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Glen Sell ARAC Commis
149 Stage Road L Commission

Nottingham, NH 03290
August 5, 2005 AUG 1 1 2005

The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner Kecewved
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission R
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner;

I am writing this letter in regard to the proposed base closing and realignment of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. You
have been given a lot of information on the shipyard, and I know that you will be fair and carefully consider all
information available.

Besides my personal reasons for keeping the base open, I have a concern about Homeland security. The shipyard
has four U.S. Coast Guard Ships stationed here to protect our waters. If the ship yard closes what would be the
status of the Coast Guard station? Who would be here to protect us? Why is our government taking everything
away from the Northeast?

Another concern is the ability of any other shipyard to repair submarines with efficiency, on time and on budget. It
doesn’t seem to make since to close the most efficient and cost effective base. Especially considering the relatively
small amount of money they plan to save over a span of 20 years (get out of Iraq if you want to save money).

I served my country for ten years in the United States Navy, so I have been on the receiving end of ships coming
out of dry docks. I served my last three years, in the Navy, here at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. And I fond it a very
rewarding place to work. After leaving the Navy, I soon started working on the yard, as a civilian, to continue
serving my country, that I love so. Since working at the shipyard I’ve had the chance to also work at Norfolk Naval
shipyard. I can honestly tell you that the work ethics there are far below average. The men and woman that I
worked with in Norfolk have no pride in the work that they do. They have the belief that they will never close, no
matter how bad a job they do, just because of the size and placement of the base. They feel their job will always be
there. “Don’t do today what can be put off until tomorrow.”

If the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard closes, niot only will more than 4,000 men and women be loosing their jobs, but
the surrounding communities will also feel the affect, in a loss of income, less tax revenues and an over abundance
of qualified workers. As for my self, I will not transfer myself or my family to another Shipyard that does not take
pride in the work that they do. We have roots in this area, moving away is not an option. Family is very important
to me, I spent 10 years away from them and I will not do it again.

I also have friends still stationed in the U.S. Navy and I’m more concerned about their lives when they are leaving
a dry dock from the other yards, then when they are out to sea in the Middle East during the war. We want our men
and women in the military to have the best quality work they can get, not the cheapest. They should be
concentrating on the task at hand and not whether or not the ship is going to fall apart around them.

There isn’t another yard, or private enterprise, that can do the quality of work that we do here at the Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard. On time under budget.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerel

R

Glen Sell
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Glen Sell

CoooMmmikgign
149 Stage Road
Nottingham, NH 03290 ]
August 5, 2005 fug |1 2009
Kecewved

Brigadier General Sue E. Turner, USAF (Ret)
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Turner;

I am writing this letter in regard to the proposed base closing and realignment of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. You
have been given a lot of information on the shipyard, and I know that you will be fair and carefully consider all
information available.

Besides my personal reasons for keeping the base open, I have a concern about Homeland security. The shipyard
has four U.S. Coast Guard Ships stationed here to protect our waters. If the ship yard closes what would be the
status of the Coast Guard station? Who would be here to protect us? Why is our government taking everything
away from the Northeast?

Another concern is the ability of any other shipyard to repair submarines with efficiency, on time and on budget. it
doesn’t seem to make since to close the most efficient and cost effective base. Especially considering the relatively
small amount of money they plan to save over a span of 20 years (get out of Iraq if you want to save money).

I served my country for ten years in the United States Navy, so | have been on the receiving end of ships coming
out of dry docks. I served my last three years, in the Navy, here at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. And I fond it a very
rewarding place to work. After leaving the Navy, I soon started working on the yard, as a civilian, to continue
setrving my country, that I love so. Since working at the shipyard I’ve had the chance to also work at Norfolk Naval
shipyard. [ can honestly tell you that the work ethics there are far below average. The men and woman that |
worked with in Norfolk have no pride in the work that they do. They have the belief that they will never close, no
matter how bad a job they do, just because of the size and placement of the base. They feel their job will always be
there. “Don’t do today what can be put off until tomorrow.”

If the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard closes, not only will more than 4,000 men and women be loosing their jobs, but
the surrounding communities will also feel the affect, in a loss of income, less tax revenues and an over abundance
of qualified workers. As for my self, I will not transfer myself or my family to another Shipyard that does not take
pride in the work that they do. We have roots in this area, moving away is not an option. Family is very important
to me, I spent 10 years away from them and I will not do it again.

I also have friends still stationed in the U.S. Navy and I’m more concerned about their lives when they are leaving
a dry dock from the other yards, then when they are out to sea in the Middle East during the war. We want our men
and women in the military to have the best quality work they can get, not the cheapest. They should be
concentrating on the task at hand and not whether or not the ship is going to fall apart around them.

There isn’t another yard, or private enterprise, that can do the quality of work that we do here at the Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard. On time under budget.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Glen Sell



BRA( Commission

AUG 1 1 2005
Honorable Anthony J. Principi ' Recewved
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 S. Clark St., Ste. 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight securlty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapors.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
~ from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,

SIGNATURE
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi AUG 11 2003
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commniission
252] 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

ficoiiven

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
vanous services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.
I am concemed about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Porismouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limeastone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB} is the only active duty Department of Defense
airficld remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It 15 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location, (ther NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the enly one in
the Navy large enough to accommeodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and depariure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight securlt}' as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSissaving $75 million per Engincered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.

1



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consohidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27)} and Indianapolis (#11.11) — 15 considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39), In additien, locality pay 1s lower for Limestonz and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion,

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,

SIGNATURE
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AUG 14 2005

Honorable Anthony I. Principi Ry
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgnment Commission

2521 5. Clark 5t , Ste. 600 g

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

1 am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Reahgnment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the Amencan public in the process, and that
of the decistons on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.

[ am concerned about the validity of the dala used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestane, Maine.

Nawval Air Station Brunswick {NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Iits strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick's major selling points is its strategic location. Patrel flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given 1ts remote location. Other NASB
advantages tnclude its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy larpe enouph to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aireraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to includs approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight securny as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
matntenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 15, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 miilion per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Comtmander by completing Engineered
Refireling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the propesed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone, Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis {(#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-sccuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that 1 have avoided basing my letter on regional econotnic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Comimnission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Stncerely,
) 5 s-'_;
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi 611 2005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignmem Commission Al

2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 biocewed
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi;

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.

I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the DDefense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick {NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link 1n our homeland defense, surveillance, and sccurity strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given 1ts remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance atrcraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optirmat for flight SECurlt}f as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaut (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $3 1 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (39.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In additton, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received 2 86 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional ecenomic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installahons.

Sincerely,
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AUG 1 1 2000

Honorable Anthony J. Principi Vs ol
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

2521 8. Clark 5t Ste. 660

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

[ arn writing to you to express my concerns with the integnty of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual mijlitary installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concermned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Mainc.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will aiso be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost necded at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick's major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per misston given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to in¢lude approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight se.cunt}r as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis cencludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efticient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points;

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO), and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Peniod (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time jo the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6} months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three {3) months sconer.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

Agcording to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver {$9.15), Columbus {$8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39), In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was 8 low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Comrnission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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AUG 1 1 2005
Honorable Anthony J. Principi
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Heemved
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600
Arlington, VA 22202

DPear Mr. Pnncipi:

1 am writing to you to express my concerns with the integnty of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the Amernican public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies ot ihe accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data,
I am concerned about the validity of the data uscd in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Poertsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defensc
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterrancan, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectuaily dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will alsc be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastruciure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick's major selling points is its strategic {ocation. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only cne in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
aperations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Adnural V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut, Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 mitlion
per Depot Modermzation Period (IDMP) for the American taxpayer.



h. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foct cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (89.15), Columbus ($8.27} and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay 1s lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has gre wn and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center [t has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expa 1wsion contract.

Please note that I have avoid 4} basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the I wepartment of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities ha: not been validated.

[ challenge you and the Commission to male the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two ins:allations.

Sincerely,
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AUG 11 2003
oo

Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Princip:

P am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
varigus services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Staticn Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaiming in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes if a vital
link in cur homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that.n calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishenest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonvilie will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 wath the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Cther NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that 15 the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of uncncumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sm:unty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety perfermance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admural V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS5 is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 13, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Cverhaul (ERO} and $20 miliion
per Depot Modernization Period {DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational titne to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {ERQ) six (6) months sconer and Depot Modernization Periads (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the foliowing question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (39.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay 1s lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather

~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusicns drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi na
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comimission AUG 11 2
2521 8. Clark St_, Ste. 600
Arlington, VA 22202

fensnrel

Dear Mr, Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data,
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick {NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent te shipping
routes and aircraft coming fiom Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes 1t a vital
link 10 our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy,

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASBE, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA ard its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommaodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sm:unty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Cperations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overbaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period {DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6) months sconer and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7} consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOLD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (39.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rura! areas than 1n the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for ifs service and two
years ago received 2 $6 mullion expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

1 challenge you and the Commission to make the right deciston for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi 206
Chairan, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ang 1
2521 §. Clark St., Ste. 600
Arlington, WA 22202

Horevrd

i

Dear Mr. Pancipi:

[ am writing to you to express my concems with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individval military instatlations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.
[ am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick {NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. [ts strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and airgraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middie East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

it i5 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jackscnville will alsc be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given 1ts remote location, Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the 334 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance airerafi and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunt}f as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons,

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission whiie
gstablishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was oftered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS 15 the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 15, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO}) and $20 milhon
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERQ) six {(6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3} months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the propesed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone {($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Litnestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclustons drawn

from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

1 challenge you and the Commuission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi AUG ¢ 1 1005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commussion

2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 sdngiived
Arhington, VA 22202 . .

Dear Mr. Pnncipi:

1 am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as weil as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data,
[ am concemed about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its sirategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middie East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It 15 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASH, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location, Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote Jocation, Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the cnly one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircrafl and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight security as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbiy performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of ¢cost and schedule and is, therefore,
riot the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERC) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer. '



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven {7} consecutive years,
returning $31 millien to the Navy and covering losses at other shipvards.

Your commission must answeér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD} records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion - Denver (£9.15), Columbus {$8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone {$4.39), In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities schaduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansicn contract,

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
. have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

S1incer:
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_— al5 11 2009
Henorable Anthony I. Principi
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Weseca
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 =
Arlington, YA 22202 '

Dear Mr. Principi;

I am writing 10 you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military instailations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concemed about the vahidity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestonc, Mainc.

Naval Auar Station Brunswick {NASB) 1s the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. lis strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircratt coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middie East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was 1ntellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and 1ts mainienance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families,

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location, Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional 50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages nclude its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircratt and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include appreach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ccean, which are optiunal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipvard (PNS) consistently and superbty performs its mission whilg
establishing & phenomenal record of cost, scheduie, guality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Maval Operaticns.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

& PNSis saving $73 million per Engincered Refueling Overbaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DDMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {ERQ) six (6) months sconer and Depot Modernization Periods (DMF)
three (3) months socner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Cperating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($3.27) and Indianapolis (#11.1 1} — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was 2 low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won govemment awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
. have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclustons drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASE and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

1 challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely, |
S /git’i{_/},_ﬂéf_ L < Ll/t_,i/)
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BRAC {ommiss on
Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission AUG 11 2005
2521 8. Clark 5t Ste. 600 Lo
Arlington, VA 22202 teevad

Dear Mr. Pnncipi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
vanous services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used 0 the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard angd the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airficld remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Furope, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that m calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be reahized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airfrarmes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points 1s its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages includg its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only cne in
the Navy larpe enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
matntenance, PNS 15 the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 15, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERQ) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result geals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center, It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago recéived a $6 million ¢xpansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,

e el T

SIGNATURE

Akicf D18 s YA RE

PRINT NAME

LMM; (e

ADDRESS

3 o OHYO!
STATE zm




Honorable Anthony J. Principi BREAC Cimnnesion

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
7521 S. Clark St., Ste. 600 AUG 11 2005
Arlington, VA 22202

Erecoived

Dear Mr. Principi: &

I am writing t0 you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
i am concerned about the validity of the data used 1n the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick {INASE) 15 the only active duty Depantment of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link 1n our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It 15 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its stratcgic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional 550,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight security as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing 2 phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
matntenance, PNS 15 the most efficient shipyard 1o terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Constder the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
pet Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retums operational titne to the Combatant Commander by completing Enginecred
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three {3} months sconer.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covenng losses at other shipyards,

Your commission must answeér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (§9.15), Colurabus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone {$4.3%). In addition, [ocality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the citics scheduled for expansion,

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million ¢xpansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conciusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASE and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated,

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi BHAC L nmlssn

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 8. Clark $t., Ste. 600 AUG ¢ 2008
Arlington, VA 22202

] .-' [Ty |:1

Dear Mr, Principi: b

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of thg Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public ifhe process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made nsing this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestoneg, Maine.

MNaval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. lis strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middie East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Depariment of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and 1ts maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructureg cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that 1s the only one in
the Navy large enough to accominodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to inciude approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight securlty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS} consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut, Consider the following points:

a, PNSis saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERC) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the Amencan taxpayer,



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢.  PNBS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven {7} consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards,

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at,Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver {$9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Ciearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not bgen validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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HHAL Uammission

Honorable Anthony J. Principi st 1t 3008
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 LRy
Arlington, VA 22202 :

Dear Mr. Pnincipi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The contidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (MASB) 15 the only active duty Diepartment of Defense
airfield remaimng in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Furope, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes 1t a vital
{ink in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will atso be realized by replacement of the P-2 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points 1s its strategic location, Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Mavy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sccunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhau! (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP} for the American taxpayer. '



b. PNS retums operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engingered
Refueling Overhauls {ERO) six (6) months sconer and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
threa {3} months soohear.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result geals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covenng losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion ~ Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11} — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limnestone (34,39}, In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was 2 low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to tnake the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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PR Uamlissue

Honorable Anthony J. Principi ' T RE 2005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgmncnt Commission S

2521 $. Clark $t., Ste. 600 —
Arlington, YA 222(]2 '

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my ¢oncerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the Amernican public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.

I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Nawval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Stahion Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our hometand defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house beth airframes and families,

One of Brunswick’s major selling points 15 its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $30,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include 1ts new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveiliance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths gver
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight se:c:uru}r as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons,

“*Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
gstablishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Cperations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terins of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERG). ancl £20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retumns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling CGverhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months 500ner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answét the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestong, Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DXOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestons ($4.39). In addition, [ocality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-sccuracy center. It has won povernment awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
* from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consotidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

[ challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recomtendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi AUG 11 2005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

H.'>"l'ft"'l'|-.'ﬂfj.

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparnsons made using this data,
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. lts strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middie East, makes it a vital
link 10 our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote locatien. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only on¢ in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next gencration of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumberad air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open: ocean, which are optimal for flight secunt}' as well as the safe conduct of
operatlons invoiving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) ¢onsistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.”™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 15, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

8. PNS is saving $75 miliion per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMFP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6} months sooner and Depot Modemization Pediods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

c. PNS hag achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
retuming $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay 1s lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has gprown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regionai economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations,

Sincerely,
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BEAL U nnIEg101

Honorable Anthony J. Principi Aty i 2005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commuission

2521 8. Clark St., Ste, 600

Arlington, VA 22202 '

v

Dear Mr. Principi:

[ am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Sation
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining m the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASH
advantapes include its new runways and tower and the $34 million banper that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aireraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sc:cunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations inveiving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipvard (PN3) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis cong¢ludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhau! (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Peried (DMP} for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations af the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (39.15), Columbus ($8.27) und Indianapolis (#11.11) - 1s considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion,

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regionai economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASE and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been vahidated.

[ challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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HEAL Daanssinn
Honorable Anthony J. Principt

Chaimman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission alg 11 2009
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 o
Arlington, VA 22202 Hoeniven

Dear Mr. Principi:

1 am writing to you 10 express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
varicus services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this daia.
T am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Pertsmouth Nava! Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaimng in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middlc East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It 15 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was inteliectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksenvilie will alse be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major seiling points 1s 1ts strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,00{ per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantapges include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sccunty as well as the safc conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of ¢ost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efticient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 15, therefore,
not the capacity that needs 1o be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 million per Enginecred Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 miilion
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Cotnbatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {ERQ) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven {7} consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed conselidation
of the DFAS center at LLimestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DXOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11} — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addit:on, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, kigh-accuracy center. It has won governunent awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional econotmic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

" from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the

consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

1 challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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B O Commiission
Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ag 11 2009
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 o
Arlington, VA 22202 Heeerved

Dear Mr. Prncipi:

[ atn writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine,

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, survetllance, and sccurity strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Alse not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

{One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonvilie will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunt}r as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard {PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PMS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capactity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Enginesred Refueling Overhaul (ERO); ancl $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period {DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Cemmander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERQ) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the ¢ities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that | have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

~ from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the

consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations,

Sincerely,
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HEAT Cimpusainn

_ AUG | 1 2003
Honorable Anthony J. Principi
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Hecmved
2521 8. Clark 5t Ste. 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual rmlitary installations, relies on the accuracy ¢f the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons rmade using this data.
I am concemed about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
Jink in cur homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy,

It 15 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol Rights from
Jacksonvilte will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Cther NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight security as well as the safe conduct of
operations invelving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard {PNS} consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis conciudes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 13, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERQC) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period {IDMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retums operational time to the Combatant Commander by cempleting Engineered
Refueling Cverhauls {(ERO) six (6) months sconer and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Y our commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus {$8.27) and Indianapolis {(#11.11) ~ is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39), 1n addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was 2 low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago reccived a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic valug but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’'s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
aceept the Navy recommendations on these two instaliations.

Sincerely,
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BRAC Cammiszian

AUG 11 2009
Honorable Anthony J. Princip _ .
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Rezlighment Commission Hitelved J
2521 8. Clark 5t., Ste. 600 :
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military instailations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
vanous services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using thns data.
I am concermed about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestane, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick {NASB}) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It 15 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest it not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville wall also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and 1ts maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommeodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight securﬂy as well as the safe conduct of
operations mvolving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, guality and safety performance.™ That
assessrment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy apalysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the followang points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Penied (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retumns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

€. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
teturning $31 million to the Navy and cavering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answeér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
fess under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus {$8.27} and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cosi at Limestone {$4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural arzas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that I have avorded basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
. have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
frotn that data, Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and net to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.
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BREAC Comimsan

AUG 1 1 2005
Honorable Anthony J. Principi _
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission tereLvid
2521 8 Clark St Ste. 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

[ am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual mulitary installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concemned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Statton Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Furope, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksenville will alse be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MhiA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure ¢ost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major s¢lling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cest an additional $30,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new nmways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumnbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sf:cunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERC) &nd $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the Amencan taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO} six (6) months sooner and Depot Modetnization Periods {DMP)
three {3) months soconer.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipvards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather

have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realighment of NASB and clesure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the nght decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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HEAL Cammisaign

Honorabie Anthony J. Principi AUG 1 1 20
Chatrman, Defense Base Closure and Realipnment Commisston Heveiver
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi;

] atn writing to you to express my concerns with the integnty of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.
[ am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
ai Limestone, Maine,

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent t¢ shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy,

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and 1ts maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville wall cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the 334 million hanger that 15 the only cne in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimnal for {flight security as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons,

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Opetations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that gxcess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that necds to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 million per Engin¢ered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period {[DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6} menths sooner and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sconet.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($92.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (54.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural arcas than in the ¢ities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASBE and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been vatidated.

I challenge you and the Cominission to make the nght decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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HREAT Cenmeasion

AlG 11 2005

Honorable Anthony J. Principi Hecervod J
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commisston -
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Pringipi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
[ am concermed about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maing,

Naval Air Station Brunswick {NASB?} is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast nited States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will alse be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points 1s its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Cther NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the oaly one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircrafi and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjecent open ocean, which are optimal for flight Sv:cunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, guality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Adnuiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS 1s the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 1s, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following peints:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Peniod (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERQ) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD conselidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion - Denver (89.15), Columbaus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11} — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 miilion expansion contract.

Please note that | have avoided basing my letter on regional econom:c value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenpe you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recormmendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignmenl Commission iy 2008
2521 S, Clark St., Ste. 600 ;
Atlington, VA 22202 feceived J

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {(BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on tndividual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.
[am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States, Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and securily strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick's major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumberad air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optiral for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard {PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral ¥V, E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 milhon per Engineered Refueling Overhaul {ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Enginsered
Refueling Overkauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Cperating Result poals {or seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DEFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater ot
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion - Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

N Ivb‘
As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center, It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that | have avoided basing my Jetter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
" from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation pf DFAS activities has not been validated.

"Tchallenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.
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Gl VIRRIIET L

AUG 11 2003
Honorabie Anthony J. Principi X
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission et
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Mr, Principi:

I am wniting to you to express my concemns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concemed about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Nava! Shipvard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it & vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of ciosing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in taintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will alse be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airfrarnes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling peints is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Cther NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Nawy large enough to accommaodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include appreach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which arc opiimal for flight ser:unty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintecnance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that ngeds to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 million per Enginecred Refueling Overhaul (ERC) and $20 miltion
per Depot Modernization Period (DMF) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {(ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods {DMP)
three {3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million te the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of wotk and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the propesed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion —~ Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestong bas grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-sccuracy center. It has won povernment awards for its service and twao
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that | have avoided basimg my letter on regional economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Diefense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realighment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge vou and the Commission to make the right decision for Amenca and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi AUG + ¢ 2009
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Raahgnment Commission )

2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 - eI
Arlington, VA 22202 ' '

Dear Mr. Principi;

4

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {(BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military instaliations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Lirnestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Hs strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vitat
Iink in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowiedging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling poinis is its stratepic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonvilie will cost an additional $50,000¢ per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sccunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 mitlion per Engineered Refueling Overhaul {ERO) and £20 million
per Depot Modernization Period {DMP} for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Petiods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards,

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consclidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of aperations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone {$4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for qualify, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data, Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and ¢losure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I chalienge vou and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not ta
accept the Navy recommendations on these two instatlations,

Sincerely,
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MHA Commsaon

Honorable Anthony J. Pnncipi AUS 11 2003
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ervived
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
1 am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestonc, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick {NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the NMortheast United States. Iis strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes i1t a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

1t is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
maoving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic locaticn. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that 15 the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommaodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sscunty as well as the safe conduct of
eperations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E, Clark, Chief of Naval Qperations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the foliowing points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERQ} and $20 million
pet Depot Modermization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {ERQO) six (6) months sconer and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (§9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic valug but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclustons drawn

" from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and ciosure of PNS and the

consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated,

1 challenge you and the Commissien to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,

ot of Paere
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Henorable Anthony J. Principi AUG T ¢ 200
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Hecarynd
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the inteprity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine,

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. 1ts strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranearn, and the Middle East, makes it a wital
link in our homeiand defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick's major selling points {5 its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per misston given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next gengration of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered zir space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which arc optimal for flight sccunt}f as well as the safe conduct of
operations invelving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chicf of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

& PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overbaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operationzl time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMFP)
three (3) months sooner,

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million te the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Wil the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion - Denver {$9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — i5 considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because 1t
was a Jow-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principt aUG 11
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realighment Commission Hecayer
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concemned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maing.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the ooly active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middie East, makes it a vital
link 1n our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy jarpe enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sccunt}r as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and 15, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNSis saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERQ) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operaticnal time to the Combatant Comnander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNBS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answeér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Litnestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
tess under the proposed DO consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestene has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a Jow-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

" from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the

consohdation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations,

Sincerely,
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Henorable Anthony J. Principi alG 1 i 2005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 HECETVRL
arlington, VA 22202 :

Dear Mr. Principn:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military instaliations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
varigus services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data,
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maing.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) 15 the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given #s remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its rew runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optitnal for flight se:curlt}' as well as the safe conduct of
epetations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E, Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS 1s the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Cverhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modermzation Period (DMP) for the Atnerican taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueting Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Dapot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3] months soonet,

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven {7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your comnmission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (39.15), Columnbus {38.27} and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39), In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center, It has won govemment awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two instaliations,

Sincerely,
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Hoenorable Anthony J. Principi allG ! | 2005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Locenrcl
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {(BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield temaining in the Northeast United States, Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Furope, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secuority strategy.

It is ¢lear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksenvilie to house both airframes and families,

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additiona! 350,000 per mission given its remaote Jocation, Other NASBH
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommaodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sacunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS 1s the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving §75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period {DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERQ) six (6} months sconer and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP})
three (3) months socner.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consclidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DXOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
pther rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-sccuracy center. it has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Cleaily the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Comnmission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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aUg 11 2008
Honorable Anthony J. Principi o
Chairman, Defense Basc Closure and Realignment Commission heceived
2521 8. Clark St _ Ste, 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Princip:

[ am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Poertsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Mainc.

Naval Air Station Brunswick {NASB) 15 the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our hometand defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It 15 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 wath the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not staled was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major s¢lling points is its strategic Jocation. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location, Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that 1s the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommuodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to in¢lude approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations invelving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E, Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in tertus of cost and schedule and 1s, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut, Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaui (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modermization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {ERQ) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three {3} months sconer.

¢. PNS bas achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning 531 million o the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the propesed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columnbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) ~ is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for qualify, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years apo received a $6 million expansion contract,

Piease note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and ¢losure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,

) anett S
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PEAC A i mnssion

AUG 1 1 2005
Honorable Anthony J. Principi o
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission KRR
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The conftdence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data,

[ am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defensc
airfield remaimng in the Northeast United States. [ts strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was mtellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 wath the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick™s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per misston given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accammodate the next pencration of surveillance aireraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establising a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, guality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear shup
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the Amenican taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3} months sconer,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $3 | million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay 1s lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
" from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely.
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AHAL Cammisaion

allG + 1 2003
Honorabie Anthony J. Principi
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgnment Commission Hermved
2521 5. Clark St., Ste, 600 -
Aslington, VA 22202

Drear Mr. Principi:

[ am writing to you o express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Progess (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Nava! Shipvard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aurcraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
Itnk in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy,

1t is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest 1n not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight security as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly parforms its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quatity and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

8. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (EROj; and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls {ERO) six {6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNBS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $3 1 million to the Navy and covening losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answeér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the propesed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion - Denver {$9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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BEAC Cnmamezion

Honorable Anthony J, Principi AUG 11 2005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Rgahgnment Cnmmlssmn Fieoniverl
2521 8. Clark 8t Ste, 600 :

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

ta

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
varicus services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States, Its strategic location adjacent o shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean,.and the Middie East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacermnent of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksenville to house bath airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points 1s its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accomimodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as wel| as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance,” That -
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Cpesations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERD} and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retums operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months scorer and Depot Modemnization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7} consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards,

Your commission must answér the following question about the preposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39}. In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rurai areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality: Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that 1 have avoided basing my ietter on regional economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense's data and the conclusions drawn

~ from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated,

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations,

Sincerely,
7 o ’ N
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GlOv Camimizsion

AUG 11 2009

Honorable Anthony J. Principi ‘ T ouvr
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgnment Commission

2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 -

Arlington, VA 222[!2

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my cencerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, 2nd that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and compansons made using this data,
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finauce and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine,

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASR) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was inteliectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough te accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, fo include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight Sﬁﬂuﬂt}’ as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons,

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard {PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance ™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO}. and $2{] million
per Depot Medemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer,



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Peniods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covenng losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consclidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the propesed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver {$9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone {($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas thaw in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was 8 low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclustons drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the nght decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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MR Cammissiog

AUG t 1 2005

Honorable Anthony J. Principi Receivee
Chaimman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Pracess (BRAC)., The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calgulations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concemed about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Maval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) 1s the only active duty Department of Defense
airficld remaining in the Nertheast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from FEurope, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It 13 clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest 10 not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Alse not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flipht paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight security as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving lve weapons. '

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PN5) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut,. Consider the following points:

&. PNS is saving $75 milhon per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modemmization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNBS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months saoner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11} — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion,

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received 2 $6 miilion expansion contract,

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the vahidity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

" from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the

gonsolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

1 chaltenge you and the Commission to make the nght decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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FR AL ‘rmmusﬁulu

AUG 1 1 2005
Honorable Anthony J. Principi
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Feeeive)
2521 8. Clark &t., Ste. 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi;

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integnity of the Base Closure and
Reahgnment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data,
[ am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASE) is the only active duty Depariment of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. s strategic location adjacent to shipping
reutes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectuaily dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville wall also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points s its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommmuodate the next pencration of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight security as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard {PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission whilg
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chicf of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and scheduie and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNG is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERQ) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven {7} consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering Josses at other shipyards,

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consotidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion - Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay 1s lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the ¢ities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was 2 low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that | have avoided basing my letter on regional economic vaiue but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission o make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi AUG 11 2003
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comrmission RSN
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 o
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi;

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the intagrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the Amencan public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
vanous services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.

[ am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

1t is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was mntellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in mainteénance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advaniages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveitlance airgraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight se,cunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
mazintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO)-and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period {DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6} months socner and Depot Modemization Periods (DME)
three (3) months sooner.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
iess under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver {$9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay 1s lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for guality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ggo received a 36 million expansion contract.

Please note that | have avoided basing my letier on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASE and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.,

1 challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
aceept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,

Lib ﬁlﬁzmﬁéf
SIGNA
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Gl CominissiuL

Hongrable Anthony J. Principi AUG 1) 2005
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commwsmn finoaver
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 -

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

[ am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the Amencan public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military (nstaliations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concemned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterrangan, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is ¢lear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Depariment of the Navy
was intellectually dishenest in not acknowiedging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will aise be realized by replacement of the P-3 wath the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick's major selling points is its strategic location. Patro! flights from
Jacksonville wall cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accominodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, te include approach and departure fligh{ paths over

adjacent open ocgan, which are optimal for flight secunt}r as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period {DMP) for the Amencan taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling QOverhauls (ERQ) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $3 1 million to the Navy and covering Josses at other shipyards,

Your commission must answeét the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the guality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the propesed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone {$4.39). In addition, locality pay (s lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that ] have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Depariment of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

" from that data. Cleasly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the

consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,

AL IIN
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005
Honorable Anthony J. Principi AUG 11 ¢
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgmncnt Commission Hoegrmved
2521 8. Clark St Ste. 600 -
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi

I am writing to you to express my ¢oncemns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {BRAC). The confidence of the American public it the process, and that
of the degisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Nawval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Nava! Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonvillie will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s tnajor selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remete location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommuodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumnbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimai for flight sccumy as well as the safe conduct of
eperations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and supetbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Enginecred Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Penied (IDMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERQ) six (6} months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods {DMP)
three {3} months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 miflion to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone, Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver (89.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, [ocality pay 1s lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. it has won government awards for its service and two
vears ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that | have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s datz and the conclusions drawn
" from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
e o, Jfaﬂw
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als 11 2006

Honorable Anthony J. Principi R
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgnment Commission

2521 8. Clark St,, Ste. 600 - '

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr, Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
1 am cencerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine,

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aireraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is ¢lear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick's major selling points 1s its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy larpe enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secumy as well as the safe conduct of
gperations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points;

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO}. and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) {or the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retumns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three (3} months sooher.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answet the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.1 1)~ is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that 1 have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Depariment of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

" from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and elosure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commuission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
Feorénee LaroniA7 -
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AUG 11 2005
Honorable Anthony J. Principi
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Rcahgnment Commission. Heceveg
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 -
Arlington, VA 22202

Diear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC), The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASE]} is the only active duty Department of Defense
airficld remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middie East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

1t is clear that in calculating the savings of ciosing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonvifle will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy larpe enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over

adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Nava) Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modemization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b, PNS retums operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6} months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three {3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answét the foliowing question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver {$9.15), Columbus ($8.27} and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay 15 lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a Jow-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing tny letter on regional economic value but rather
~ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
" from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

1 challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
F A ER G aAMD L
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AUG 11 2005
E" SO
Honorable Anthony J. Principi reestved
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Raalignmcnt Commission
2521 8. Clark St Ste. 600 -
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

L

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions op individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
T am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick {NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings im maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville wall alse be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aireraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and depariure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
opetations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quatity and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis con¢ludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the Amencan taxpayer.



b, PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engincered
Refueling Cverhauls (ERO) six (6) months soener and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answét the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the propased DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower {or Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion,

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regionat economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
froem that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASE and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations,

Sincerely,
VK £ ik
" SIGNATURE
%/3?’! C. Cér?bé_:
PRINT NAME
157 CLuehs AL
ADDRESS

Mawrar /'\N—{ 5&”4&7

CITY, STATE, ZIP



RH A asessien

AUG 11 2009
Honorable Anthony J. Principi iicteived
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Re&hgnment Cnmmlssmn
2521 8. Ciark St., Ste, 600

Arlington, VA 222[}2

Dear Mr. Principi:

[ am writing to vou to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process {BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military instaliations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
1 am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB} is the only active duty Departsnent of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, -and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASE, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the 334 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include appmach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenat record of cost, schedule, guality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Adomiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO); and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Cornbatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three {3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven {7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question sbout the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Wikl the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis {#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather

_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
* from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated,

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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AUG 11 2005
Honerable Anthony J. Principi _
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgnmcnt Commission lceeived
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 -
Arlington, VA 222&2

Diear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decistons on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
[ am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB}) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonvilie to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick's major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $30,000 per mission given its remote location, Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommeodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sccumy as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard {(PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal recotd of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard 1n terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERQ) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Cominander by completing Engineered

Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DVP)
three (3) months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $3 1 miltion to the Navy and covering {osses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consohidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#1111} — is considerably
higher tharn the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a fow-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that [ have avoided basing my ietter on regional econotnic vaiue but rather
have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

" from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realipnment of NASB and closure of PNS and the

consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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AL Uamnuagion

Honorable Anthony . Principi AUG 1 2000
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgnment Commission Hecewve
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 222[}2

Dear Mr. Pnincipi:

L

I am writing {0 you to express my concems with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.

I amn concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine,

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its stratepgic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillanece, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will aiso be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and familigs.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additiopal $50,000 per mission given its remote focation. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E, Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERQG) and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) {or the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retumns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP}
three {3) tmonths sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 miltion to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your comtnission must answet the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduted
for expansion - Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone {$4.39}. In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was & low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

gl

Sdmoad M (b

PRINT NAME

102 CHupeld RD-

ADDRESS

3anco R Meme OFLYf

CITY, STATE, ZIP




HE20 Uommuzenag

Honorable Anthony J. Principi AUG 1 1 2009
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgnmcnt Commission Recetye
2521 8. Clark St,, Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 22202 - '

Dear Mr. Principi:

o

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data,
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Departiment of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean,.and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance confract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location, Patro] flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommaodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight security as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving tive weapons.

“Portsmouth Navat Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That -
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO), and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered

Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner.

€. PNS has achieved their Net Opemnng Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answét the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received 2 $6 million expenston contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic vaiue but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

* from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and ¢losure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been valtdated,

1 chaltenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,

A,/é’(/ Ao
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi AUG 11 20
Chairman, Defense Base Closure end Rea]lgnmcnt Commission iverelvd
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 -

Arlington, VA 222[]2

Dear Mr. Principi:

[
’

I am waiting to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decistons on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data vsed by the
various services as well as the vahdly of the calculations and compansons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the date used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) 1s the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterrancan, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksenville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at ™
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families,

One of Brunswick™s major selling points is its strategic location, Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additronal $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveitlance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over

adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight securlty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing & phenomenal record of cost, schedule, guality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E, Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy anaiysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most effictent shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 mitlion per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO}. and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period {DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retums operational fime to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERQ) six (6} months sconer and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three (3} months sooner.

c. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7} consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answét the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduted
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11} - is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39), In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

]

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center., It has won govemment awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract,

Please note that [ have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
_have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense's data and the conclusions drawn
~ from that data. Clearly the Navy’s case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
conselidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

1 challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two instaltatons,

Stncerely,

/,/6?27// 7. A%é%/
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi ' ANE T 2009
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 - ' oy v
Arlington, VA 22202 '

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made usmg this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portstnouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and securnty strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at ™
Jacksonviile {o house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major s¢lling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight sccunty as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipvard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations.

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERQO). and $20 miliion
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sconer and Depot Moderization Periods (DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven {7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone, Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15}, Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-sccuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 mitlion expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn

" from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated.

1 challenge youn and the Commission fo make the right decision for Americza and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi atij | 1 2009
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Reahgnment Cnmmlssmn ' hoosred
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600 - :

Arlington, VA 222[]2 ' - L

Dear Mr. Principi:

Y

1 am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestane, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the oniy active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. Its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and secunty strategy.

1t is ¢lear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at ™
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunt}r as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of cost, schedule, guality and safety performance.™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concluedes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a  PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO). nnd $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (ODMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six {6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods {DMP)
three (3) months sooner,

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7} consecutive years,
returning $31 mitlion to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answér the following question about the propesed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (i#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and

other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.
L]

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-sccuracy center. It has won govemmient awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that 1 have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense's data and the conclusions drawn

from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated,

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two instailations.

Sincerely,

{r l/%r L Aﬂﬂﬂ%
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi ' Loy i1 2009
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Rmhgnmcnt Commission e
2521 8. Clark St Ste. 600 '

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Mr. Principi:

Y

T am writing to you to express my concerns with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services a5 well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concerned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Nava! Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestone, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB}) is the only active duty Departinent of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States. its strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes znd aireraft coming from Euvrope, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
link in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was infellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will also be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at ™
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patro! flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,000 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages inciude its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveillance aircraft and an
abundance of unencumbered air space, to inciude approach and departure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunty as wel! as the safe conduct of
operations 1nvolving live weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly pecforms its mission while
establishing a phenomenal record of ¢ost, schedule, quality &nd safety performance.™ That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points:

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERQ), and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (DMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS retums operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Overhauls (ERO) six (6) months sooner and Depot Modernization Periods (DMP)
three (3} months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven (7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covering losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answer the following question about the preposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DXOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduled
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone ($4.39). In addition, locality pay is lower for Limastene and
other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.

As for quality, Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won government awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Pleass note that 1 have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather
. have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data 2nd the conclusions drawn

~ from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been validated,

I challenge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two instaflations.

Sincerely,
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Honorable Anthony J. Principi

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Rcallgnmn:nt Comm:ssmn
2521 8. Clark St., Ste. 600

Arlington, VA 2221)2

Dear Mr. Principi:

I am writing to you to express my concems with the integrity of the Base Closure and
Realignment Process (BRAC). The confidence of the American public in the process, and that
of the decisions on individual military installations, relies on the accuracy of the data used by the
various services as well as the validly of the calculations and comparisons made using this data.
I am concemned about the validity of the data used in the evaluation of Naval Air Station
Brunswick, Portsmouth Nava! Shipyard and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service center
at Limestons, Maine.

Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB) is the only active duty Department of Defense
airfield remaining in the Northeast United States, lis strategic location adjacent to shipping
routes and aircraft coming from Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Middle East, makes it a vital
{ink in our homeland defense, surveillance, and security strategy.

It is clear that in calculating the savings of closing NASB, the Department of the Navy
was intellectually dishonest in not acknowledging that the savings in maintenance positions by
moving the P-3 Wing to Jacksonville will aiso be realized by replacement of the P-3 with the
MMA and its maintenance contract. Also not stated was the infrastructure cost needed at ™
Jacksonville to house both airframes and families.

One of Brunswick’s major selling points is its strategic location. Patrol flights from
Jacksonville will cost an additional $50,060 per mission given its remote location. Other NASB
advantages include its new runways and tower and the $34 million hanger that is the only one in
the Navy large enough to accommodate the next generation of surveiliance aircraft and an

abundance of unencumbered air space, to include approach and depariure flight paths over
adjacent open ocean, which are optimal for flight secunt)r as well as the safe conduct of
operations involving iive weapons.

“Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) consistently and superbly performs its mission while
establishing 2 phenomenal record of cost, schedule, quality and safety performance.” That
assessment was offered on May 12, 2005 by Admiral V. E. Clark, Chief of Naval Operations,

While the Navy analysis concludes that excess capacity exists for nuclear ship
maintenance, PNS is the most efficient shipyard in terms of cost and schedule and is, therefore,
not the capacity that needs to be cut. Consider the following points.

a. PNS is saving $75 million per Engineered Refueling Overhaul (ERO); and $20 million
per Depot Modernization Period (EMP) for the American taxpayer.



b. PNS returns operational time to the Combatant Commander by completing Engineered
Refueling Gverhauls {(ERO}) six (6) menths sooner and Depot Modemization Periods (DMP)
three (3} months sooner.

¢. PNS has achieved their Net Operating Result goals for seven {7) consecutive years,
returning $31 million to the Navy and covenng losses at other shipyards.

Your commission must answét the following question about the proposed consolidation
of the DFAS center at Limestone. Will the quality of work and the cost of operation be greater or
less under the proposed DOD consolidation?

According to DOD records, the square foot cost of operations at the facilities scheduted
for expansion — Denver ($9.15), Columbus ($8.27) and Indianapolis (#11.11) — is considerably
higher than the cost at Limestone (34.39), In addition, locality pay is lower for Limestone and

other rural areas than in the cities scheduled for expansion.
¥

As for quality,r Limestone has grown and been given expanded responsibility because it
was a low-cost, high-accuracy center. It has won govermnment awards for its service and two
years ago received a $6 million expansion contract.

Please note that I have avoided basing my letter on regional economic value but rather

_ have focused on the validity of the Department of Defense’s data and the conclusions drawn
from that data. Clearly the Navy's case for realignment of NASB and closure of PNS and the
consolidation of DFAS activities has not been vatidated.

[ chalienge you and the Commission to make the right decision for America and not to
accept the Navy recommendations on these two installations.

Sincerely,
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SAVE OUR SHIPYARD PETITION

We, the undersigned citizens, are deeply concerned about the future of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. It is a
facility accomplishing work that is vital to the security of this region and this country. In addHidd_ it 83 BoI35Bne
of the cconomic wellbeing of many surrounding communities. For more than 200 years the Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard has served this country. In the centennial year of the Treaty of Portsmouth, negotiated and si the
shipyard, we entreat your support to maintain and build on this unique source of strength that i i art

of our heritage. We request that you SAVE OUR SHIPYARD! .
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Send to: Base Realignment and Closure 'Co;ission, 2521 South Clark St., Suite 600, Arlington, VA 22202.



~~  Send to: Base Realignment and Closure Commission, 2521 South Clark St., Suite 600, Arlington, VA 22202.

SAVE OUR SHIPYARD PETITION

We, the undersigned citizens, are deeply concerned about the future of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. It is a
facility accomplishing work that is vital to the security of this region and this country. In addition, it is a comerstone
of the economic wellbeing of many surrounding communities. For more than 200 years the Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard has served this country. In the centennial year of the Treaty of Portsmouth, negotiated and signed at the
shipyard, we entreat your support to maintain and build on this unique source of strength that is a distinguished part
of our heritage. We request that you SAVE OUR SHIPYARD!
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17 Birch Meadow Road
Brunswick, ME 04011
9 AugllSt 2005 BRAU (‘;()rnmissi()!\u

2005
Anthony J. Principi AG 11

BRAC Commission Kecewed 4
Polk Building, Suites 600 & 625

2521 South Clark Street

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Sir,

The base closures for Maine which were requested by the military make no sense to me. Millions
of tax dollars (including mine) have been spent to improve the runways and provide up-to-date hangar
space at the Naval Air Station in Brunswick; I understand that NASB is the only airfield in the nation
which is ready for the next generation of aircraft. It is incomprehensible to me that we would even
consider closing such a unique facility! 1t is even more irrational to consider throwing away the
extensive investment, just made, which created it. Do we move the P-3s to Jacksonville and then
duplicate in Jacksonville, for more millions, the upgrading of infrastructure which now exists in
Brunswick??? How can that save money?? In addition, the strategic location of Brunswick does not
exist in Florida or anywhere else. Closing, or even downsizing, NAS Brunswick would negatively
impact the ability of the United States to respond to threats in the Northeast, by terrorists or others, and
to protect the North Atlantic Ocean. Clearly, this is a base which is valuable both for its strategic
location and its unique facilities. Closing it makes no sense, from a perspective of either homeland
security or of cost saving. It should stay open and fully operational!

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard in Kittery seems another strange choice for closure. How can the
military gain cost savings by closing the shipyard which delivers the best repairs in the shortest time for
the least cost??? Portsmouth was just highly commended for its quality of work and its efficiency. The
shipyard workers have been extensively trained to work on nuclear submarines; it does not seem likely
that such a trained and efficient group of workers will be found elsewhere!

And then there is the Defense Finance and Accounting Center in Limestone. More tax dollars
were spent to create this facility, in the very recent past. This Center has also been commended as a top
performer, doing its work very efficiently. Closing down the best, most efficient facilities does not
appear to be a way of cutting costs.

The Accounting Center was created, at least in part, because of the economic impact on the area
of the closing of the Limestone Air Force Base. Closing it now would be worse than not building it; on
top of the jobs which would no longer exist is the investment which would be thrown away. Maine is
not now more prosperous than it was when the Limestone Center was built. The state still needs those
jobs! Closure of these three facilities would be devastating to the Maine economy. Closure of even
one would be a huge blow to the state. Please remove them from the Closure List.

Sincerely,

JMM& KK/ML_.

Barbara B. Clark



Deborah Regel ,
6 Lembift Larfynmission
Kittery ME 03904

AUG * ¢ 2009
25 Jul 2005
HRecelved

General Hill,

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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August 2, 2005 BRAC Commission

AUG 1t ¢ 2005
Brigadier General Sue E. Tumer, USAF (Ret)
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Recerved
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202
Re: Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Dear Brigadier General Turner,

I am writing to ask that you, as a member of the BRAC Commission, vote to remove the
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard from the Base Closure List.

The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard provides superior performance to the Department of
Defense and the citizens of the United States of America through the Shipyards’
demonstrated ability to perforin high quality work ahead of schedule and under budget.
The Navy has recognized the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard multiple times for its excellent
performance. Portsmouth Naval Shipyard’s superior performance saves taxpayers
hundreds of millions of dollars.

To close the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and further reduce our nation’s public shipyards
would not be in the best interest of our nation’s defense. Closing Portsmouth leaves only
one remaining nuclear capable shipyard on the east coast. What happens in the event that
Norfolk Naval Shipyard is damaged as a result of combat, terrorism or natural disaster?

Both Russia and China are in the process of expanding their submarine fleets. Why would
the United States choose to jeopardize our submarine fleet by closing the best performing
shipyard in our nation?

Closing the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard does not make strategic or economic sense for
our country. Please vote to remove the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard from the Base Closure
List and allow the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard to continue serving our country with the
best and most cost effective work available.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, , .
hngloe G MC[UMJID

Linda G. Fleckenstein

13 Mariette Drive

Portsmouth, N.H. 03801



ARAL Comnussion

g e il
8-2-05

Lacerves

Dear General Turner,
I am writing this letter to express my concern, and feelings about
the possible closing of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard.

I will try to make this letter brief, however there are some points I do need to
make.

1 currently work at the shipyard and plan to retire if the yard were to close. I have
no family members working at the yard; however it deeply saddens me to think of the yard
closing. I feel that the infrastructure that made our country strong will have been severely
weakened. I am not only talking about the yard itself, but the talented, dedicated people
who work there.

After my discharge from the military, and then college I went to work for some
large corporations; nowhere did I see the level of skills and dedication that I have seen at
the yard. I applied for, and graduated from the apprentice program as a shop 31 machinist.

The day that I graduated was one of the proudest days of my life. I then had the
privilege to work under some of the best, and most dedicated machinists in the trade; I
was assigned to the shaft section of shop 31. Machining a propeller shaft weighing 40 tons
and over 60 feet long, to a tolerance of .002 requires years of experience. Most of the old
timers have since retired but their knowledge and skills are still at the yard today, I owe
them a lot, I think we all do! This is an asset which should not be lost.

One last comment; last August Northfork Naval shipyard sent a team to
Portsmouth to see how we do our shafts. We told them we can do any shaft the Navy has
to offer, and gave them information on machining various shafts. In October I was at a
shafting conference in Bremerron Washington; everyone was there both public and private
yards, all were amazed by the quality of our work and the efficiency which it is done.

Please preserve this asset and remove Portsmouth Naval Shipyard from the list of
facilities to be closed.

Three fourths of our planet is covered with water;our submarine fleet is needed
to patrol the oceans of the world and to protect us from future threats in coming years.

Sincerely,/[igrl G ?gr/()
Chpe Neddick, 7/‘”
Maine 03902



Wayne Hennessy
6 Lemont Lane
Kittery ME 03904

3 RAC Commission

siig 1 2 2009

leceive

25 Jul 2005

Honorable Bilbray

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient

shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.

%w& ?[qé“*“"’?
Wayne Hgnnessy




Deborah Regel
6 Lemont Lane
Kittery ME 03904

SRAC Commssion

25 Jul 2005

Recewvee
Honorable Hansen,

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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Wayne Hennessy
RAC O , 6 Lemont Lane
ommission Klttery ME 03904
AUG ¢ 2 2009 25 Jul 2005

deceiver
Honorable Hansen,

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
w111 be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.

presyTs

ayne rienncssy



Wayne Hennessy
6 Lemont Lane
Kittery ME 03904

FRAC Commission

AUG 1 ¢ 2009

wecetver
Thank you for taking the tlm'u to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth

Naval Shipyard.

25 Jul 2005

General Newton,

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.

4..26«&&&»‘7
Wayne ennessy



3RAC Commission Wayne Hennessy
6 Lemont Lane
2005 Kittery ME 03904

LU RIVers 25 Jul 2005
General Hill,

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.

lel th/?
Wayne Hennessy



Deborah Regel
6 Lemont Lane

ARAC ComMission Kittery ME 03904
s ¢ 0 2009 25 Jul 2005
Admiral Gehman, Jr., receive

Thank you for taking the ti;‘ne to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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Wayne Hennessy
6 Lemont Lane

ARAC Commission Kittery ME 03904
i+ 2 2009 25 Jul 2005
Honorable Skinner, Recewar

2

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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Wayne Hennessy



Deborah Regel
6 Lemont Lane

RRAC Comruission Kittery ME 03904
a0 2005 25 Jul 2005
Honorable Bilbray Focnivar

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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Deborah Regel

HRAC Compssion 6 Lemont Lane
Kittery ME 03904
) 25 Jul 2005

ceceven

Honorable Principi,

Thank you for taking the fime to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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ARAC Commission Deborah Regel
6 Lemont Lane
St 7 2009 Kittery ME 03904
deceiver 25 Jul 2005

Honorable Coyle,

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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Deborah Regel
6 Lemont Lane

ARAC Commission
e Kittery ME 03904

L 12 2008 25 Jul 2005

{ecejver

Honorable Skinner,

Thank you for taking the time 1o read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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Wayne Hennessy
6 Lemont Lane
Kittery ME 03904

SBRAL {ommission

AUG 1 ¢ 2005

S 25 Jul 2005

Honorable Coyle,

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.

Atutin
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WayneWlennessy



Wayne Hennessy
6 Lemont Lane

BRAC Commission Kittery ME 03904
AUG ¢ ¢ 2005 25 Jul 2005
Rerpivad

Honorable Principi,

Thank you for taking the tirne 10 read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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Wayne Hennessy

3RAC Commission 6 Lemont Lane
Kittery ME 03904
BE 2005
25 Jul 2005

necewer
General Turner,

Thank you for taking the time 1o read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
Will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.

/JWML

Wayne Hennessy



Deborah Regel

BRAC Commission 6 Lemont Lane
Kittery ME 03904
P\ 1N
25 Jul 2005
Kecewver

General Turner,

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter concerning the closure of Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard.

Please consider that closing the shipyard will only mean that future repairs will cost more
and take longer because you will be closing the most productive and most efficient
shipyard.

And if the shipyard closes, you cannot replace them. That will mean that future planners
will be further restricted as to options to repair ships — at whatever cost.
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Deborah Regel






