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13
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17
18
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corner and was about to arrive and did arrive before the IG |17 would go to the surveillance center in Naval Oceanographic
report was issued. It should have been taken into 18 Office Bay, St. Louis, Mississippi.
consideration, in my opinion. 19 There were no major issues were identified by the
So I think we were chasing something that was out 20 communities during this process and we had no problem with
21 of date, so those things all entered into it. Most of the 21 the figures, as you see on the chart.
22 Navy's comments in rejecting that report were accurate. 22 Are there any further questions?
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1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr.
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Naval Air Warfare] 2 Owsley?
3 Center, Warminster, Pennsylvania. 3 &\I 0 response. )
4 MR. OWSLEY: DO ) recommends the closure of the | 4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella, do you have
5 Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminster, S a motion?
6 Pennsylvania, and relocation of appropriate functions, 6 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I do, sir.
7 equipment, and support to other technical activities, 7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Comella.
8 gnmanly the Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division, 8 MOTION
9 Patuxent River, Maryland. L 9 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I move that the commission
10 There were no major issues that were identified 10 find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate

substantially from the force structure plan and final

criteria and, therefore, that the commussion adopt the
following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close

the Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance Center,
RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania; relocate
appropriate functions, personnel, equipment, and support to
other technical activities, primarily to the Naval Command
Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division, San
Diego, California, and the Naval Oceanographic Office Bay,

St. Louis, Missizs}llp%i.
CHAIRM IXON: I second the motion. Are there
any comments or questions?

. . . Page 315
rimarily the Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division,
atuxent River, Maryland.

Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER KLING: Second.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any comment?

0 response.
g—lAI AN %)IXON: Counse! will call the roll.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. )
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
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No res onse.£ .
AN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comella.
COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes
and zero nag\;I
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, by those last two unanimous
votes the commission has closed Naval Air Warfare Center and
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1 Naval Command and Control Ocean Surveillance Center, 1 consolidation begun in BRAC ’91. Community cited concern
2 Warminster, Pennsylvania. 2 with loss of world class expertise and syneirﬁy. Major errors
3 All right, Naval Air Warfare Center, Oreland, 3 in estimating one-time costs and the suitabilities of

4 Pennsylvania, 4 facilities in Newport to house the towed array.

5 R. OWSLEY: Yes. DOD recommends the closure of 5 We put these questions to the Navy. They answered

6 the Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Open Water | 6 all the community concerns, including direct contact with the
7 Testing Facility, Oreland, Pennsylvania. 7 community, and we believe they were adequately answered.
8 e found that there were no major issues were 8 Are there any further questions?

9 identified in our analysis and, therefore, we have no further | 9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions?

10 information to offer.” 10 (No response.)

1 Is there any questions? . 11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further comments?

12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr. (12 (No response.zr

13 Owsley? 13 MOTION

14 é‘lo nse.%) 14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioners, I move that the

15 HAWAN IXON: Are there any comments by 15 commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate
16 commissioners? Commissioner Cornella. 16 substantially from the force structure plan and final

17 MOTION 17 criteria and, therefore, that the commission adopt the

18 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I move that the commission 18 following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense:

19 find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 19 Disestablish the Naval Undersea Warfare Center Newport

20 substantially from the force structure plan and final 20 Division, New London detachment, New London Connecticut;

21 criteria and, therefore, that the commission adopt the 21 relocate necessary functions with associated personnel,

22 following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 22 equipment and support to Naval Undersea Warfare Center

. . Page 320 Page 323

1 the Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Open Water N tt Division, Newport, Rhode Island; close the NUWC New
2 Test Facﬂitﬁ, Oreland, Pennsylvania, . Longon Facility, except retain Pier 7, which 1s transferred
3 C AN DIXON: 1 second that motion. Any to the Navy Submarine Base, New London; the site presently
4 comments? occupied by the U.S. Coast Guard Station, New London, will be
5 o] nse.}) ] transferred to the U.S. Coast Guard; the Navy Submarine Base,

6 AN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. New London, Magnetic Silencing Facm&wxll remain in its
7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. resent location as a tenant of the U.S. Coast Guard; Naval

] COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. Eeserve units will relocate to other naval activities,

9 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. rt, Rhode Island, and Navy Submarine

%riman'lg' NUWC Ne )
ase, New London, Connecticut.
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London, Connecticut, be disestablished and relocated to the
Naval Undersea Warfare Center N ewport Division, Newport,
Rhode Island. The New London facility 1s to be closed ex

that Pier 7 is to be retained and transferred to the Nav
Submarine Base, New London.

The site presently occupied l?' the U.S. Coast Guard
in New London will be transferred and the U.S. Coast Guard’s
Navy Submarine Base New London Magnetic Silencing Facility
will remain in its present location as a tepant of the U.S.
Coast Guard. Naval Reserve units will relocate to other
naval activities, primarily to Newport, Rhode Island, and
Navy Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut.

This closure completes the undersea warfare
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10 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
11 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. Is there a second? .
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. COMMISSIONER KLING: Second, Mr. Chairman.
13 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded by Commissioner Kling.
14 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. Are there any comments or questions?
15 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. glo remnse.) .
16 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll.
17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
18 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
20 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
21 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
. . Page 321 o Page 324
1 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes| 1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
2 and zerm ) 2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentleman, by that | 3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
4 vote, unanimous vote, Naval Air Warfare Center, Orefand, | 4 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
5 Pennsylvania, is closed. s MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
6 aval Undersea Warfare Center, New London, 6 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
7 Connecticut. 7 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Davis is
8 MR. OWSLEY: The Department of Defense recommends | 8 recused from this vote.
9 that the Naval Undersea Warfare Center Newport Division, New 9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis is recused.
10

Let the record show that.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes

and zero nays.

CH AN DIXON: And on that vote the motion
carries. Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans,
Louisiana. ) .

MR. OWSLEY: The Naval Biodynamics Lab in New
Orleans conducts biomedical research as to the effects of
mechanical forces on Navy personnel. The Department
recommends to close this Tacility; however, it is expect
the University of New Orleans will take over the facility and
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it will be available in the future on a contractual basis, 1f

needed. . .
We have no objections or found no differences to

this. .
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr.

Owsleé:.;

o response.

( HAIlgifI)AN )DD(ON : Is there any comment by any
commissioner?

0 response.
N MOll‘ION

1 Dalhgren Division Coastal Systems Station, Panama City,

2
3

00NN

10
11
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Florida; relocate the Infectious Diseases Combat Casualty
Care and Operational Medicine programs, along with necessary
rsonnel and equipment to the Walter Reed Army Institute for
esearch at Forest Glen, Maryland.
Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER KLING: Second, Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any comments and are
there agnl questions?

0 response.
HAI%AN %)IXON : Counsel will call the roll.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioners, I move thatthe |12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate |13 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
substantially from the force strucfure plan and final 14 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
criteria and, therefore, that the commission adopt the 15 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 16 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
the Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Louisiana, and |17 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
relocate necessary personnel to Wright-Patterson Air Force |18 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
Base, Dayton, Ohio, and Naval Aeromedical Research 19 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
Laboratory, Pensacola, Florida. 20 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
21 Is there a second? , 21 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.
22 COMMISSIONER KLING: Second, Mr. Chairman. |22 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any comments? 1 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. .
2 g\lo T nse%) . 2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
3 AN DIXON: Are there any questions? 3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
4 (CNo reﬁ‘gznse% . 4 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
5 HAIRMAN DIXON: Counsel will call the roll. 5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. o
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 6 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes
7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 7 and zero naKi/.I
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion unanimously carries.
9 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 9 Naval Research Lab Underwater Sound Reference, Orlando,
10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles 10 Florida.,
11 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 11 MR. OWSLEY: The Naval Research Laboratory
12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 12 Underwater Sound Reference Detachment in Orlando, Florida,
13 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 13 studies and sets standards associated with underwater sound
14 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comnella. 14 measurements. The Department’s recommendation is to close
15 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 15 this facility and relocate its mission, personnel, and .
16 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 16 equipment to Rhode Island, where it will be co-located with
17 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. . 17 the gl\%' Full Spectrum Laboratory.
18 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 18 e community eX{Jressed a concern that an
19 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 19 irreplaceable facility could be lost; however, analysis
20 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 20 reveals other Navy facilities can absorb the mission without
21 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. L 21 loss. 1 would also like to point out that we had the Na
22 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes|22 talk directly to the Florida people that were concerned about
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and zero na&

CHAIRMAN DIXON: That motion unanimously carries.
Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland.
. MR. OWSLEY: The Naval Medical Research Institute
in Bethesda, Maryland, conducts biomedical research in
support of operating forces. The Department’s recommendation
is relocate this facility to Walter Reed with the exception
of the diving facility, which would be moved to Panama City,
Flonda. . . ]

Do you have m{ )?uestlons on this motion? _
Owsl. C:; AN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr.

sley?

o response.
esP(ﬁao)rION

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioners, 1 move that the
commission find that that the Secretary of Defense did not
deviate substantially from the force structure glan and final
criteria and, therefore, that the commission adopt the
following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Ciose
the Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland;
consolidate the personnel of the diving medicine program with
the Experimental Diving Unit Naval Surface Warfare Center
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this and I believe their concerns were answered.
there any other questions? .
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any questions of Mr.

Owsleé?
OMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have one question.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis.

. COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Apparently, this lake the

Florida delegation keeps talking about has very particular
ualities. Is'where the Navy is going to relocate it
uplicate those gamcular qualities? .

. MR. OWSLEY: We discussed that, and that is the
particular area that we had the community get involved with
us and with the Navy. And I believe the community understood
the Navy’s position, that they had this covered. It sounded
like a reasonable a%proach to us, General Davis.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions?
Commissioner Klmgi‘?
MOTION

COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, 1 move that the
commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate
substantially from the force structure plan and final
criteria; and therefore, that the commussion adopt the
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following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense
disestablish the Naval Research Laboratory Underwater Sound
referenced attachment, Orlando, Florida. ) )

Relocate the calibration of standards function with
associated personnel, equipment and support to the Naval
Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, Newport Rhode
Island, except for the tank facility one, which will be
accessed,

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I second that motion. Are there
any comments or questions? Counsel will call the role.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.

COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
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COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.

COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. .

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. o

MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes
and zero nays. i )

CH AN DIXON: And that motion unanimously
carries. Are you folks there at the table prepared now to go
to Army installations, Mr. Owsley? . o

R. OWSLEY: Yes, we are. The next installation is
Dugway Proving Ground, Utah. The original recommendation
that Dugway Proving Ground be realigned by relocating the
smoke and obscurant mission to Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona,
and some clements of chemical biological research to Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Maryland. Also, English Village was to be
disposed of, and test and experimentation facilities to
support the Army and DOD missions would be retained.

On June 14th, the Secretary of Defense supported
the removal of the BRAC recommendation on Dugway Proving

BBz ESsc oSS
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MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. .
MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote 1s eight ayes

2 R M

C AN DIXON: That motion is unanimously
adopted. Naval Command Control and Ocean Surveillance
Center, Norfolk, Virginia.

MR. OWSLEY: The Department of Defense
recommendations is close the in-service engmeerm%kEast
Coast attachment, St. Julien’s Creek Annex, Norfolk,
Virginia, of the Naval Command Contro! and Ocean Surveillance
Center, except retain in place the transmit and receive
equipment antennas currently at the St. Julien Creek Annex.

_ Relocate functions, necessary personnel and
uipment to the qufolf( Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia.
ere are no major issues with this recommendation.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. Are there an
questions to Mr. Owsl_iy? Any comments? Commissioner Kling.

MOTIO
COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I move that the
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Ground. Are there any questions?

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yeah, the Secretary has asked that
we reject this. Now, is that correct? You bave a letter
from the Secretary, asking this be rejected.

MR. OWSLEY: That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions?

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Mr. Chairman, just one quick
question. o

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Robles.

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Would you just clarify for
the record what the Army’s Lﬁroposal is on English Village?

MR. OWSLEY:_Other than keeping it open and hoping
at some time there will be a privatization of that, they did
not give a particular g;ro sal with the recommendation.

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: But as you understand it,
they are l§om%~,to kee\a/p it open?

MR. OWSLEY: Yes, sir, they are.

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Okay.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Rightly so.

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, nghtly so.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there further questions or
comments? Is there a motion?

1
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commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate
from the force structure plan and final criteria; and
therefore, that the commussion adopt the following .
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense. Close the in-
service engineering East Coast attachment, St. Julien’s Creek
Annex, Norfolk, Virginia, of the Naval Command Contro! and
Ocean Surveillance Center; except retain in place the
transmit and receive equipment and antennas currently at the
St. Julien’s Creek Annex.

. Relocate function, necessary personnel, and

equipment to Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I second that motion. Are
there ah% comments or questions? Counsel, call the roll.

. CREEDON: " Commissioner Kling.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
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MOTION .

COMMISSIONER KLING: Mr. Chairman, I move the
commission find the Secretary of Defense deviated
substantially from final critena 1 and 8; and therefore, the
commission reject the Secretary’s recommendation on Dugway
Proving Ground, and instead adopt the following
recommendation. Retain Dugway Proving Ground, including all
activities and facilities. The commission finds this
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan
and final criteria.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a second to the motion of
Commissioner Klulx\lg?

. COMMISSIONER STEELE: [ am delighted to second that
motion.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right, Commissioner Steele
seconds that motion. And are there any comments? Counsel,
call the roll. o .

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.

COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.

MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
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the number of locally based tankers is measured against

training requirements, this is not an important issue, and

i::onsk;dered against the operational requirements at Grand
orks.

Shde AS, please. The Minot issues are closely
related to those at Grand Forks. Missile field operational
effectiveness is better at Minot. The geology is more
survivable. The alert rate is the highest in the Air Force.
The depot support costs are the lowest in the Air Force. By
these measures, Minot is not only better than Grand Forks,
but better than F.E. Warren and Malmstrom, as well.

.The DOD position was that Minot qoui_d be
substituted for Grand Forks if ABM implications became a
show-stopper for the Grand Forks recommendation. The
interagency review concluded there are no ABM related
obstacles; and the Minot alternative is no longer required
for this reason. Although the Air Force evaluated missile,
and large aircraft missions separately, the Minot community
believes that the missions should be considered together when
calculating military value, because they provide operational
efficiencies. .

The staff finds there is shared overhead, and the

P Pt et et ot
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1 Grand Forks missile field has a lower cost to inactivate than | 1 nuclear missions are able to share the weapons storage area.
2 Minot. DOD included $5.5 million for housing demolition at 2 The next two slides, please. Mr. Chairman, these charts
3 Grand Forks, increasing annual recurring savings by $3.7 3 summarize the DOD recommendation and the commission
4 million. This appears to be a sound investment strate,gi;ethat 4 alternatives, and provide pros and cons of each. 1 would be
s produces substantial long-term savings, but would not 5 pleased to answer an?' guestlons you may have at this time.
6 necessitated by a decision to realign Grand Forks. 6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there an fxfn)g more on Grand
7 As such, the costs and savings associated with this 7 Forks or Minot by anybody on your staff?” Are there an
8 action were removed from the decision COBRA. In studying| 8 questions of the staff, concerning Grand Forks or Minot?
9 Grand Forks for a complete closure, the value of the core 9 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Yes, sir.
10 tanker concept is an issue. This is a component of military [10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele.
11 value which the commission must weigh against the savings for 1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Just a comment — more
12 a complete closure. Both the Air Force and the community {12 comment than a question. But I wanted to compliment, for the
13 argue the organizational improvements, operational 13 department, thetr messafe of wanting to retain the core
14 capabilities, and fiscal efficiencies of core tanker bases 14 tanker wing was so loud and clear in writing, that it might
15 are essential to meeting current military challenges. 15 be a violation of the Paperwork Reduction Act. We got so
16 Staff findings indicate that the core tanker unit 16 many letters on the subject; it was definitely a messg(ie;
17 at Grand Forks has been successful in sustamm% a high 17 delivered and heard. And i appreciate that clear ce.
18 deployment rate in support of global operationa 18 My frustration on the issue in one area 1s when I
19 contingencies. On average, over the past year, on a given 19 went up to Grand Forks, after we added the base for closure.
20 day, 66 percent of Grand Forks tankers were off station, 20 Prior to that, on March 30th, both on the base visit I didn’t
21 combining four sguadrgns of tankers at Grand Forks fully uses 21 go to and the regional hearing, when we were still looking at
22 the air field, and achieves efficiencies and supply 22 the alternative between the missile field at Grand Forks or
. . Page 344 . . Page 347
1 maintenance and facilities utilization. . 1 Minot, because we hadn’t received the letter on the
2 Grand Forks is an important operational location 2 issue, the Air Force said that there were no water problems
3 for supporting both strategic nuclear and contingency 3 in the silos for the past two years. o
4 deployment operations, CINC STRATCOM, CINC TRANSCOM, the Vice | 4 . Topside grading and 1mﬁ)roved seals have eliminated
5 Chatrman of the Joint Chiefs, and the Air Force Chief of 5 topside water intrusion into silos. And again they testified
6 Staff stronﬂy support retaining the core tanker mission at 6 that the missile silos at Grand Forks have had a reputation
7 Grand Forks because of its ogfratnonal location. In 7 for leaking, but that problem was eliminated in *92. Then we|
8 addition, the staff notes that the runway at Grand Forks was | 8 looked at the issue of closure of Grand Forks, and we sort of
9 updated to Code 1 in 1994. . ) 9 focused on the core er wing. Then we kind of removed
{10 The ‘h{drant system, essential to effective tanker 10 that issue, because the strong support from the core tanker
11 operations, has been ug%raded. Airfield facilities are 11 wing %Jnthere. .
12 modern. And state and local zoning assure that there will be |12 d then the testimony from the Air Force was, last
13 no airfield encroachment in the foreseeable future. The 13 Wednesday -- I was not aware that the Air Force says there
{14 final two issues, tanker saturation in the Northwest and the |14 were no water problems at Grand Forks. We’re spénding
15 tanker shortfall in the Southeast were raised by DOD as part {15 considerably more money to operate those silos at Grand Forks
16 of the rationale for relocating tankers from Malmstrom Air |16 than we are at Minot or anywhere else. And if they’re not
17 Force Base to McDill Air Force Base. . 17 spending it on the water issue, I don’t know what they’re
18 Grand Forks has a North Central location, and as |18 spending it on. .
19 such, does not contribute to the tanker saturation problem in |19 And ] guess my frustration is that Ogden, which is
20 the Northwest. It is, in fact, the only North Central 20 the depot that supports the missile wings, says that the
21 location to support the single mteﬁrated operations plan. 21 water maintenance -- the percentage of maintenance that’s
22 Although there is a tanker shortfall in the Southeast, when |22 spent on the water problem is only 5 percent. And while it
Page 345 Page 348

was higher at Grand Forks than other missile wings, the Grand
Forks overall maintenance dollars was still lower than
Malmstrom. . .

So I just wanted to voice my frustration at having
spent a wonderful day up there, and really did enjoy my
visit. But I felt that { was getting very different stories
on the water problem, depending upon the outcome that the
department was seeking on this 1ssue. And I just thought I"'d
voice that. Now I feel better, and I see no substantial
deviation, and we can move forward.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner Steele.
That doesn’t require a response, I don’t think. Is there any
further comment or question from anybody, concerning what the
staff has reported? Is there a motion?” .

COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling.

MOTION

COMMISSIONER KLING: I move the commission find the
Secretary of Defense did not deviate substantlal}y from the
force structure plan and final criteria; and therefore, that
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the
Secretary of Defense. Realign Grand Forks. The 321st
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1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 1 As a reminder, Mr. Chairman and commissioners, the
2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Stecle. 2 Secretary of the Air Force used the tiers to develop their
3 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 3 closure and realignment recommendations. I will now turn
4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Comella. 4 this category over to Mr. David Olson, who will discuss Grand
5 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Aye. 5 Forks and Minot Air Force Bases; and then to Mr. Rick
6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 6 DiCamillo, who will discuss Malmstrom Air Force Base and a
7 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. . 7 related redirect from McDill Air Force Base in Florida. Mr.
8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 8 Olson, . o )
9 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 9 MR. OLSON: Mr. Chairman, commissioners, in the
10 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 10

Y
—

ot b ot sk ek ik ek ek

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. o

MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight ayes
and zero m
CH AN DIXON: And the request of the Secretary
is supported unanimously. Now, ladies and gentlemen, that
concludes, as I understand it, the cross service section of
our work. I want to say that, in the opinion of the chair,
this was the most difficult part, on balance, of our entire
program -- h1ghl¥ controversial, very, very difficult. 1
want to congratulate the staff on an outstanding job.

It was a difficult job, well researched. d 1
congratulate all of you'on a fine job. Thank you very, very

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

large aircraft missile cate(:jgory, we have studied DOD
recommendations for Grand Forks and Malmstrom Air Force Base,
as well as commission adds for Grand Forks and Minot Air
Force Bases. This chart reflects the Air Force assessed
overall value of the Grand Forks and Minot Air Force Bases,
as well as the costs and savings of the DOD recommendation
and the commission alternatives.

DOD recommended the Grand Forks realignment because
of a reduction in intercontinental ballistic missile force
structure, in accordance with the nuclear posture review,
which requires inactivation of one missile field within the
Air Force. The commission adds provide the Minot missile
field for consideration as an alternative to Grand Forks, as

Page 338 . . . Page 341
1 much. . 1 well as the potential for substantially more savings with the
2 MR. OWSLEY: Thank 'me, Mr. Chairman. 2 complete closure of Grand Forks Air Force Base,
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank J'ou, Mr. Owsley. And| 3 If I could have the next slide, A4, please. These
4 Director, are"{ou ready to go forward? 4 are the issues associated with the DOD recommended
s MR. LYLES: Mr. Chairman, we're ready to go forward $ inactivation of the missile field at Grand Forks, and the
6 with the Air Force team, at the convenience of the 6 commission alternative to close Grand Forks. The key issue,
7 commission.. . 7 with respect to the missile field, is operational
8  CHAIRMAN DIXON: We’re going to declare a five- | 8 effectiveness, The Air Force rated Grand Forks its least
9 minute break, and then we’ll be back here in five minutes, 9 capable missile field, based on five criteria -- ability to
10 and we’ll go to the Air Force. 10 reach targets; size and orientation of the field; geological
11 [A brief recess was taken.] 11 effects on survivability; weather impacts on operations and
12 CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're ready to testify concerning {12 maintenance; and logistics su;zgorta ility.
13 the Air Force. Do you have someone missing, Director? 13 The community argues that all missile fields are
14 MR. LYLES:" I think we can proceed, Mr. Chairman. |14 equally capable and have performed their missions effectively
15 We have the Air Force team in place and ready to go, sir. 15 for the past 30 years. Staff findings support the DOD
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right, we’re going to go to |16 position. All missile fields are fully capable, but the high
17 the Air Force. Director Lyles. . . 17 water table at Grand Forks reduces survivability. The alert
18 MR. LYLES: Mr. Chairman, Frank Cirillo, the Air |18 rate at Grand Forks has been consistently lower than at
19 Force team chief will begin the presentation of the . 19 Minot. And on-site depot support costs have been higher.
20 recommendations for closure and realignments in the Air 20 At the time the DOD recommendation was received,
21 Force. . 21 there was uncertainty about whether implications for the
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right, Mr. Cirillo. 22 Grand Forks anti-ballistic missile system and ballistic
. Pﬁgle 339 o . . Page 342
1 MR. CIRILLO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I also | 1 missile defense might é)reclude inactivation of the Grand
2 have Mr. Olson, Mr. DiCamillo at the table with me for the | 2 Forks Minuteman field. Indeed, it was for this reason that
3 first portion of our presentation. Commissioners, the first 3 the Minot missile field was added for consideration.
4 slide, which is just ahead of Tab A in your book represents | 4 On May 9, the commission received a letter from the
5 the 13 categories the Department of the Air Force used in 5 De ut{)Secretary of Defense, indicating that representatives
6 their analysis of 100 major Air Force bases. The shaded 6 of DOD, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the State Department, the
7 categories have bases to be discussed today. 7 Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the National
8 We'll brief the missile and large aircraft 8 Security Council staff had determined that ABM considerations
9 categories together, due to their relationship; and then 9 would not preclude inactivation of the Grand Forks Minuteman
10 cover the undergraduate pilot training category. The depot, |10 field. Subsequent correspondence with DOD confirms
11 laboratory and test categories of the Air Force have already |11 inactivation of the Grand Forks Minuteman field will not
12 been briefed by the cross service team. Finally, we’ll cover |12 affect the U.S. right to retain an ABM system deployment area
13 those installations today and the remaining categories, as 13 at Grand Forks. ' ]
14 shown. ) 14 And it will not require demolition of the ABM
15 If you go to Tab A on Slide Al and also the map. 15 facilities. It should be noted, however, it may be necessary
16 We'll first cover the missile and large aircraft categones. 16 to leave a small number of empty silos in place at Grand
17 The four bases indicated with an M are the missile bases. 17 Forks. The staff finds that the interagency position
18 Also note in this slide that four bases were excluded by the |18 resolves the potential ABM obstacles. This finding also
19 Air Force for mission or geogg?hlcal reasons. We’'ll be 19 affects costs, because the community believes that ABM
20 addressing only the three shaded bases. The tiers shown at {20 demolition costs, if required, should be added to the cost to !
21 the left for the'non-excluded bases reflect the Air Force for |21 inactivate the missile field.
22 ranking respective installations within each category. 22 However, since there are no ABM related costs, the
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missile group will inactivate in Minutemen 3 missiles to outstanding facilities. Our analysis reflects 70 tankers at
relocated to Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana. A small Fairchild Air Force Base in Spokane, Washington, which is one

BNN»—-»—»—-—-»—-—-—-»—-——»—-
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numIiJIegdof silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if

uired.

e The 319th Air RefuelinﬁaWing will remain in place.

All activities and facilities at the base associated with the

319th Air Refueling Wing, including family housing, the

hospital, commu. and basic exchange, will remain open.
CHAIRMAN DIXON: That’s a motion. Is there a

second to the motion?

—
QORLIANEWN -

of three core tanker bases in the Air Force. Conversely,
there is a lack of tankers located in the Southeast U.S.,
where there is a high demand for air refueling training
capability. .

The Air Force contends the relocation of Malmstrom
tankers to McDill will alleviate the Southeast tanker deficit
partially, and provide a cost effective approach for
retaining and operating McDill air field, which is the

COMMISSIONER STEELE: I'll second the motion. |11 subject of a redirect which I will address shortly. The
CHAIRMAN DIXON: And Commissioner Steele seconds |12 commission staff agrees with the deficiency in fanker
the motion. Are there any further comments or questions? |13 resources to support training in the Southeast, and notes the
Counsel, call the roll. o . 14 relocation will partially relieve the problem, as I
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 15 mentioned. .
COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 16 Another issue is the Malmstrom field elevation —
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 17 3,500 foot elevation in runway length limits maximum gross
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 18 weight take off capability for the KC-135 tankers, whic
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 19 translates to reduced air refueling off load capabilities )
COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 20 during operational deployment missions. The community
MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 21 maintains combast maximum gross weight take offs occur only
COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 22 about 10 percent of the time.
o Page 350 . . Page 353
1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 1 . Staff concurs with the gross weight take off
2 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: 1 recuse in this issue. 2 limitations, and notes that gross weight take off c;Pablhty
3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella recuses on | 3 at McDill is 23,000 pounds greater than Malmstrom. Finally,
4 this issue. . 4 there is excess capacity existing at Malmstrom Air Force
5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 5 Base. Idon’t think anybody denies that. No one really
6 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. ) 6 dlsgutes this, but differs in the method of resolving the
7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 7 problem. The Air Force pro;f):)sal would close down the fixed
8 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 8 wing air field operations after relocation of the tankers,
9 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 9 while the community advocates adding two more squadrons of
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 10 aircraft -- approximately 24 KC-135s -- to the base to make
11 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes 11 use of excess capacity. . L
12 and zero naﬁs. . 12 We concur with the community that there is excess |
13 ~ CHAIRMAN DIXON: And on that vote, the motion |13 capacity, and the base could probably handle more tankers,
14 carries unanimously, with one recusal. And I believe I'm 14 but with additional military construction. However, this
15 correct in stgtmg, counsel, that on Minot, unless there is 15 approach would exacerbate the Northwest tanker saturation
16 some objection by commissioners, there is not activity 16 problem. Next chart, please. The final chart is the -
17 required. That was an add on. Is there any suggestion by 17 scenario summang.
18 anybody that they want to do an exercise on Minot? Or may we |18 MR. CIRILLO: Yes, Mr. Chairman, this is a scenario
19 just save ourself that moment of grace there? Good. Then |19 summary for this base. But afterDyou’ve looked it over, 1
20 the Chair declares that Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota, |20 recommend that we go on to McDill, to discuss it, before we
21 remains open. L 21 actually vote,
22 No activity needed, since it was an add on. 22 HAIRMAN DIXON: Yes, we're going to do that,
. Page 351 _ Page 354
1 Malmstrom Air Force Base. . . 1 because thegre aired. ]
2 _ MR. CIRILLO: Mr. DiCamillo will cover that, Mr. 2 MR. CIRILLO: Yes, sir. .
3 irman. L 3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: So move right along. ]
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. DiCamillo. 4 MR. DiCAMILLO: Chart A12, please. Mr. Chairman
5 MR. DiCAMILLO: Commissioners, carrying on with the 5 and commissioners, I would like to address the redirect of
6 large aircraft category, we have Malmstrom Air Force Base, | 6 McDill Air Force Base at this time, since it is coupled with
7 Montana recommended by Department of Defense for realignment. | 7 the realignment of Malmstrom and the KC-135s. The chart
8 The recommendation realigns the 43rd Air Refueling Group and 8 before you gives the background of actions taken by previous
9 its 12 KC-35 tankers from Malmstrom to McDill Air Force Base, | 9 commissions, regarding McDill Air Force Base. The redirect
10 Florida, Further, the recommendation closes the Malmstrom {10 proposes the Air Force retain McDill air field as part of the
11 air field to fixed wing operations. 11 Air Force Base. . ]
12 This chart reflects the overall value of the base 12 . The Air Force will continue to operate the runway
13 and cost and savings associated with the recommendation. A9, 13 and its associated activities. And the Department of
14 please. The next chart _ﬁlreviews_ the issues associated with 114 Commerce will remain as attendant, under the DOD
15 the recommendation. The bold issues on the left of the chart |15 recommendation. A13, please. This is a summary of the DOD
16 will be discussed in more detail in the following chart. The |i6 recommendations, with the pros and cons. The cost and
17 leading issue in this recommendation is the Air Force’s 17 savings for this redirect are reflected in the Malmstrom
18 &osmon there is a tanker saturation problem in the 18 realignment. .
19 Northwestern U.S. ) 19 The reason for no costs is shown at the top part of
20 The community did not address tanker saturation, 20 the chart. This completes my briefing, and I'll be glad to
21 but rather recommended the addition of more tankers be moved 21 answer any questions.
22 into Malmstrom to take advantage of excess capacity and 22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you very much. Are there
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1 any questions? Are there any comments? 1 MOTION o

2 COMMISSIONER STEELE: [ have one brief comment. 2 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I move the commission find the

3 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Steele. 3 Secretary of Defense did not deviate substantially from the

4 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Just so my colleagues know, | 4 force structure plan and final criteria; and therefore, the

5 when I was at Grand Forks, and we were still entertaining the| 5 commission adopt the following recommendation of the

6 motion of closing the entire base, I asked a visiting general | 6 Secretary of Defense. ]

7 that day if we did relocate the KC-135s from Grand Forks, 7 ange the recommendation of 1991 and 1993

8 would the Air Force still want to move the aircraft from 8 commissions, regarding the closure and transfer of MeDill Air

9 Maimstrom; and he responded, yes. And I just wanted to share 9 Force Base air field to the Department of Commerce, as

10 that with my colleagues. 10 follows. Redirect the retention of McDill air field as part

11 CHAﬁiMANgBIXON : I thank you. Are there any 11 of the McDill Air Force Base. The Air Force will continue to

12 further comments? ) 12 operate the runway and its associated activities. Department
13 g*lo nse.) . |13 of Commerce will remain as attendant. .

14 HﬁﬁAN DIXON: Is there a motion? Mr. Davis. |14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'll second that motion, and I
15 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Being a fighter pilot, I hate 15 would again observe, this is another example of a .

16 to throw away any runway. I tried to find that there was 16 revisitation of prior BRACs. And I hope the Congress is

17 significant deviation in tg'mlg to keep the runway, but I got |17 aware of the fact that there’s not going to be another BRAC
18 no support whatsoever. So I submit the following motion. |18 in a couple of years. I'm sure they’re relieved about that;

19 MOTION 19 but we’re going to have to have some way of correcting these
20 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I move the commission find the |20 BRAC activities. So that’s part of what we’re going to

21 Secretary of Defense did not deviate substantially from the |21 recommend to the Congress.

22 force structure plan and final criteria; and therefore, the 22 I see distinguished members here. Counsel will
. . Page 356 Page 359
1 commission adopt the following recommendation of the 1 call the roll. o .
2 Secretary of Defense. . . 2 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis.
3 Realign Malmstrom Air Force Base. The 43rd Air 3 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye.
4 Refueling Group and its KC-135 aircraft will relocate to 4 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling.
5 McDill Air Force Base, Florida, or as appropriate. All fixed| 5 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
6 wing aircraft flying olperanons at Malmstrom will cease, and | 6 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
7 the air field will be closed. The small air field 7 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye.
8 operational area will continue to be available to support 8 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
-9 helicopter operations of the 40th Rescue Flight, wglch will |9 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye.
10 remain to support the missile operations. 10 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele.
11 All base activities and facilities associated with 1 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye.
12 the 341st Missile Link will remain. 12 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella.
13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Commissioner. Is there |13 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I recuse myself on this
14 a second to that motion? 14 matter.
15 COMMISSIONER KLING: Second that, Mr. Chairman. 15 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Cornella recuses
16 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Seconded by Commissioner Kling. |16 himself.

17 Is there further comment or any questions? Counsel will call |17 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox.
18 the role. o 18 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye.
19 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Davis. 19 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman.
20 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Aye. 20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye.
21 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling. 21 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes
2 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye. 22 and zero nays.
o Page 357 . Page 360
1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right, and that motion
2 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Aye. 2 Brevmls unanimously, and the redirect takes place.
3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles. 3 nderﬁraduate ilot training, .
4 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Aye. 4 R. CIRILLO: Yes, if everybody will turn to Tab B
5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Steele. 5 and charts Bl and B2. The map on your right reflect the
6 COMMISSIONER STEELE: Aye. 6 bases in the Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training, or
7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cornella. 7 called the UPT category. We’ll be discussing the shaded
8 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: [ recuse myself on this 8 bases. The Air Force recommended Reese Air Force Base,
9 matter, . 9 Texas, for closure. And on May 10th, the commission added
10 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Cornella recuses himself. |10 three bases for further consideration. .
1 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Cox. 11 I’ll now turn the presentation over to Lieutenant
12 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 12 Colonel Merrill Beyer, for the UPT category.
13 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman. 13 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: Mr. Chairman and
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Aye. 14 commissioners, I'd like to begin my remarks with some
15 MS. CREEDON: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven ayes 15 comments about cross servicing, and then address capacity,
16 and zero naﬁ\;l 16 and then quickly hit on the key 1ssues. The Secretary of
17 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Malmstrom’s realigned, according |17 Defense formed a joint cross service group to study ways to
18 to that vote, unanimously. McDill Air Force Base. Is there |18 reduce excess capacity in the pilot and navigator
19 any further comment or are there any %uestions concerning |19 undergraduate training programs by consolidation of Air
20 McDill? And if not, is there a motion? . 20 Force, Navy, and Army unique programs where it made sense to
21 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have a motion, sir. 21 do so.
22 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 22 This group presented its alternatives for closure
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Page 361
and realignment actions to the services. Each service then
performed their own analgsns in determining their final
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. The staff
examined the efforts of the services to integrate fixed wing
gxlot and navigator undergraduate training, and finds the

orce and Navy training commands have made great strides to
consolidate training programs, reduce excess capacity, and
retain those programs unique to each service.
We should be loolqn%at slide B3. Capacity is the

Page 364
1 = 21.4 percent. Please turn to B10. On this summary chart,
2 P’ve listed the ﬁnmary.xssues in the UPT category for easy
3 comparison. Mr. Chairman, if there’s no questions, we can
4 throw up the scenario slides, charts B11 and 12. This
5 concludes my remarks, sir.
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Colonel
7 Beyer. Are there any questions of the colonel?
8 COMMISSIONER COX: Colonel Beyer, I wonder if we
9 could go back to the capacity issue, and if you could go into

overriding issue in the Air Force UPT categorgé Currently, {10 some further detail. As you know, one of the other services
the Air Force is o%?rating its UPT bases well below capacity. |11 thought perhaps they should rethink what the needs for their
However, the Air Force plans to increase its pilot training 12 training were. And if you would just walk through what the
requirements 52 percent, as its pilot population returns to |13 g?ipacuy issues are again, and whether we’re close to the
normal. DOD performed its capacity analysis based on this |14 edge.
increased r:ﬁ]mrement. The Secretary of the Air Force 15 . LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: The capacity chars are,
recommended one UPT base, Reese Air Force Base, for closure. |16 I believe, B3 and B4. Turn your attention to &aﬁ B4.
On the 14th of June, General Fogleman and the Air 17 Pilot training capacity is listed on the left table, and
Force Chief of Staff reconfirmed the recommendation for 18 reflects the maximum capacity of each base._
closure of no more than one UPT base, stating Reese Air Force 19 COMMISSIONER COX: And that’s if, on a five-day a
20 Base is the right installation to close. Alt?]ough he noted a |20 week — one shift, so to .
21 single closure was a reasonable risk, he did express some 21 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: No, that is the maximum
22 concerns about the capacity of the three remaining UPT bases, 22 capacity. In other words, if you are going full bore,
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1 sligltcx,tclly outside the FY DAC, or beyond the six-year closure | 1 working a lot of weekends, because you will have weather
2 penod. ) 2 attrition during the week. And remember that weekends are
3 Please tumn to slide B4, and you can leave B3 up as 3 when you're ymgg those cross-country training missions. So
4 well. Thank you. This chart summarizes the Air Force 4 once you get to 95 percent of that number, you’re going to
5 analysis of UKI. capacity after the planned 52 percent § exasperate your capacxt¥ problem because things start to
6 increase in requirements. The staff finds the closure of one | 6 break down, in terms of training effectiveness and safety.
7 Air Force UPT base to contain acceptable risks to the Air 7 So that number is really 100 percent. That’s a
8 Force’s ability to meet its 8xlot training requirements. The 8 maximum. And you might be able to get more than that over a
9 closure of more than one UPT base, however, will simply notf 9 year’s time. But you can’t operate that way continuously.
10 allow the Air Force to meet its gxlot training requirements. |10 COMMISSIONER COX: I see. R
11 Please turn to slide BS, B35 only. The Secretary of 11 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: So that is a true
12 Defense recommended the closure of Reese Air Force Base, the |12 reflection of the maximum capacity of that base.
13 deactivation of the 64th flight training wing, and the 13 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. So the total maximum
14 redistribution or retirement of all assigned aircraft. The 14 capamt% 1,228,
15 commission added Columbus, Lavghlin, and Vance Air Force |15 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: Correct.
16 Bases as possible substitute for Reese. The primary criteria |16 COMMISSIONER COX: And the requirement --
17 for analysis in the UPT category are shown on this slide. 17 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: On the requirement
18 The most significant are highlighted. 18 side -- o ] ]
19 The functional value of each base to perform the 19 . COMMISSIONER COX: This is their version of core
20 UPT mission, the costs involved in training pilots, and the {20 requirement or something, adds up to --
21 economic impacts of closure on the local communities are the |21 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: The requirement is 1078

N
-

. Slide BY, please. This chart compares economic
impact. Laughlin has the highest potential economic impact

22 key. If there are no questions on this chart, I’ll address 22 right now, giving you 150 excess. The Air Force states that
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1 the iﬁwlﬁc issues relevant to the UPT category, first, 1 they need 100 of those slots during the period of 2001 to
2 weather. Please turn to slide B6. o 2 2011, when they will be transitioning to the new joint
3 The Secretary of Defense recommendation is based on | 3 primary aircraft training system aircraft. And they use 39
4 analysis performed by the UPT joint cross service group and | 4 slots to transition instructors from the T-37 to the T-38, as
5 utilized by the Air Force in arriving at their S requirements dictate. For example, instructor pilots being
6 recommendation. The UPT joint cross service group assigned 6 reassigned or getting out of the Air Force.
7 values to several measures of merit in order to determine the | 7 OMMISSIONER COX: So, now at 139 — we’re 150
8 functional value of each UPT base. Weather is one of these | 8 excess, minus 139.
9 measures of merit. Staff finds that 15 percent is 9 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: Correct.
10 insufficient for this vital attribute of UPT, and instead 10 COMMISSIONER COX: So we're at 11 excess. And are
11 used a weighting factor of 30 percent. . 11 those numbers — obviously you don't know exactly where we're
12 If there are no questions, we can tum to slide B7. 12 going to be a number og years from now -- but that training
13 The next issue is the air space surrounding each UPT base. |13 capacity, you think it tends to be a little high, a little
14 Staff finds no base is deficient in air space. And we can 14 conservative?
15 turn to slide B8. Encroachment like weather is a vital 15 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: 1 think the training
16 factor for the safe and efficient conduct of UPT flight 16 capacity -~
17 training operations. The UPT joining cross service group 17 COMMISSIONER COX: Does the kind of training plan
18 assigned a weighting factor for encroachment of 6 percent. |18 that comes in make a difference? )
19 Staff finds this to be insufficient, and instead assigned a 19 MR. CIRILLO: Just as a comment, a reminder that
20 value of 20 percent. 20 the excess capacity that’s shown — and correct me if I'm

21 wrong, Mernll --'includes the 52 percent growth increase
22 between the years 1996 and 2002.
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1 COMMISSIONER COX: Mm-hmm. 1 that’s 125; and that includes both the active and the reserve
2 MR. CIRILLO: As General Fogleman did express some 2 co nent. . .
3 concerns in the area, he talked about a potential increasein | 3 Sheppard’s the site of the Euro-NATO Joint Jet
4 pilot hiring by the airlines. He talked about a potential 4 Pilot Training Program, and in accordance with international
5 increase from requirements bﬁhe reserves. So conservative | 5 agreements is excluded by the Air Force from consideration
6 depends on the (gerspectxye. s right here does consider 6 here. I’m showing it because to complete the picture of
7 that growth in the next six years. But as c?'ou can see, it's 7 capacity in undergraduate pilot training. As this chart
8 right at the level that the Air Force would be comfortable 8 shows, if you compare requirements to capacity, they have
9 with, but no more than that with the closure of one. 9 about 11 percent excess. . .
10 You might want to expand that a little bit more, 10 But I'd like to point out that pilot production at
11 Merrill, as far as the requirements. 11 Sheppard can only increase by 19 more pilots, in order to
12 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: The chief of staff said |12 remain below that 95 percent capacity that I talked about
13 that he is depending on some assumptions that they’ve made in 13 before. So 11 percent may look like a lot, but it’s really
14 their requirements model to holdp true. And if they do hold {14 not there. Sheggard effectively is now at maximum capacity.
15 true, he is comfortable that they can meet their requirements |15 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Well, then, I guess it goes
16 with the remaining capacity achieved through three bases 16 back to Commissioner Cox’s question. Do we have adequate
17 through the five year -- the future year defense plan. But 17 capabxhtg to meet requirements? )
18 after that, because of uncertainty with a number of 18 MR. CIRILLO: There’s a reasonable comfort level is
19 requirements, particularly in the area of the reserve 19 what we can say; a reasonable comfort level.
20 component, he 1s not so sure. ] 20 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And that’s what the Air Force
21 COMMISSIONER COX: And the margin of error herej21 tells us? .
22 could be really low. 22 MR. CIRILLO: General Fogleman did express some
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1 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: A couple of assumptions 1 concerns if some of the assumptions that he bases his numbers
2 being wrong on the part of the Air Force could put the 2 on, that the Air Force bases their numbers on, don’t come
3 requirements up a little bit. 3 true, if the hiring goes up, they could be dipping into their
4 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are there any further questions? 4 excess ca] acligi
] COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Yes, sir. 5 CH‘AI AN DIXON: Any further questions? Any
6 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Davis. 6 further comments? Is there a motion?
7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: I have a couple. I'd like to 7 COMMISSIONER KLING: Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman.
8 take that a little bit farther. The Air National Guard 8 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Commissioner Kling.
9 training requirements are already built into there; isn’t 9 MOTION ) ]
10 that correct? It’s about two Oper squadron, per year. 10 COMMISSIONER KLING: I might say that this is
11 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: That’s correct. {11 another case where we hate to have to pick and choose.
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And what would be the maximum 12 However, downsizing, we know, is necessary. And having said
13 for Air Force reserve -- the maximum requirements for Air {13 that, Mr. Chairman, I move the commission find the Secretary
14 Force reserve? It’s not much more than that, because they’re {14 of Defense did not deviate substantially from the force
15 fairly balanced; is that not correct? 15 structure plan and final criteria; and therefore, the
16 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: The Air Force reserve|16 commission adopt the following recommendation of the
17 squadrons do not have the ability to absorb new pilots at the |17 Secretary of Defense. )
18 same rate that the active duty does, because of the nature of |18 Close Reese Air Force Base. The 64th flying
19 ﬂymﬁthat they do. They have part-time pilots that come 19 training wing will inactivate, and its assigned aircraft wi
20 in. They don’t have the continuity with instructor pilots 20 be redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities
21 there to take new pilots in out of pilot training and provide |21 of the base, including family housing and the hospital, will
22 the seasoning and the training they would need to get to 22 close.
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1 combat ready status. 1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I second the motion. Any comments
2 So they’re limited in the number of new pilots that 2 or questions? Counsel will call the role.
3 they can absorb. . 3 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Kling
4 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And additionally, the 52 | 4 COMMISSIONER KLING: Aye.
5 gi;cent -~ a Jot of them are what we call backed pilots or 5 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Montoya.
6 backed UPTs, that have not gone to pilot training yet. And | 6 COMMISSIONER MONTOQOYA: Aye.
7 that considers all those? 7 MS. CREEDON: Commissioner Robles.
8 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: The backed pilots will | 8 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Before I vote, I have to say
9 be out of the pilot gobfgxlanon over the next two years. 9 that never having spent much time on Air Force bases for
10 COMMISSI R DAVIS: Okay. 10 undergraduate pilot training, I was struck by the absolute
11 LIEUTENANT COLONEL BEYER: So we're talking aboutj11 magnilicent quaht{ of evez base in that system. And this
12 the next six years. So the last four years of that, that 12 is a hard call, and I guess that i