
NAVAL AIR STATION CECIL FIELD, FL 

(Slide D-9 on the Left please) 
This recommendation changes the receiving sites specified by 
the 1993 Commission for F/A-18's, and S-3 aircraft to "other 
naval air stations, primarily Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA; 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, SC; Naval Air Station, 
Jacksonville FL; and Naval Air Station, Atlanta, GA; or other 
Navy or Marine Corps Air Station with the necessary capacity 
and support infrastructure." In addition, it recommends the 
retention of OLF Whitehouse, the Pinecastle target complex, 
and the Yellow Water family housing area. 

The one time costs associated with this redirect are $66.6 

'9 million with an annual savings of $1 1.5 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The Net Present Value of this 
redirect is $407.4 million. NAS Cecil was closed by the 1993 
Commission and therefore the base operating budget and 
personnel information are not included. 

(Slide D-10 on the Right please) 
This slide depicts where the 1993 Commission sent the aircraft, 
the FIA- 1 8's were going to MCAS Cherry Point, the S-3 's were 
going to NAS Oceana and the reserve squadrons of F/A-18's 
were going to MCAS Beaufort. The 1995 recommendations 
change the receiving sites for these aircraft, the S-3's will go to 
NAS Jacksonville, eight fleet squadrons and the Fleet 
Replacement Squadron will go to NAS Oceana, two squadrons 
of FIA- 18's will go to MCAS Beaufort and two squadrons of 

- reserve FIA-18's will go to NAS Atlanta. 

DCN 769



(Slide D-11 on the Right please) 
The first issue I'd like to discuss is the issue of excess capacity 
at NAS Oceana. The DOD Position on this is that by moving 
the F/A-18's to NAS Oceana the utilization of already existing 
capacity at NAS Oceana will eliminates the need for new 
construction at MCAS Cherry Point. The community's position 
vary on this topic, obviously the NAS Oceana community has 
favorable comments and North Carolina is concerned about the 
7.5% increase in employment base that will not occur. The 
R&A staff concurs with the DOD position. The reduction in 
force structure and the accelerated retirement of the A-6 aircraft 
creates excess capacity. 

The second issue is the potential construction costs at MCAS 
Cherry Point from the 1993 recommendation. The Navy 
position was that a 10% reduction is possible. The community 
feels as though the construction costs at Cherry Point are 
inflated. The R&A staff found that the construction cost 
reduction to $300.8 million is reasonable for the remaining force 
structure. 

The third issue I'd like to discuss is on Air Conformity at 
Oceana. The DOD Position is that the number of aircraft and 
personnel at Oceana after this action will be less than the levels 
there in 1990. The conformity determination will be completed 
by the Navy prior to the movement of aircraft. The community 
position is that the Navy and Commission have not completed 
specific year-to-year conformity analysis for this 
recommendation and that there is the potential for non- 



j conformity. The R&A staff has determined that the Navy, not 
the Commission, must demonstrate conformity. Conformity 
appears likely. 

Mr. Chairman are there any questions on this or any other 
issues? 

- - - - -  



Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commission from "Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry 
Point, NC; Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA; and Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, SC" to "other naval air stations, primarily Naval 
Air Station, Oceana, VA; Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, SC; Naval Air Station, Jacksonville FL; and Naval Air Station, Atlanta, 
GA; or other Navy or Marine Corps Air Stations with the necessary capacity and support infrastructure." In addition, add the following: 
"To support Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, retain OLF Whitehouse, the Pinecastle target complex, and the Yellow Water family 
housing area." 





ISSUES 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL 

ISSUE 
I 

Use excess capacity at NAS 
Oceana. 

Potential costs at MCAS 
Cherry Point from 1993 
recommendation. 

Excess capacity at MCAS 
Cherry Point. 

Air Conformity. 

Split FIA-18's between MCAS 
Cherry Point and NAS Oceana. 

DoD POSITION 

Eliminates need for new 
construction at MCAS Cheny 
Point and utilizes already existing 
capacity at NAS Oceana. 

10% reduction possible, estimate 
$3 1.5 million reduction in 
original $332 million cost. 

Cherry Point will still have 
approximately 140 aircraft 
assigned. 

Impact of additional aircraft, 
personnel over 1990-2001 will be 
offset by more aircraft, personnel 
leaving than arriving. Conformity 
determination will be completed 
prior to action. 

No operational need or 
advantages to split. Additional 
facilities needed to add more than 
two squadrons. New 
maintenance facility for FIA- 18's 
is needed at Cherry Point. 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Virginia (Favorable). 

North Carolina concerned about 
the 7.5% increase in employment 
base that will not occur. 

Construction costs at Cherry 
Point over inflated. 

Recent construction provides 
potential for accepting new 
missions. 

Navy and Commission have not 
completed specific year-to-year 
conformity analysis for this 
recommendation. Possible non- 
conformity with Clean Air Act. 

MCAS Cherry can accept 
additional squadrons with 
minimal construction. 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 
I 

R&A staff concurs with the DOD 
position. The reduction in force 
structure and the accelerated 
retirement of the A-6 aircraft 
creates excess capacity. 

Construction reduction to $300.8 
million reasonable for remaining 
force structure.. 

MCAS Cherry Point has excellent 
facilities and could accept W e r  
missions. 

Navy, not Commission, must 
demonstrate conformity. Impact 
of aircraft, personnel being added 
appears offset by numbers leaving 
by 2001. Conformity appears 
likely. 

R&A staff concurs with the DOD 
position. Consolidated, single 
site support more efficient. 
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NAVAL AIR STATION CECIL FIELD, FL 

(Slide D-9 on the Left please) 
This recommendation changes the receiving sites specified by 
the 1993 Commission for FIA- 1 0 ,  and S-3 aircraft to "other 
naval air stations, primarily Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA; 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, SC; Naval Air Station, 
Jacksonville FL; and Naval Air Station, Atlanta, GA; or other 
Navy or Marine Corps Air Station with the necessary capacity 
and support infrastructure." In addition, it recommends the 
retention of OLF Whitehouse, the Pinecastle target complex, 
and the Yellow Water family housing area. 

The one time costs associated with this redirect are $66.6 
million with an annual savings of $1 1.5 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The Net Present Value of this 
redirect is $407.4 million. NAS Cecil was closed by the 1993 
Commission and therefore the base operating budget and 
personnel information are not included. 

(Slide D-10 on the Right please) 
This slide depicts where the 1993 Commission sent the aircraft, 
the FIA-18's were going to MCAS Cherry Point, the S-3's were 
going to NAS Oceana and the reserve squadrons of FIA-18's 
were going to MCAS Beaufort. The 1995 recommendations 
change the receiving sites for these aircraft, the S-3's will go to 
NAS Jacksonville, eight fleet squadrons and the Fleet 
Replacement Squadron will go to NAS Oceana, two squadrons 
of F/A-18's will go to MCAS Beaufort and two squadrons of 
reserve FIA-18's will go to NAS Atlanta. 



(Slide D-11 on the Right please) 
The first issue I'd like to discuss is the issue of excess capacity 
at NAS Oceana. The DOD Position on this is that by moving 
the FIA-18's to NAS Oceana the utilization of already existing 
capacity at NAS Oceana will eliminates the need for new 
construction at MCAS Cherry Point. The community's position 
vary on this topic, obviously the NAS Oceana community has 
favorable comments and North Carolina is concerned about the 
7.5% increase in employment base that will not occur. The 
R&A staff concurs with the DOD position. The reduction in 
force structure and the accelerated retirement of the A-6 aircraft 
creates excess capacity. 

The second issue is the potential construction costs at MCAS 
Cherry Point from the 1993 recommendation. The Navy 
position was that a 10% reduction is possible. The community 
feels as though the construction costs at Cherry Point are 
inflated. The R&A staff found that the construction cost 
reduction to $300.8 million is reasonable for the remaining force 
structure. 

The third issue I'd like to discuss is on Air Conformity at 
Oceana. The DOD Position is that the number of aircraft and 
personnel at Oceana after this action will be less than the levels 
there in 1990. The conformity determination will be completed 
by the Navy prior to the movement of aircraft. The community 
position is that the Navy and Commission have not completed 
specific year-to-year conformity analysis for this 
recommendation and that there is the potential for non- 



conformity. The R&A staff has determined that the Navy, not 
the Commission, must demonstrate conformity. Conformity 
appears likely. 

Mr. Chairman are there any questions on this or any other 
issues? 
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Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commission from "Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry 
Point, NC; Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA; and Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, SC" to "other naval air stations, primarily Naval 
Air Station, Oceana, VA; Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, SC; Naval Air Station, Jacksonville FL; and Naval Air Station, Atlanta, 
GA; or other Navy or Marine Corps Air Stations with the necessary capacity and support infrastructure." In addition, add the following: 
"To support Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, retain OLF Whitehouse, the Pinecastle target complex, and the Yellow Water family 
housing area." 



ISSUES 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL 

- . . -  p- - - 

DoD POSITION COMMUNITY POSITION I R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

1 Use excess capacity at NAS I Eliminates need for new I Virginia (Favorable). I R&A staff concurs with the DOD 
Oceana. 

Cherry Point from 1993 
recommendation. 

construction at MCAS Cherry position. The reduction in force 
Point and utilizes already existing North Carolina concerned about 

structure and the accelerated 
capacity at NAS Oceana. the 7.5% increase in employment 

retirement of the A-6 aircraft base that will not occur. 
creates excess capacity. 

- - - -- - - -- - - 
10% reduction possible, estimate Construction costs at Cherry Construction reduction to $300.8 
$3 1.5 million reduction in Point over inflated. million reasonable for remaining 
original $332 million cost. force structure.. 

Excess capacity at MCAS 
Cherry Point. 

Cherry Point will still have 
approximately 140 aircraft 
assigned. 

Recent construction provides 
potential for accepting new 
missions. 

MCAS Cherry Point has excellent 
facilities and could accept further 
missions. 

Air Conformity. 

Split FIA-18's between MCAS 
Cherry Point and NAS Oceana. 

Impact of additional aircraft, Navy and Commission have not 

two squadrons. New 
maintenance facility for FIA- 1 8's 

Navy, not Commission, must 
demonstrate conformity. Impact 
of aircraft, personnel being added 
appears offset by numbers leaving 
by 200 1. Conformity appears 
likely. 

R&A staff concurs with the DOD 
position. Consolidated, single 
site support more efficient. 



Operational Air Stations 

(C)  = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for further consideration 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE N A V Y  
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF  THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

APR 7 1995 

The Honorable Jesse Helms 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Helms: 

This responds to Mr. H. Martin Lancasterfs letter to you of 
March 8, 1995, concerning the relocation of aviation assets from 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Cecil Field, Florida, to Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS) Cherry Point, North Carolina. 

As you know, the Department of Defense recommended to the 
1995 Base Closure and Realignment Commission that MCAS Cherry 
Point be removed from among the receiving sites for assets 
relocating from NAS Cecil Field as approved during the 1993 round 
of base realignment and closure. Our recommendations to close or 
realign a base, resulted from a careful, in-depth, and objective 
review of our infrastructure, consistent with a smaller force 
structure and based on criteria established by the Secretary of 
Defense. During the 1995 round of base realignment and closure 
the Secretary of Defense authorized the Military Departments, in 
accordance with the Act, to propose changes to previously 
approved designated receiving base recommendations. Our process 
allowed consideration of such proposals if significant revisions 
to cost or mission effectiveness had occurred since the relevant 
Commission recommendation was made. 

Since the 1993 round there have been significant reductions 
in naval aviation forces. For instance, we have retired the A-6 
attack aircraft series, reduced the maritime patrol aircraft 
inventory by about one-third and have eliminated approximately 
fifty percent of the Navy's F-14 inventory. Additionally, the 
number of F/A-18 squadrons that will require relocation from NAS 
Cecil Field will be reduced from thirteen to eleven. 

Our analysis found that these reductions provided us with 
excess capacity at both NAS Oceana and NAS Jacksonville, Florida, 
allowing us to propose redirecting the F/A-18s to NAS Oceana. 
The S-3s scheduled to move to NAS Oceana would go to Jacksonville 
instead. To take advantage of the robust demographics of the 
Atlanta area, two reserve squadrons would be redirected from MCAS 
Beaufort, South Carolina, to NAS Atlanta, Georgia, an action that 
would provide additional space at MCAS Beaufort in which to move 
two active Navy F/A-18 squadrons. In addition to saving about 
$290 million in new construction at MCAS Cherry Point, our 
recommendations will result in the establishment of a Naval 
Aviation Anti-Submarine Warfare Center of Excellence in the 
Jacksonville area. 



We are aware that significant effort has been expended to 
date at the state and local levels, both in the public and 
private sectors, to implement the expansion of MCAS Cherry Point. 
We greatly appreciate how hard everyone involved has worked to 
make it happen smoothly and efficiently. And, to comply with 
provisions of the Act, we will only stop working toward 
relocating the NAS Cecil Field F/A-18 aircraft to MCAS Cherry 
Point if and when our recommended redirection of those assets is 
approved by the Congress. 

Since this is the last opportunity we have to make 
infrastructure adjustments under the current law, it is critical 
that we make well-informed, responsible decisions that are in the 
nation's long term national security interests. The Department's 
recommendations represent our best judgment as to the 
infrastructure alignment most suitable to meet the future 
requirements of our operational forces. Additionally, the 
projected savings accrued from our recommended closure and 
realignment actions are essential to the Department's 
recapitalization efforts, an integral part of our future 
readiness. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE N A V Y  
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: 950320-5R 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to your letter of March 21, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Navy, forwarding correspondence Senator Jesse 
Helms received from Mr. Martin Lancaster, concerning Marine Corps 
Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina. 

As you requested, a copy of our response to Mr. Helms is 
provided. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 
h 

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 

Attachment 



Document Separator 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 f%mw b this number 

Li ~0.3-a-5 6?3 
Re: 950320-5R 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response.to ycur letter of March 21, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Navy, forwarding correspondence Senator Jesse 
Helms received from Mr. Martin Lancaster, concerning Marine Corps 
Air station, Cherry point, North Carolina. 

As you requested, a copy of our response to Mr. Helms is 
provided. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 

Attachment 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  NAVY 
T H E  A S S I S T A N T  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  T H E  NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY P E N T A G O N  

W A S H I N G T O N .  D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

The Honorable Jesse Helms 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Helms: 

This responds to Mr. H. Martin Lancasterfs letter to you of 
March 8, 1995, concerning the relocation of aviation assets from 
Naval Air station (NAS) Cecil Field, Florida, to Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS) Cherry Point, North Carolina. 

As you know, the Departmalt of Defense racsmiiieiicted tc tke 
1995 Base Closure and Realignment Commission that MCAS Cherry 
Point be removed from among the receiving sites for assets 
relocating from NAS Cecil Field as approved during the 1993 round 
of base realignment and closure. Our recommendations to close or 
realign a base, resulted from a careful, in-depth, and objective 
review of our infrastructure, consistent with a smaller force 
structure and based on criteria established by the Secretary of 
Defense. During the 1995 round of base realignment and closure 
the Secretary of Defense authorized the Military Departments, in 
accordance with the Act, to propose changes to previously 
approve& designated receiving base recommendations. Our process 
allowed consideration of such proposals if significant revisions 
to cost or mission effectiveness had occurred since the relevant 
Commission recommendation was made. 

Since the 1993 round there have been significant reductions 
in naval aviation forces. For instance, we have retired the A-6 
attack aircraft series, reduced the maritime patrol aircraft 
inventory by about one-third and have eliminated approximately 
fifty percent of the Navyfs F-14 inventory. ~dditionally, the 
number of F/A-18 squadrons that will require relocation from NAS 
Cecil Field will be reduced from thirteen to eleven. 

Our analysis found that these reductions provided us with 
excess capacity at both NAS Oceana and NAS Jacksonville, Florida, 
allowing us to propose redirecting the F/A-18s to NAS Oceana. 
The S-3s scheduled to move to NAS Oceana would go to Jacksonville 
instead. To take advantage of the robust demographics of the 
Atlanta area, two reserve squadrons would be redirected from MCAS 
Beaufort, South Carolina, to NAS Atlanta, Georgia, an action that 
would provide additional space at MCAS Beaufort in which to move 
two active Navy F/A-18 squadrons. In addition to saving about 
$290 million in new construction at MCAS Cherry Point, our 
recommendations will result in the establishment of a Naval 
Aviation Anti-Submarine Warfare Center of Excellence in the 
Jacksonville area. 



We are aware that significant effort has been expended to 
date at the state and local levels, both in the public and 
private sectors, to implement the expansion of MCAS Cherry Point. 
We greatly appreciate how hard everyone involved has worked to 
make it happen smoothly and efficiently. And, to comply with 
provisions of the Act, we will only stop working toward 
relocating the NAS Cecil Field F/A-18 aircraft to MCAS Cherry 
Point if and when our recommended redirection of those assets is 
approved by the Congress. 

Since this is the last opportunity we have to make 
infrastructure adjustments under the current law, it is critical 
that we make well-informed, responsible decisions that are in the 
nation's long term national security interests. The Department's 
recommendations represent our best judgment as to the 
infrastructure alignment most suitable to meet the future 
requirements of our operational forces. Additionally, the 
projected savings accrued from our recommended closure and 
realignment actions are essential to the Department's 
recapitalization efforts, an integral part of our future 
readiness. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 
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, DEPARTMENT O F  THE N A V Y  
I 

I OFFICE OF TUE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0741-F15 
BSATIOEN 
9 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to your letter of May 1, '1995, forwarding correspondence h m  
Senator Lauch Faircloth concerning the 1995 Department of Defense recommendation to relocate 
F/A-18 squadrons at Naval Air Station Cecil Field (reference number 950425-10R1). 

As you requested, a copy of our response to Senator Faircloth is provided. If I can be of 
any further assistance, please let me know. 

vice c~L, I 

LT-0741-F15 
* *  MASTER DOCUMENT *** 
DO NOT REMOVE FROM FILES 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

The Honorable Lauch Faircloth 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

LT-0741-F15 
BSATDOR 
9 May 1995 

Dear Senator Faircloth: 

This is in response to your letter of April 21, 1995, to the Chairman of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission, which he has forwarded to me, requesting assistance in 
obtaining the remaining information regarding the relocation of the FIA-18 squadrons moving 
from Naval Air Station (NAS), Cecil Field. 

Since the 1993 round there have been significant reductions in naval aviation forces. For 
instance, we have retired the A-6 attack aircraft series, reduced the maritime patrol aircraft 
inventory by about one-third and have eliminated approximately ffity percent of the Navy's F-14 
inventory. Additionally, the number of F/A-18 squadrons that will require relocation from NAS 
Cecil Eeld will be reduced from thirteen to eleven. 

Our analysis found that these reductions provided us with excess capacity at both NAS 
Oceana and NAS Jacksonville, Florida, allowing us to propose redirecting the F/A-18s to NAS 
Oceana. The S-3s scheduled to move to NAS Oceana would go to Jacksonville instead. To take 
advantage of the robust demographics of the Atlanta area, two reserve squadrons would be 
redirected from MCAS Beaufort, South Carolina, to NAS Atlanta, Georgia, an action that would 
provide additional space at MCAS Beaufort in which to move two active Navy FIA-18 squadrons. 
In addition to saving about $290 million in new construction at MCAS Cherry Point, our 
recommendations will result in the establishment of a Naval Aviation Anti-Submarine Warfare 
Center of Excellence in the Jacksonville area. 

As you may be aware, we only used certified data in our analysis which in this instance 
was provided by Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps and Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet. 
Using this data, the same military construction standards (P-80) were applied to both MCAS 
Cherry Point and NAS Oceana. The standards utilized and the analysis conducted were reviewed 
by the Naval Audit Service with no discrepancies noted. Enclosures A and B reflect the 
comparison of the certified data that we had available and used with regard to our basing decision. 
Enclosure C is a brief overview of the P-80 standards that apply. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Attachments 

Vice ~ h a h a n ,  
Base Structure Evaluation 



1. One Type II hangar module equals two Type I hanger modules. 

2. Two type II module requirement at Cherry Point, for two C-130 squadrons.* 

3. Eleven Type I module requirement at Cherry Point of thirteen available. (Does not 
include a deployment factor). 

4. BRAC - 93 MILCON: Builds twelve new hangar modules, upgrades two modules 
(HGR - 131) and demolishes two modules (HGR - 130). FY 2001 total: 25 modules.** 

ENCLOSURE A 



1. One Type II hangar module equals two Type I hanger modules. 

2. Zero Type 11 modules requirement at Oceana. 

3. Twelve Type I module equivalent requirement at Oceana of twenty three available. (Does 
not include a deployment factor). 

ENCLOSURE B 

OCEANA 

Hangar IMI / Type 

23 1 1 

111 / I 

122 / I[ 

137 / I 

200 / II 

223 / I 

40411 

500 / I 

Modules Available 

Current Usage 
# Modules 

1 

4 (A-6 sqdns) 

4 (A-6 sqdns) 

1 (Fleet training) 

4 

2 (Fleet training) 

3 

4 

23 

Projected Usage 
#Modules: 
BRAC 95 

1 

4 

4 

1 

4 

2 

3 

4 

23 
J 



i A Z Z  211-05 
Fsdula: &agar Dimensional  S t a t 1 s ~ i c s  t o r  ? l a d u g  Purposes 

fangar Spaces e 1 Type II 

7 
( 0 8 )  Eangar - C z z .  Code 211 05 

Gross &ea < Sq. Ft , ) 19&968 ' 28,560 
Gear S i g h =  (Ft .  ) 28 -. t 2  
Sable  Dept (at . )*  85 -- LOP* Z ~ 5 l e  Uid:k (? to) -  

2 Xot2uLe .. . _  .. 172 - - 220 
1-1/2 !5okules 25 8 33-5- 
2 Yodules -, 

L) r ,- - -- 
. - -- -=-  .-__.-_.. 430 

I 
- -; - XckLes uu j 55 5 

i 3 kaules ---- .. -. - 336 
-.-- ----- 680 

3-l/ 2 !fodule s _ _.-3 .. 793 

- 6 -YoOxles .. . 
7 3  - -  . - . . - . . . .  9iG 

I 
I 

.. . 
(01) C r e v  and farimen= - Cat. Code 212 06 

I - ! Gr9ss ?-ye: ( $ 7  . _ . ,  5 

I 
r ,  r 2" ;La u2u 

Clear n e i g h  (Pt . ) 10 10 

I 
I 

TABLE tll-15 ( C a z t i ~ u e t )  
Yodular &war D i a e n s i o n a l  S t a t i s t i c s  for .?Lanning ?umoses 

r 

.%near Spaces  e i Tppe TI I 
(02) M 3 i ~ i s r r a : i v e  - C a = ,  Code 2iL 07 

Cross Area (Sq.  F t  .) 8 , 6 U  12,000 
Car s i g h t  (?:. ) 8 8 

( Xezza l ine -  Ca:. Code 211 06 

I Gross .;-ea (Sq. ?t ,) 1,536 , N O E  

L 

'Corputed upon t h e  requi rement  Cor a 10-foot  f i r e  Ltne along the rear wall 
of t h e  hangar and a S-~OOK work clearazee 5e:3eea aLic:aft and doors. 
* For a i r c r a f ~  .:her t h a n  t h e  ?-3, t o r  which che Type IT hangar w a s  hi- 
c a y  designed. ?fay also be used  f o r  o t h e r  lower a i r c ~ a f  t by modltying 
doors f o r  "tailcurou:" c l o s u r e .  
*** Computed upon :he requi rement  f o r  one  10-foot v ide  f i r e  Lane from :he 
f79..' ' A  'h', ---- ,: -%, L-..--- . - -  _-.- - _ _ _  _ _  --- --.*=- &Li j .cec irom a r r c r t t t  to o u t e r  walls. 
U s o  assumes a i r c r a f t  w i l l  be parked paraUel t o  each o t h e r  and t o  the 
s i d e  valls of  :he hanga; :o mfaimlze e v a c ~ a ~ i o n  t h e  i n  u s e  o f  fire. 



Document S epai-ator 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000  

LT-0741 -F15 
BS AT/OEN 
9 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to your letter of May 1, '1 995, forwarding correspondence from 
Senator Lauch Faircloth concerning the 1995 Department of Defense recommendation to relocate 
F/A-18 squadrons at Naval Air Station Cecil Field (reference number 950425-10R1). 

As you requested, a copy of our response to Senator Faircloth is provided. If I can be of 
any further assistance, please let me know. 

I Base Structure Evaluation qommittee 

LT-0741-F15 
*** MASTER DOCUMENT *** 
DO NOT REMOVE FROM FILES 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  N A V Y  
OFFICE O F  T H E  SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-074 1 -F15 
BSATDOR 
9 May 1995 

The Honorable Lauch Faircloth 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Faircloth: 

This is in response to your letter of April 21, 1995, to the Chairman of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission, which he has forwarded to me, requesting assistance in 
obtaining the remaining information regarding the relocation of the FIA-18 squadrons moving 
from Naval Air Station (NAS), Cecil Field. 

Since the 1993 round there have been significant reductions in naval aviation forces. For 
instance, we have retired the A-6 attack aircraft series, reduced the maritime patrol aircraft 
inventory by about one-third and have eliminated approximately fdty percent of the Navy's F-14 
inventory. Additionally, the number of FIA-18 squadrons that will require relocation from NAS 
Cecil Field will be reduced from thirteen to eleven. 

Our analysis found that these reductions provided us with excess capacity at both NAS 
Oceana and NAS Jacksonville, Florida, allowing us to propose redirecting the FIA-18s to NAS 
Oceana. The S-3s scheduled to move to NAS Oceana would go to Jacksonville instead. To take 
advantage of the robust demographics of the Atlanta area, two reserve squadrons would be 
redirected from MCAS Beaufort, South Carolina, to NAS Atlanta, Georgia, an action that would 
provide additional space at MCAS Beaufort in which to move two active Navy FIA-18 squadrons. 
In addition to saving about $290 million in new construction at MCAS Cherry Point, our 
recommendations will result in the establishment of a Naval Aviation Anti-Submarine Warfare 
Center of Excellence in the Jacksonville area. 

As you may be aware, we only used certified data in our analysis which in this instance 
was provided by Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps and Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleer 
Using this data, the same military construction standards (P-80) were applied to both MCAS 
Cheny Point and NAS Oceana The standards utilized and the analysis conducted were reviewed 
by the Naval Audit Service with no discrepancies noted. Enclosures A and B reflect the 
comparison of the certified data that we had available and used with regard to our basing decision. 
Enclosure C is a brief overview of the P-80 standards that apply. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

A Sincerely, 

Vice C h a h a n ,  
Base Structure Evaluation 

Attachments 



1. One Type II hangar module equals two Type I hanger modules. 

2. Two type II module requirement at Cherry Point, for two (2-130 squadrons* 

3. Eleven Type I module requirement at Cherry Point of thirteen available. (Does not 
include a deployment factor). 

4. BRAC - 93 MILCON: Builds twelve new hangar modules, upgrades two modules 
(HGR - 131) and demolishes two modules (HGR - 130). FY 2001 total: 25 modules.** 

ENCLOSURE A 



1. One Type XI hangar module equals two Type I hanger modules. 

2. Zero Type II modules requirement at Oceana. 

3. Twelve Type I module equivalent requirement at Oceana of twenty three available. (Does 
not include a deployment factor). 

ENCLOSURE B 



i&Z U + 5  
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Gross Area (Sq. Ft,) e ' 9  4- 968 28,560 
Clear Gight  (Ft . ) . 28 . 62 
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of t h e  w a r  and a 5-Zoo= work c luza==e be:%ee+ a i r c r a f t  and  doors. 

For a i r c r a f r  o r h e r  than t h e  1-3 ,  f o r  which the  Type IL hangar w a s  bui- 
caUy designed. !lay a l s o  be used  f o r  o t h e r  L o q e r  a i r c r a f t  by modifying 
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s i z e  walls of  :he hangar ;o minfmize evacuation EFoe i n  case of fire. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF T H E  SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  0 C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
B SATIBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of y o u  staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

/.\ Sincerely, 1 

Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation 



' QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 
IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question I. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Ls it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentlnonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 
-- 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 
BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and ref-med through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 
moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tondyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992193, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tons/yr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 
a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which will/may not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-08 10-F16 
BS ATIDR 
8 June 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

In response to the request by Mr. Alex Yellin, on June 6, 1995, the locations of all Navy 
and Marine Corps Reserve Squadrons are provided in the attachment. 

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. As always, if I can be of any further 
assistance, please let me know. 

A Sincerely, 
A 

Vice ~ h a i r r n h ,  
1 

Base Structure Evaluation Co 

Attachment 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTlON AGENCY Lee : &* 
WASHINGTOt$, D.C. 20460 

, OFFICE OF 
AIR AND RADlAllON 

Honorable Lauch Faircloth 
United States Senate 
Washhg-koh, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Faircloth: 
I 

%- 
This is i n  response to your letter of June 8, 1995,, 

concerning the applicability of the Clean Air Act's conformity 
requirements to the proposed Base Realignment and Closure 
commission (BRAC) recommendation to redirect certain F / A - 1 8  
squadrons from the Marine Corps Air Station at Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, to the Naval Air Station at Oceana, Virginia. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  has established 
the health and welfare-based national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS) and States have developed programs, known as 
State implementation plans (SIP'S), to attain and maintain those 
NAAQS. To ensure that Federal a c t i o n s  w i l l  not interfere with 
the SIP'S, section 176(c) of the Clean Air A c t  and the EPA 
implementing regulation requires Federal agencies to make 
conformity determinations. These determinations are necessary 
when the Federal action will r e s u l t  in s ign i f i can t  increase i n  
emissions of air pollutants which will impact areas not attaining 
the N W Q S .  

It is my understanding that an earlier BRAC had recommended 
closing Cecil Field i n  Florida and re locat ing s e v e r a l  squadrons 
to Cherry Point, North Carolina. Cherry Point is l o c a t e d  in an 
attainment area in eastern North Carolina. The new Commission is 
recommending that the squadrons go to Oceana, Virginia.  Oceana 
is par t  of the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News (Hampton 
Roads] marginal ozone non-attainment area. 

In your letter, you requested EPA's intqretation,of the  
general conformity requirements as applied to the BRAC 
recommendations. Specifically, you asked, "Is a conformity 
determination or conformity analysis required prior to a BRAC 
decision?" It is m y  understanding that a preliminq analysis by 
the Navy ind ica tes  that relocation of the squadrons will result 
in a  significant increase i n  emissions of ozone precursors at the 
squadrons' new base- Thus, if the Navy relocates the sqmadrons 
to a  base in a non-attainment area, such as Oceana, it must make 
a conformity determination. Ln order  to demonstrate codformity, 
the Navy must prepare a year-by-year es t ima te  of the total direct 
and indirect emissions and demonstrate that the transfer will not 
cause or contribute to any new violation of the NAAQS; increase 

/rn a IPrinfed on Recycled Paper 



the frequency or severity of any existing violation of the NAAQS, 
or; delay v k g i n i a l s  attainment of the m Q S .  I 

I 

The BRAC  omm mission is only m a k i n g  a recommendation to the 
President and Congress and the recommendation is not in itself an 
a c t i o n  which w i l l  r e s u l t  in an increase in emissions, and thus, 
would not require a conformity determination. While 
environmental impact is one of the factors which the BRAC must 
consider in developing its recommendation, the requirement to 
prepa re  a conformity determinat ion rests with the Navy. This 
needs t o  be done before the transfer is executed. 

I appreciate this opportunity to be of 
ice and trust 

that this information will be helpful to you 

ksbstant Administrator 
or Air and Radiation 
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DEFENSE REALIGNMENT ADVISORS 
THE HOMER BUILDING 

SUITE 410 SOUTH 
GO1 THCRTEENTH STREfl. N-w. 
WASHINGTON. 0-C 20005 

(202) 879-9460 

VIA FACSIMILE 

MEMORANDUM FOR LTC JIM BRUBAKER 
Defkac Base Closure and RG-U & e o n  

FROM: JX- Rcskovac 

DATE: May 15. 1995 

As discxlssed 4 c r  this week I believe ir is impcratme 10 conducl COBRA nms nqpxEng CHERRY 
POINT, CECIL FIELD NAS AM) C)CEANA NAS in order to mndna a full and i%r evaluarion of the 1995 
DoD direct r e c o d o n .  

As reqoesttd, the COBRA anaIysis shodd be based on the followingysis~.~: 

- The airplans (and associattd bb) arc at NSA C b S  Field and they are going to go 
someplace else. After all, that's where thcy madly are (aren't rhey?). 

- TI& is a torally raew idea C L ~ ,  assume shar the BRAC 93 decision mer happsad). Two 
indepdent sceharios shodd be Iooked at - and they should be looked at fnnn mmon data sets. These arc I)  
moving the whole lot to NAS Oama or 2) moving tbe whoIe lot to MCAS Cherry Poi= With the data sets 
sopporting these two scenarios we can darelop m y  sceninios. 

- For MILCON, the point of departme shodd be the W O N  figures fbr both bases that 
the DN dcvdoped to snpport its BRAC 93 remnrmehdarion (that we wEfl assame was never made), For both 
b a s ,  thae figores should be acljmed to aax,rmf for the arrrtnt force stmane (it., dea~haiors at both 
bases and fewer inbound airplanes aad asmchfd bits) and P-80 c a n s t d o n  standards_ This wlll c o w  
apples with apples- 

- Having the COBRA done in this marmer provides us with a levd pkying field where the onIy 
MlLCON avoidmcc is dm avoided at NAS Cecil Eel& Adnal~~ew MILCON requimnm~s w2l be comparml 
wirh actual new MILCON rqubmas, etc, uc. With aa~r;dr  information, the result of the nxxmmmM 
d y s i s  will indiodr= the best psibie decision for the *on. 

Due to tbc severe time mrtstr;bmcs. 1 would request that these rrms be made as soon as possible for 
proper C O ~ C  purposes- Shwnld a site visa take place, ttris may aid in your prepdon-  

l%&s for your time a d  I look fo& to hearing from yon 



:\ 

'1 ;I\ scheduled /I 
BY Mlchael Genovese 
SUII Journal Staff 

A i~~en~ber  of the 1995 \I Base Clost~re and 
Realig~~rnent Conullission 
(BRA(?,) staff will tnake a1 
unprecedented visit to C h c ~ q  
Point Marine Corps Air 
Station June 1. 

M,arine Corps- Lt. Col. Jim 
Bmb&er, a Department of Defense 
pavy analyst detailed to the corn- 

' mission, wil l  cot!duct a new base 
capaciv andy sis'on Chew poitll. 

His job will be to see how ChenY 
Point might receive 160 FIA- 18s 
from Cecil FieJd in Jacksonville, 
Fla. BRAC '93 ordered the aircraft 
be sent to Cherry Point, but D~fe,nse 
Secretary \A'illia~ll YC"Y "XOm- 

mended in Febnliuy (Ix~t dtcisio~l I" 
voided and the phl~es  go inrtratl 
O c ~ : ~ l l a  Nava l  Air Slnrioll i n  
Virginia U ~ l c h .  

See BRAC/A:! /j \ 
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. ,  

' cIosure. .i knowledge." I , 

: ' "The govcnlor i5  hopeful that this , 
; unprecedented visit and $he nkw . 

anaJysis h i l l  underscore he B d e  'capacit?. is i the. availability 
.7irg~lnlent t h h t  lih'6fid the doogres- and condition'ofrland;. facilities and 
, :'~ional delegation made a few weeks associited air spd&'at ,I A, . ,  kthnthe . exist- 
.l'hgo' at.  theqregional hearing tin! htengd f&+jyinkiocatiOns, f 
;S~altinlore," Perry said. ?" 
' U  sqiq John Eamh$dt,r assistant com- 

'"This vi&t stemmed from red& . .: b rnbicatipnp . p,&ect?,~~fo~; :(he , k c  )' lei'ters 'that , h u ~ i t ~  U.S:Sens: ~ e g e '  '95 - - . ' 
y! ~ ~ l ~ - $ i ; @ d  Guch  Fkclotii, bod{ R{' commissiori; I .  , , . , J  , , c  ( q;li:lj. : o , !t +, + 

? ' ~ . ~ . ; ; a s d  UiSi (, . . Rkp: ., walterl~o';iks , . 1 3 , , : ~ < o . I  - -*!ta a - 
"J;.; R-N:c!''s~~~' t6 ' t . l~  hn&lissioh-, s. . : : ~ h & !  s *trifdfia f ~ w 6 - \ l ~ d e r  tile 

I .  -.. r'. I ,- -. a.5 ' I  ,ers invihn&.hezboard to 'visit Cherry ~m&s -fid311~e);kdphl~rite~a for poillt;;.j <,:I $4 - 2 % ~ ~ .  Vdue,e fiet&&d.(' , . b + 8  '. ': Fair ii 'fii:!'~! Bell ofl,the N ~ W  .:. -. . - - t +  p . , , . I  I I ;  :.I+:!~;.... t : ~  J, 

i - ~ i m - b j s ~ d , l ~ ~ " ' @ l ~ ~ a r d  6 5 s  $1  8 . .  & Smj$ ,, % . .. ;, ,L I ,,. . * I  ); :]~.~i - 
, ,.* 

$2id this m o m g .  "We have 'all tlie, data calls which 
Ward & Smith coordinated the were sent out by' the Pentagon to.dl 

state's presentation before BRAC military bases,!!including Cherry 
May 4- "If Y O"'re goin[ to at Point 0ce&a," 'said E d a d t .  
them. look a t  us- looked a t  The data $alls ;ire "a map of fie base 
Ocearia and therefore they sho~lld be 
obligated to takc a look at Cheny which shows it  capabilities, an  

Point." overview of its lllission and facili- 
"I understood that it would be ties." 

Brubaker," said -Bell. "He was the 
BRAC staff member that visited T~~~~ data would 
Oceans. It will be particularly help- BRAC conmGssiollers mAe a deter- 
fill that he's doing both of them." 
. The reason the conlmission mination which bqse has a better I 
should tour Clleny Point is txcause c3p"cit~- . - 
base capacity is a key factor that will 

i 
detrrn~ine which air station will get . ''Anytime you can see somedling : 
the Hornets, said Belt. first-hand-rather ,than on a piece of 

"Our presei~tation at Baltinlore paper it helps, V 11e said. "However, 
was partially based on our diqsatis- 
faction with the numbers used in d1e C h e n ~  Point'stnot on our list for 

1995 Navy-Depafimtylt of Dofellse ~ ~ O S U X  or realigh~eet, ) .  but for redi- 
reco~~)menJation," hc added. "What r'ection," 
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HOUSING 

MARRIED PERSONNEL 

OCEANA 

1225 Units 

CHERRY POINT 

2840 Units 

Cherry Point +I615 Units 
$42,800,000 for 447 more Units? 
No Units for Oceana? 





OCEANA 

Officer 2221month 
Enlisted 1381month 

HOUSING 

VHA RATE 

CHERRY POINT 

Significant Recurring Cost at Oceana with 
Personnel Increase of 307 Officers and 
2788 Enlisted 
$363,732/month - $4,364,7841year 



PARKING APRON 

OCEANA 

2,603,037 SF 

CHERRY POINT 

5,447,500 SF 

Cherry Point +2,844,463 SF 



HANGAR SPACE 

OCEANA 

871,285 SF 
6 Type I Hangars 
2 Type2 Hangars 

23 Modules 

CHERRY POINT 

7 Type 1 Hangars 
1 Type 2 Hangars 

15 Modules 

81,859 SF? 
8 modules difference? 





* Figures not available 
** Projected 

Fiscal Year 

FYI  985 

FYI  986 

FYI  987 

FYI 988 

FYI 989 

FYI 990 

FYI991 

FYI 992 

FYI993 

FYI 994 

FYI  995 

FYI  996 

FYI 997 

1 This includes direct and reimbursable funds. 

Oceana MRP 
($MI1 

6.3 

6.7 

7.9 

7.5 

10.6 

8.4 

9.1 

17.7 

12.7 

8.2 

8.4 

8.5 

8.5 

Cherry Point MRP 
-I- -. 

Jr 

* 

37. I 

23.9 

20.7 

20.8 

19.5 

23.6 

21.5 

21.5** 

21.5"" 

21.5** 
- 





Allies in Defense of Cherry Point 
P.O. Box 383 

Havelock, NC 28532-0383 
Phone: (91 9) 444-2230 

Fax: (91 9) 444-3727 or (91 9)  447-01 26 

FAX : - 

FROM : - -- 
t 

PHONE : -- 7 u a - - 3 a  --  
/--- 

MESSAGE: : \ ~ ‘ 4 4  R -. Q ~ R U F R U T I O ~  -- 

I f  any  p a r t  of t h i s  f a x  transmission is m i s s i n q  or not. c l e a r - l y  
received, please c a l l :  

NAME : .- 

PHONE: . q /q  VV(I 



CINCLANTFLT NAS Oceana FYOl " S t a t i o n i n g  Plan" 

Pre-BRAC 95:  
5 F-14 s q u a d r o n s  + single-sited F l e e t  R e p l a c e m e n t  S q u a d r o n  (E'HS) 
5 S-3 + 1 ES-3 s q u a d r o n s  (from NAS Cecil F i e l d  p e r  BRA(: 9 3 )  
1 F/A-18 a d v e r s a r y  s q u a d r o n  

BRAC 95 :  
9 F-14 s q u a d r o n s  + s i n g l e - s i t e d  FRS 
8 F/A-18 s q u a d r o n s  + FHS 
1 F/A-18 a d v e r s a r y  squad ron  

CINCLANTFLT MCAS C h e r r y  P o i n t  FYOl " S t a t i o n i n q  P l a n "  

P r e - B R A C  95 :  
10 F/A-18 s q u a d r o n s  + F H S  (from NAS C e c l l  k ' l e l t j  per A K A ( :  9 3 )  





Allies in Defense of Cherry Point 
P.O. Box 383 

Havelock, NC 28532-0383 
Phone: (9 1 9) 444-2230 

Fax: (919) 444-3727 or (919) 447-0126 

. FAX : 

FROM : 

PHONE ; 

received, please  call: 

NAME : 

PHONE : 
- 

PAQE . / 0 d f F / ' t  





v 
--- -- - -- 

Return on Investment - COBRA 
Analysis 

l_l-l Oceana Costs Understated: 
cL 
6 
I- 

-1 

Move of FIA-18s to Oceana costed at $28,370,000, rather 
I 

s. $ 1  ! 
r I .  j than the 1993 figure of $228,084,877 

No calculation for additional family / bachelor housing 

I Personnel 

1 Housing 1 2840 ir nits 11225 units 
L 1 

BEQ 3750 beds 2640 beds ,,-+i3~= . I j 





Cherry Point = Overview 
Infrastructure 

$400M MILCON expenditure in last decade 
- 16 New BEQ's with additional capacity 
- New Full Service Naval Hospital 
- New Water Treatment Facility with additional 

capacity 
- New Sewage Treatment Facility with additional 

capacity 



MILITARY CCNSTRUCTIOEI A63ETS (COPRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 6 
Plea Ao Of 11:58 02/22/1992, Rlporr; Craatad 10~36 OS/01/1996 

NI8 C a c i l  FiiLd 0 
M C U  B a a l ~ Z ~ r f  10,550 
WCAB Cherry Pofnr. 147,453 
HA6 Oceans 43,722 
#AB Norfolk 3 , 2 0 0  

Land Cost 
Purb)ure Atroid 
-*-----a - - - - -+  

0 -35,900 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

--------r----------_ 

Total 
Cort ----- 

- 3 5 , 9 0 0  
l0,SSO 

147,453 
42,732 
3,200 --------.. 

178,024 



BABE ONE-TIMg C09T REPORT (COB= ~ 4 . 0 4 )  - Pagr 2 
Data h Of 15:lO 06/15/1993, Report Crmated 0 7 : 4 3  04/04/3995 

Barn.: NA5 Ocarnr, VA 
(All values in Dollar.) 

MilCon v/o Avoidances 2 2 2 , 5 3 4 , 8 7 7  
+ Moving o 
+ Eliminrtmd Military PC8 0 
t Adminimt rat iva/Support 0 
+ Mothb.ll/Bhrrtdawn 0 
+ Civilian RIF 0 
+ Civilian Early Retirement 0 
+ Civiliur New Hiree 0 
+ Civilian PPB 0 
+ Land Purchaesm 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 5,000,000 
+ 0na-Time Uhiquo Coete 950,000 
+ HAP / RSE 0 
+ Unemployment 0 
+ Info Mmmgsment Account 0 
- - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - a - " - - - w - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - & ~ -  - Total One-Time Cortr  2 2 8 , 0 8 4 , 8 7 7  

~ilcon Comt Avoidancar 0 
+ Procurement Coat Avoidancam 0 
+ Lrnd Balam 0 
_ _ C - - - - - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - b - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

* Total O n e - T i m  Saving8 0 

Total Ona-Time Comtr 228,084,877 
- Tot81 Onm-Time Bavingr 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - Total Nat One-Tima Coote  2 2 8 , 0 8 4 , 8 7 7  



.r- I+u ---...---- 
mu n m m v 8 T  
n a r r u r m a r r  
W#Ilrp 
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+rdr l 

-6 C m C  
h r a  h A m i d  .---- --..-- 

0 0 

0 ->11,24a 
0 b 
0 6 ......... .------...- 
0 -112,)42 
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All W t r  in LC 
WL-m 

DuauLpcia I h e -  



. JET BHORTAGE flTRIKES NAVY I 

I 
By ~ o b a r k  Holzex I 

NORFOLK, Va. -- ~ h m  Navy may alow th retirement of A-6 and F-14 airoraft 
or buy ~ddikional F/A-18 fighter19 to looming ehortrallr in the n u r r  
of s uadrona available to daploy with  0arriers l a t a r  this d~cjade, 
rarv 7 a* o f f i a i a l a  uaid.  

1 
 viat ti on affio1aI.a a t  A t l a n t i o  F1aet iheadquartare hare and in Washington 

are struggling t o  ooma up with t h e  propor mix of airoraft  t o  addrr.8 a 
mhortfall of five s uadrone of F/A-18 Hor ek airarnft that will brqin Cg 4 a t faa t  naval oprrat one l a  early  a6 1997,/B~rvica of f io ia l .  m i d .  

ma issue will bo rrmolvad in the Na ' a  1997 budgot, ra id  A&. Mikr 
Bootda, ahief of naval operatianfl.  He aai  the isrum now is under rovimwand 
that various options are being asoeaeed. P 

I 
Whatsvar the solution, t h e  Navy wi1l;fund it from it. oxiating budgot, 

Boorda .aid, I 
I 

"I think we are going to do this t h e  reeouram. and th. dollar. we 
have, We are not going to go out and UB eomo norm money to QO t h i r , "  
Bo~rda aaid. 

ah. ewtmnt OF tho ahorhiall was reveb1.d over the 1a.t ymae when th. 
impaot of p r i o r  budget outs beaame IPOL'. a b ~ b r ,  Navy official. maid. Among the 
faatorm aontribuking to thm groblrmr 

! 

- - -~aaici iane ka raduae the funding r quirmd to aupport 23 airarmft 
squadrons on oarriere. 

I 
---Raduaed funding for F-14 upgradear!. 

---~ooslerated retirements of Am6 ai araft, whlah wmra originally r a t  to 
leave the fleot in 1999, but now plannad bo be retired by 1997. 

I 

*'How esrious it ie is a bough quo@+on, Boorda maid. +'If w. don't 
solva it, it w ~ u l d  be raal rerioua, If YOU hava too f e w  of aomsthinq and you 
need norm, but you don't get more, than $ 0 ~  either have to do lmar or  yau 
[have to] work what you have harder. In this  case wa would hava worked people 
too hard by deploying them too muohmtt 

I 
I .  

~f ths rhortfall is not addressed, hhen the Navy would bQ faroed to 
dep loy  equadrons more fraquontly, violbtjng the @stabllshmd operationaltampa. 

I 

Thr Navy repeatedly exceeded these qtandards of six-month deployxnmnta 
followed b 18 months of shore duty duriqg the late 1970e and thousandm of 
h i g h l y  s k i  r led personnel left the service, 

I 

- . r f  you atart t u r n i n g  en sir crew around with isem than one year 

5-15-1995 ~merica online: steven~oot page I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
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{ashore-], suddenly  C h i s  ~nvesrment: you've Fade i n  all of these a i r  &-.Jws just.  
walks o u t  the door and now you are in a de;ath s p i r a l , "  Roger Whiteway, 
d i r e c t o r  of taocical t r a i n i n g  and reguiramente for the ~tlantia Float, amid .  

I 

Moreover, the decision to integrate dp to three Marine Corps F/A-18 
erquadxons to hmlp mit igate  the crffeots of $.he ghartfall haa fallen uhort of 
oxgeatations. Thatte because the Marines &re in the proassc of raduaing their 
ov0raJ.1 number of F/A-18 squadrons and muqt still meet separate ovarsaas 
rsquirements, servioe officials said. 

"We still have the aquaclron shortfall even w i t h  the Integration of thra. 
~arine Corps F/A-18  ~guadronm,'~ Vioe Admi Riahard A l l e n ,  aomander of naval 
aviat ion  in t h e  Atlantic Fleet, said. " ~ d  still have a ahartfall out there in 
tha  future. W e  are f i v e  squadrons short ad wa s p e a k . ' '  

whatovrx option is seleated to redregs the a h a r t f a l l ,  there rrmain~ a 
manpower issue, Allen oxplainad. Xn gettipg thc aircraft, the Navy almo will. 
hava to pay the cost of maintaining pilots and maintenanaa gsYeonnml t h a t  may 
have baen retired or e h i f t s d  aleewhore in!tha Navy, 

I 

"You don't juak t u r n  & sp igot  On ~ n d  immadiately get a pilot to go man 8 
sguadronft8 Allan s a i d .  I 

! 

~ooelerating produotion of the impra ed E/F vareion of the Hornet ta 
redreem the shortfall is not a realistic3 gtion, A l l e n  eaid, oincr production 
is already aahrduled f o r  1997 and money i obligated for t h a t .  

M O ~ Q  likely a l t e r n a t i v e &  include kee ing some A-6 and F-14 equadronr in t tha fleet longtar than planned, buying mor F/A-18 C/D airaraft or upgrading 
older F/A-18 A/B airaraf t, Atlantic ~leet! off  i c i a l e  B Q ! ~ .  

" ~ t  aould be conridered aa an op t io  minae tharr  were 60 C / D  a iraraf t  
t aken  out of tho budget last y e a r , "  ~ l l e  

~tlantic Flast o f f i c i a l s  a lso  want tb  ar rese  whether thr ratirmmnt dat. 
for some A-6s might  be moved back to thm !I999 time frame, Whiteway said. 

"Thars may be pol i t lab1 rea6ona for; not  moving the A-6s back to [1994], 
but we want to at laaat ask the question :of what would it oomt to kreg them an 
extra [year or ro]," Whiteway said. i 
copyr ight  1995, A r m y  Tirnms Pub*lahinq ~ o d p a n y .  A 1 1  rights rsserv*d. 

I 

i 
Transrnittodt 95-05-14 20 108: 3 3  EDT 

I 
I 

I 
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Navy Plans F-18 Expansion 
To Counter Strike Shortfall 
By ROBERT H O m  
D d m  NaM Sat7 Wrtter 

WPSHINGTON - Stx kwadrons of U S  brq 
A 4  and F-14 alrcrafL wfll be replaced RM-I 
F/A- 18 fighrm over The nest frve ywrs under 3 

billion plan to ad- a l o o h g  s t l n l m  m 

sb is a plan Ln t-kdmmcnt," Rear Ada 
W"..Vt, dfiC0.0~. of navnl &on, w5d in 

-dewew 'We h o w  we h e  the re- - the ',,, carrim decks tn 1999 and 
~d-mcefi +o be addreswi Horn me 

U P ~ P ~  me Navs -.*lves ~c wncc be- 
3 m - y  requkernent? 

-.. two A 6  

squsdrons would beg.ln the W i d o n  to F/A-18s 
in 1997, and up TO four F-14 ~guadrons could 
also be convered a fly F/A-18s during the same 
period., Navy o f f i d  said. 1t taka on average 
h u t  two y m  U, Wy sNft n aquafiron from 
one cype of .*cr* Uke the A-6, to fly aod main- 

- 1 
t3lll a completely ncw alr-, Navy oMctsls 
sald 

Shcc those ~~ pUob and m a h t a n a n ~ ~  
personnel d f & y  were scheduled to be. deco- 
mi.sioncd by 1997. R is 1rnper;lcive th t  the Navy 
continue tn hmd those squadrons 3s they SU to 
the F/-X..1S air& ~LI avoid nmr w m  shorn 
and me g w e r  exDe!ue of re-forming those 
~tcctdnl C ~ L ? ~ . X J I I . S  ~ I I I  wruh,  &,nm A d .  

See SHORFAU. Pagt? 37 
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WARD AND SR~I'ITH, Y . A .  

'I'liId~COfJIEK COVER MlZh(lOR.ANDUM 

DATE: J u n e  1'3. 1935 

The  information contained i n  this f . ~ c s i a c l c :  ma:.:ssqe is attorney Fr:vileqed arid 
cone icientl.al 1.11format ion l n t e ~ i d e d  o n l . ~  t t e  we of the  individual. . ~ r -  entity named 
helow. if Lhe reader of this messagt? iz r l r t  t:!~t? ..I-~t.ended r e c i p i e n t .  yo-(I arc hrreb-f 
notified thut any d ~ s s e r n i ~ a t l o n ,  d i s t ~ . i n u t . ~ ~ r l  r co~l lsng of this ~ ~ n ~ m l l i l i c a t i o n  is 
wrongful and Inay s ~ ~ b j c c c  you L o  civil 1 l c r b ~ i  i~ y .  : F ,. o u  have received ttlrs con~municatiori 
In error, please  immcdi.ate1.y not i f l r  11s t.y ?el.r?p11:>11~:, and return th& orlgl.nc11 nleusagc? Cn 
us at the b e l o w  address via 1 . J .  S .  P o s t a l  Sarvi.ce Tilank you.  

TO: LC. Col.. J i m  Rrubaker 

ADDRESSEE FXRM: BHAC Commission 

ADDRESSEE CITY AND STATE. Arlington, V i r g i n i a  

ADDRESSEE PHONE: 7 0 3 - 6 3 6 - 0 5 0 4  

ADDRESSER TULECOPIER PNOIJR; 7(:13-696-055(? 

TOTAL PAGES TRANSMXTTED : 3 INCLI'IDLNG COVER MEM~EANJ)~JM 

CLIENT BILE NUMBER: 9 5 - 0 1 9 3 ( A )  

FROM: .I. T r o y  S m i t h ,  J r .  

1 2 0  Wcst 7 i z - t ~  Tower Road 
Post Office Box 0089 
Grcenv.llle, NC 1 7 8 3 5 -  8088 
Tel .  : (919) 3 5 5 - 3 0 3 0  
F a x . .  (919) 7 5 6 - 3 6 8 9  

Suzte 2400 
Two Hanr~ovtr  Sqlxare 
Faye t t t fv i l l e  S t r e e t  Ma.11 
P o s t  Of f i ce  BQX 2091 
Raleigh, NC 27602 -2041 
rn 
1 .  : (919 )  8 3 b -  1 8 0 0  
F a x .  : (919) 836- 1507 

Y, -. 1001 Colleg*? Court 
Post. Off ice Box 367 
New B e r c ,  NC 2 8 5 6 3 - Q 8 6 7  
T e l . :  (919: 6 3 3 - 1 0 0 0  
Fax- : (319) 636-2121 

Fourth Floor 
202 Norch Third Street 
Wilmingcon, NC 2 8 4 0 1 - 4 0 0 2  
T e l .  : (910) 7 6 2 - 5 2 0 0  
Fax, : (910) 7 6 3 - - 0 5 0 3  

t + + + * t t * + + , * + + * + + + * * + * e + * k - ~ c * t * t * * * * * * * * *  

IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE A1 ,L OF TUX PAGES, P1,EASE CALL AS 
SOCFN AS POSSCRL,E AND ASIC FOR 1'lIIP "'I E1,E;COPTER OPERATOR-" 
* * * * + * * * t * * ~ + * i * * f * * * * * * * L k t * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
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STATE OF NORTH CnneLttw 
OFFICE OF THE OOVEONOR 

JAMES 8. HUNT JR. 
GOVERNOR 

MILITARY LIAISON 

Lt. Col. jirn Brubilker 
B RAC Corrllnissinn 
1 700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Jim: 

I rccerved today a copy of Beaufort County Cori~r~lrs>roner Elsa Desroctiers' letter 
on t h e  s~rbject of a proposed new outlylng field for Cherty Point. 

You prnt~ably know that after a thorough study o t  parential sites, the Navy had iden- 
tificd rhree that rnet the criteria. Of those sites, c3ne is  wholly located in 8eaufot-t 
Co~rnty, one site divided by the Beaufc~rt and P,irrjl~co County boundary and the 
third site i s  wholly in eastern Ca~ieret County. 

(Ior~~rnissioner Desrochers is  accurate in repurtrng the opposition of the citizens 
wl-lo a(rended the Ailgust 16, 1994 scoping nleeicng. I was present for that meeting 
and consensus iron.r those present was because they receive liltle of the direct eco- 
nomic:. berwfit f r c ~ r ~ )  Cherry Point that they did not want an outlying field in their 
county. She was apparently confused about the iiun-~ber of plar~es that the scoping 
was based on. I kept my handout and the Navy i~scr-!l 200 as the planning number. 

I alsc) atterxlecf the nleetir-tg held in Patnlico C~1i11ty or1 the site tllat partially fa!ls 
within their boundary. At that meeting, there war. bttth c~pposition and support 
a b c ~ t  equally divided. Pamlico Count)/ docs f,~lf wi1.17i1-1 the economic irripact zone 
ior Chc?rry Point. 

r te  w. JONES SWEET 
RALEIGH. NC 27003-WN1 

RALEIGH. 919 733-5201 
FAX Q 1 QPm-2 1 2 0  

P.O. BOX 895 
NfJv  BERN. NC 28583 

NEW BERN 913/514-4795 
FAX QlQR14-4827 



Lt.  Col. Jim Brubnker 
BRAC Commission 
Page 2 of 2 

The thircl site, in Carteret County, 1s a portion oi (.)pen Grounds Farm. Opcn 
Crouncis is  a 34,000 acre commercial farniirtg operation. 'This site unque?;tionably 
has the niost public support for two reasons. First, Cherry Point's second largest 
econoniic impacr i s  on Ckteret County. Seconcf, the? storni water run-off from this 
farin is  believed by tke folks in eastern Carttwt Cotr;lty to be a major source of the 
problems causing the close of shell fishirlg watcrc; and decline in fish catch. This 
area IS predontinaied by commercial fishing families, who, along with local envi- 
ronmental groups, have publicly stated that an o~~ t l y ing  fieid would be a better 
situation i f  it got that lalid out of agricultural cise. 

You drtd i both kriow that the potentla1 for locatcrg any adtiitional sites for military 
airfields on the past cost i s  challenged bv oirr pc~pulatior! growth and environmentai 
c.onccrns. But I did want you to have the whole picture on what I learned as the 
Navy wcnt throt~gh that process here eastern North Carolina last year. 

C: Governor James 6 .  Hur~t  
Seriator Jesse A. Helms 
Seriator Lauc h Fait.clorIi 
Representative Eva Clayton 
Representative Walter 6. Jones, Jr. 
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Agenda 
Overview of MCAS Cherry Point 
Training Airspace 
BRAC Decisions 1 Recommendations 
What Has Changed? 
COBRA Analysis 
Cherry Point and Oceana 
tconomlc Impact 
Environmental Issues 
Recommendations 



Cherry Point - Overview 

World's Largest MCAS at 1 3,164 acres 
Home of 2nd Marine Aircraft Wing (MAW)(AV8B, EA6, & KC-130) 
Home of Award Winning Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) 
Aerial Port of Embarkation (APOE) 
$400 M in infrastructure spending over last decade 
- 16 New BEQ's over last 7 yrs 
- Opened New Full Service Naval Hospital on October 1, 1994 
- Opened New Sewage Treatment Facility in last 12 months (6mgd 

capacity; 2.1 mgd current use) 
- Opened New Water Treatment Facility in last 12 months (6 rngd 

capacity; 3.5 mgd current use) 
Environmental Award Winner 
Winner of Commander in Chief's award for installation excellence (1 988 



Military Value 

Cherry Point - Training Area and 
Airspace 

rn 

Proximity to Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune 
Proximity to Electronic Warfare Range, Cherry Point 

I Overwhelming majority of Air-to-ground training, for 
both Navy and Marine Corps, is conducted in North 

I Carolina 
Easy access to Air-to-Air ranges off coast of North 
Carolina 





Military Value 

Cherry Point = BRAC '95 
Recommendation (Redirect) 

1 b 

FIA-18s to Oceana, VA - Eight 10 Aircraft Sqdns and 
one 48 Aircraft FRS 
FIA-18s to Beaufort, SC - two 10 aircraft sqdns 
FIA-18s to NAS Atlanta - two 10 aircraft sqdns 
(Reserve) 
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Military Value 

Cherry Point = COBRA Analysis 
1 I 

Family Housing ~ l r  

Cherry Point 2,840 units 

YCI,i.~q; . Bachelor Enlisted Housing 

i9 Includes $42,800,000 for 447 family housing units in 3 
9%; I 

Q 
1, "/ addition to the 2,840 units currently at Cherry Point 

Includes $39.500.000 for BEQs at Cherrv Point 

Capacity is in place for additional personnel at 
Cherry Point 
No BEQ growth is planned for Oceana 9 

m 
I 

* 
Family Housing Market Analysis (HMA) - May 1994 - Naval Facilities Command, Atlantic Divisi 
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.. 
JESSE HELMS 

NORTH CAROLINA 

- - -  

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 10-330 1 

March 13, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Alan: 

The enclosed letter is from Martin Lancaster (currently 
associated with North Carolina Governor Jim Hunt). Perhaps you 
have met Martin; he served in the House for a number of years 
concurrent with your years in the Senate. 

Martin's March 8 letter includes questions which he desires 
to be submitted by you to the Navy relative to the Commission's 
public hearing which was held on March 6. 

~lthough Martin's belated request arrived after the 
deadline, I will genuinely appreciate your assistance in 
obtaining from the Navy an official response to the enclosed 
questions. 

Alan, I do not envy the task you have before you as Chairman 
of this Commission. If there is anything my staff or I can do to 
lend a hand, let me know. 

we miss you in the Senate. 

Sincerefy, 

JESSE HELMS:dn 
cc: The Honorable James B. Hunt 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

flALEIGH 27603-6001 

JAMES 8. HUNT JR. 
GOVERNOR 

March 8, 1995 

The Honotable J&se Helms 
The United States Senate 
403 Dirksc$~cnatc Office Building 
Washmgtan, DC 205 1 0 

Dear Senator Helm: 

At the BRACC hearing on Navy closures and realignments, Senator Alan Dkon 
indicated that he would submit questions for the record to the Navy for members of the 
Congress. Would you please consider asking him to put the following questions to the 
Navy: 

"BRACC 1 993 included an innovative. joint basing of Navy and h4ari.n~ Corps 
aviation assets at Cherry Point Marine Air Station. Prom the very beginning, the 
Navy resisted the basing of one of their wings on a Marine base commanded by a 
Marine general. Consequently, the Secretary of the Navy has mrnmended  that 
t l~e wing be redirected to Oceana Naval Air Station in Virginia Beach. Was the 
Navy's opposition to being based on Marine Air Station the w o n  for this 
change? If we cannot inter-senice Marine and Navy aviation assets when they 
arc of the same service, how can we ever expect to inter-service Navy and Air 
Force aviation assets?' 

Thank you for your considering this request 

With kindest regard, I am 
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Congress of Qe aniteb States  
a i n g t o n ,  a& 20515 

March 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
1700 West Moore Street 
Suite 1425, Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are anticipating your regional hearings with great 
interest. The entire North Carolina delegation hopes that your 
sound judgement will afford representatives of our state an 
opportunity to receive the best hearing possible for the issues 
which concern the citizens of North Carolina, particularly 
eastern North Carolina. 

The Pentagon's BRAC recommendations departed from the 1993 
BRAC Commission conclusions by diverting Cecil Field F/A-I~ 
squadrons from MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Oceana. Though we see a 
clear linkage between these two facilities on this issue, the 
hearing sites for the two are oddly arranged at two different 
locations and times. Oceana is scheduled to use the ~altimore, 
~ d .  hearing on May 4, but Cherry Point is scheduled to use the 
Birmingham, Alabama site on April 4 - -  apparently based on the 
premise that Cherry Point has greater relevance with Cecil Field. 

Mr. Chairman, those of us who represent the people of North 
Carolina in the Congress agree that it makes more sense to have 
the Cherry Point and the Oceana cases presented at the same 
regional hearing on May 4th. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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Therefore, we respectfully request that the commission 
consider changing the hearing venue for Cherry Point from 
Birmingham, Alabama to Baltimore, Maryland on May 4, 1995. We 
strongly believe that this would give us the best chance for a 
fair hearing on a matter of utmost concern to our citizens. 

Sincerely, 

~esse -~elms, U. S. Senate Lauch Faircloth, U.S.Senate 
- 4  

Eva M. Clayton, M.C. ~ a v i u d e r b u r k ,  M . C . 

Walter B. Jones, Jr., M.C. *z4&Y!+ Sue Myrick, M.C. 

- 
Howard Coble, M.C. 

C m R o s e ,  M.C. 

Y 
Fred Heineman, M.C. Cass Ballenger, M.C. 

Charles Taylor, M .)3. Me1 Watt, M.C. 
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EVA M. CLAYTON 
I ST DISTRICT. NORTH CAROLINA 

COMMITTEES 

AGRICULTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEES 

5PFLIAI  TY i ROP5 -\NO NATIJRAL RESOURCES 

t N V I R O N M F N T  HEDIT A N D  RURAL 
DEVELOPVENT 

#oust of #epredentatibe$ 
DEP9HTUENT 'IPEHATIONS AND 

YUTRlTlON 

SMALL BUSINESS 

SUBCOMMITTEES 

JROCUREMENT TAXATION A N D  
YOURISM 

W R A L  CNTERPRISES EXPORTS AND 
-HE ENVIRONMENT 

&BasfJington, Bd: 205 15-3301 

March 2 9 ,  1995  

WASHINGTON OFFICE 
222 CANNON BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 205 15 
(202) 225-3101 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
134 N MAIN STREET 

WARRENTON. NC 27589 
(9 19) 257-4800 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
BRAC Commission 
1700 West Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for your reconsideration to have Cherry Point and the 
Oceana hearing on the same date, May 4, in Baltimore, Maryland. 

However, I am greatly troubled that the 1993 BRAC recommendation 
to relocate the Navy Wing from Cecil Field, Florida to Cherry 
Point Marine Air Station in Havelock, North Carolina has been 
recommended for transfer to Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia. 

I know that the commission is faced with making hard decisions 
that affect thousands of dollars of revenue, as well as, 
thousands of servicemembers and their families. However, it 
concerns me that Cherry Point was once considered a desirable 
location for the relocation and now, seemingly, has been deemed 
an unsatisfactory location. It should be noted that, the Marine 
Corps has already taken steps to implement your previous 
decision. 

Therefore, I respectfully request that the Commission provide a 
written summary, supporting the rationale for such a change. I 
believe the commission made the right choice initially in 
selecting Cherry Point as the destination for the relocation of 
the F/A18 jets. 

Sincerely, 

@* 
Eva M. Clayton u 
Member of Congress 

PRINTED O N  RECYCLED PAPER 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

JAMES 8. HUNT JR. 
GOVERNOR 

April 13, 1995 

MILITARY UAISON 

Mr. S. Alexander Yellin 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

On behalf of Governor Hunt and our delegation, I want t o  convey our thanks for the 
t ime and interest you and LtCol. Brubaker gave our presentation. 

We all appreciate the multitude of complex issues thar you must deal with for every 
installation affected in this round of the closure and realignment process and your- 
attitude gives us a fair opportunity t o  make, again, the case for Marine Corps Air 
Station Cherry Point. That is all w e  can ask. 

Over the coming weeks, we will endeavor to make additional submissions as clear 
and concise as possible, and hope only for the same fair hearing as you gave us 
today. 

11 8 W. JONES STREET 
RALEIGH, NC 27603-8001 

RALEIGH. 919 733-5201 
FAX 919.R33-2:20 

P.O. B3X 985 
NEW BERN. NC 28563 

NEW BERN 9191514-4705 
=- $! io lK:L.wF-  
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.United States Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 10-3305 

The Honcrablz Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
3ase Xealignment and Closur? 
Commission 
1700 Xcrth Moore Street 
Suite i425 
Arlington, Virginia 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

AS you know, your staff was recently briefed regarding our 
desire to change the relocation of F-18 squadrons from Cecil 
Field NAS to Oceana NAS to the original 1993 BRAC mandated move 
to Cherry Point NAS, N.C. One of the major issues according to 
the Department of the Navy, was the Military construction cost 
avoidance associated with the move to Oceana. Our briefing 
provided a compelling argument why these figures do not reflect 
true costs. In considering the F-18 basing options at MCAS 
Cherry point and NAS Oceana there appear to be two completely 
different calculations made. At Cherry Point, all military 
construction (Milcon) was planned to strict P-80 standards and 
little effort was made to look at the lowest cost option. In the 
case of Oceana the opposite approach was taken. Squadrons are 
being matched to existing facilities with little regard to P-80 
standards. 

Why is Cherry Point not being evaluated in the same manner? 
In the past, the Marine Corps Housed two squadrons in hangers 
1700 and 1701. Because they do not quite meet P-80 standards, 
the Navy plans only to place one F-18 squadron in each facility. 
By making this one exception to P-80 standards and contiriuing 
with current plans, 7 F-19 squadrons can bed down in the existing 
west area. 

The two remaining Squadrons, a Fleet Replacement Squadron 
(FRS) and a tactical Squadron along with the AIMD can be 
accommodated through Milcon in the West area with significant 
cost savings. By placing all the F-18 squadrons and their 
associated support in the existing industrial plant and by not 
moving to an undeveloped area, much of the cost associated with 
utilities, parking aprons and taxiways can be avoided. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



April 21, 1995 
Page Two 

Because of these issues, I believe an "apples to applesn 
comparison is in order and I request that the same basing 
principles that were applied to NAS Oceana be applied to MCAS 
Cherry Point. I would also request the Department of the Navy 
provide the least cost bed down option at Cherry Point. 

I look forward to your response and an opportunity to talk 
with ycu about this issue. Your response before the Baltimore 

aciated. Regional Hearing would be greatly appr- 

I Sincerely, 

Lauch Faircloth 
United States Senator 





I 

qYO33 q -1 6 J t Jk\ 
EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

OFFICE OF 'IIIE CHMRMAN COMMISSION MEMBERS 

CHADRMAN DIXON 

STAFF DIRECTOR 

- - 

COMMlSSIONER ROBLES - 
DlR.ICONGRESSIONAL LIABON 0) COMMLSSIONER SEELE - 

I 
DIItlCOIMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 

COMMISSIONER COX 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

MILlTARY EXECUTIVE 

! 

COMMISSIONER DAMS 

COMMISSIONER KLLNG 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA 

- - 

EXECWlW SJXRJ3TARIAT 
_ -... 

DIRJXTOR OF AD-TION 

~ A R M Y I U D E R  

NAVY TEAM LEADER 

AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

I 



House of Representatives 

State Legislative Building 

Raleigh, NC 27601-1096 

April 28, 1995 
REPRESENTATIVE JOHN M. NICHOLS 
3rd District - Craven, Pamlico Counties 

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

Re: Planning Capacity Around Cheny Point MCAS, N.C. 

Dear Mr. Dixon 

PO. Box 15268 
New Bern, North Carolina 28561 

A copy of a letter from Bill Broom of the Consewation Council of N.C. dated April 13, 
1995 has just reached my desk. I've seen and heard desperate people say and do foolish 
things, but Mr. Broom's letter is a total falsehood. House Bill 597 is a piece of 
legislation opposed by environmentalist who believe that taking control of someone's 
property without providing restitution is perfectly all right - so long as it is not THEIR 
property. The "takings" by government is disallowed by the Fifth Amendment to our 
Constitution. For the first 135 years, our Country followed our Constitution and forbade 
such "takings". For the last 70 years, however, we have reversed course and allowed 
special interests to "take" property through regulations. 

House Bill 597, when passed, will facilitate, not impede development of private property, 
thereby allowing expansion of our economic base in order to facilitate the anticipated 
arrival of the F/A-18's at Cherry Point. This legislation is very similar to a bill passed by 
the U.S. House of Representatives which prohibits the Federal Government from such 
"takings" without compensation to land owners. The nay-sayers are out in force against 
that bill, and they have become dssperate. 

Mr. Broom is a desperate man who is grabbing at straws in an attempt to continue the 
environmental "taking" of any property these people wish to steal from private land 
owners. Additionally, Mr. Broom has not seen the current version of H.B. 597, and 
therefore has NO idea of its contents. As I said, environmentalist have been slowed ever 
so slightly by the election of a new Republican majority in Washington and in the N.C. 
House. He would rather see Navy jets diverted to another area which, by the way, has 
more than its share of environmental problems,( i.e. water shortage, air quality problems, 
limited sewer, wetlands problems more severe than in Eastern N.C., and over crowding) 
than yield to environmentally concerned citizens who believe in private property rights. 

Not Printed at Taxpayers' Expense 



If you desire to discuss this matter and learn the truth, rather than hear the ravings of 
someone so hell-bent on winning than telling the truth, I will be happy to discuss the 
matter with you further. I am disappointed in Mr. Broom, as I used to believe that he 
was an honest adversary. Now, as least, I know the truth. 

Very truly yours, 

v 
John M. Nichols 

cc: The Honorable Jim Hunt 
The Honorable Walter Jones, Jr. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

RALEIGH 27603-8001 

JAMES 6. HUNT JR. 
GOVERNOR 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, BIL4C Commission 
1700 West Moore Street, Suite 1525 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Alan: 

May 17,1995 

Thank you for agreeing to meet with Senator Sanford to discuss the DOD proposed 
redirection of the F-18 aircraft to Oceana from Cherry Point. We were sorry that, you were unable to 
attend the hearing in Baltimore and I hope that my schedule allows me to meet with you. I 
appreciate your willingness to review this letter prior to the meeting with Senator Sanford that I 
hope also to attend. 

We have four basic concerns: 

Our threshold concern is whether the current Navy recommendation, coming just a year after 
the '93 Commission findings and decision, is based on the BRAC criteria or on an unrelated 
NavyIDOD agenda. Our State Delegation has not attempted any such tactics, and we will 
vigorously oppose any who do. We know that you fully agree with us on this matter. 

Our second concern is the actual comparison (and the disparity reflected thereby) between 
the military value determinations and cost avoidance figures of the 1993 Commission decision and 
the 1995 Navy/DOD recommendation to your Commission. Our briefing book addresses this in 
detail. The 1995 disparity in cost avoidance is best summarized by revisiting the question we 
presented to the Commission in Baltimore: How does a $385,000,000 "flip flop" in costs occur 
between the 1993 decision and the 1995 recommendation? 

This question about the numbers presented by DOD in 1995 is responsible for our request 
that the COBRA data be rerun by your staff and that your Commission and its staff conduct a 
thorough capacity analysis of Cherry Point, including a visit to the facility. As you know, your staff 
recently visited Oceana for that specific purpose, and we believe that the information we presented 
in Baltimore makes a visit to Cherry Point a necessary and critical element of the current capacity 
analysis. 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
May 16,1995 
Page 2 

Third, there is the issue of basic fairness. Virtually all of the air-to-ground training for Navy 
and Marine aircraft based in Virginia and North Carolina is conducted in and over North Carolina, 
and a large portion of our coastal area is committed to military training routes and restricted air 
space. Our citizens receive the noise and the related negative environmental effects of aircraft based 
at Oceana and Cherry Point and it seems only fair that our affected communities should receive the 
economic benefit of having the F-18's based at Cherry Point. This question of fairness was 
recognized by President Kennedy in his commitments on this issue to then Governor Sanford in the 
early 1960's and Governor Sanford's efforts to secure the bombing rights were based on his sense of 
fairness to the military stationed in North Carolina. 

Fourth, there is the credibility and the integrity of the entire BRAC process. The 1993 
Commission specifically considered Oceana as the site for the F-1 S's, and on detailed reasoning and 
findings, rejected it in favor of Cherry Point. Following the 1993 Commission decision, the local 
communities started construction of schools, medical facilities and utilities. The private sector in 
the area has invested in new housing and service industries in preparation for the relocation of the 
airplanes. The current DOD recommendation, formulated by the Navy on unsupported grounds and 
highly questionable numbers just one year after the 1993 Commission decision, challenges the 
credibility and integrity of the BRAC process. 

Thank you again for your willingness to consider our concerns. 

My warmest personal regards. 

cc: The Honorable Terry Sanford 
Sam Poole 
Troy Smith 
A1 Bell 
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Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
1700 West Moore Street, Suite 1525 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SPARTANBURG OFFICE 
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101 WEST ST JOHN STREET 

POST OFFICE BOX 5137 
SPARTANBURG. SC 29304 

TELEPHONE 8031542.1300 
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Dear Al: 

I attach my greetings to Governor Hunt's letter to you about the retention of the Navy 
and Marine aircraft now established in North Carolina. 

I would like very much to see you and discuss this with you when you are in 
Washington, and we will coordinate with your office in trying to find a time suitable to you. 

With best wishes always, 

Sincerely, 

McNA? & 

RAL : 13828 
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Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
1700 N o r t h  M o o r e  Street 
suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am sorry you were unable to attend the BRAC in Baltimore last 
Thursday. I indicated in my comments that I am troubled by what 
appears to be an attempt by the Navy and DOD to avoid compliance 
with both the letter and spirit of the BRAC law and process. 

It is clear from reading the 1993 BRAC Commission decision that 
siting the F-18 aircraft at Cherry Point was based on realistic 
costs and military value assessments that directly compared 
Oceana and Cherry Point. After having attended the Commission 
hearing in ~altimore last Thursday, it could not be clearer to 
me that neither the Virginia politicians nor the Navy ever 
intended to honor the decision of 1993 BRAC Commission. 

I understand money, and I understand politics. A lot of money 
has been spent to see that the 1993 BRAC decision siting the 
F-18 aircraft at Cherry Point doesn't happen. It doesn't matter 
that the BRAC decision in 1993 was well founded nor that 25 
million Dollars has been spent by the government since that 
decision in preparation for the arrival of the planes at Cherry 
Point. Political interests --- civilian and Navy --- are trying 
to end-run the 1995 BRAC ~om~ission and the law. Unless you and 
the other members of the commission stop it here, an injustice 
to the people of North Carolina damage to the long-term best 
interests of our military forces will be perpetrated. 

If this letter sounds angry, it is because I am angry. The 
integrity of the BRAC process is i:i danger of being breachet by 
self-interest without regard to the spirit of the law nor 
consideration for the process as it was intended. 



I trust that you and the other members of the Commission, after 
an objective review, will serve appropriate notice that politics 
has no place in the BRAC process and that you will uphold the 
1993 BRAC determination to site the F-18 aircraft at Cherry 
Point Marine Corps Air Station. 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 

John M. Nichols 
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WUL'H FAIRCLOTH 
NORTH CAROLINA 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 
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May 18, 1995 .&qs,p ??. ... - ..-. .. 
<: . . %G5&-\3 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia, 22209 

Dear Alan : 

Jesse and I were disappointed that we did not get to visit 
with you at the BRAC hearings in Baltimore last week. I know 
that your schedule does not allow you to attend each session, but 
I am particularly anxious for you to become aware of the concerns 
that all of us in the North Carolina Delegation have regarding 
the Cherry Point-Oceana issue. Although all communities faced 
with closure, realignment, or redirection will present cases 
which they believe to be meritorious, our concerns primarily 
focus on'the merits of fairness. 

. The 1993 BRAC deliberations specifically included the 
consideration of whether the F-18 aircraft at Cecil Field will be 
redirected to Cherry Point or Oceana. On the basis of an 
objective evaluation of military value and economic issues, 
Cherry Point was selected as the site for the majority of these 
airplanes. 

Although many factors were considered, the cost associated 
with directing these airplanes to each of the bases in question 
was considered in great detail. The DOD recommendation to your 
Commission presented a ~taggering change in the comparative cost 
figures amounting to approximately $385,000,000. Since the 
publication of the 1995 recommendation, and the revised cost 
figures associated with the recommendation, we have struggled 
without success to find a logical basis which would account for 
the disparity in the 1993 and 1995 numbers. A great deal of 
money has been spent in the local community in anticipation of 
receiving the airplanes and the related personnel, and these 
communities are entitled to understand what happened, if 
anything, between 1993 and 1995. Unfortunately, I have not been 
able to help them understand, because I do not understand. If 
there is a Navy or DOD agenda other than one based on the BRAC 
criteria, I think it needs to see the light of day. 
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The 1995 process has not yet included a visit to our base at 
Cherry Point. I understand that capacity considerations must be 
a factor in your evaluation of each base. and I am aware that a 
staff team was sent to Oceana for the purpose of assessing 
capacity. Again, returning to the concept of simple fairness. I 
believe Cherry Point is entitled to a similar visit. and I 
believe it would be of benefit to your Commission as well. As 
was made clear in our presentation, it does not appear that the 
same standards were applied to Cherry Point and Oceana when they 
were evaluated for the purpose of the 1995 recommendation. If 
your staff visits Oceana and does not visit Cherry Point, it will 
appear to be a situation involving different rules for each of 
the bases. 

Jesse and I have discussed this issue, and as we do on most 
occasions. we have fallen back on plain common sense. The 1993 
decision made sense. but we cannot conclude that the same is true 
of the 1995 recommendation. 

I know you share our wish for a process which is fair, 
objective, and lends itself to some level of certainty. Fairness 
and objectivity will produce a decision that has an acceptable 
level of certainty, because it will be supportable. Anything 
else will fall short of the goal S-know that you have set for 
this year's commission activity. 

Thank you for considering my concerns. I look forward to 
talking with you further about the possibility of a visit by 
members of your staff to Cherry Point. 

Warmest Personal Regards, 

Lauch Faircloth 
United States Senator 

LF : msc 
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JESSE HELMS 
NtMiTli CAR'% INC 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
BRAC Chairman 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlinbaon, VA 22209 

WASHINL l UN, DC 205 10-330 1 

May 23, 1995 

Dear Alan: 

While I regretted not seeing you at the May 4 BRAC regional hearing in Baltimore, all 
of us apprcciatcd the cordial reception given us by Acting Chairman Cox, et a1 The 
commission's accommodating our North Carolina delegation by permitting us to appear in 
Baltimore instead of Birmingham was vety helpful. 

In my statement, 1 stressed my opinion that the 1993 BRAC determination to relocate the 
F/A- 18s at Cecil Field in Florida to Cherry IJoint was the correct decision. That decision was 
based on military assessments and obvious economic aspects that have not changed since 1993. 

The Defense Department's recommetldntion that the RRAC 1993 decision be discarded 
and instead, that the FJA-18s he relocated to Oceana. Virginia. appears to me to be a classic case 
of the tail wagging the dog -- where the Navy and DOD reached a conclusion (namely that 
Oceana, a Naval base, should receive the platie~)~ and then set out to develop criteria to justif) it. 

I am confident that the independent review by your con~mission will conclude that 
Oceana's selection was based on political factors of inlerst~.vicc rival~y and a desperate effort to 
justify Oceana's continued existence, rathcr than the objective criteria advanced by the 1993 
Dase Closurc commission. 

The approximately $385 million discrepancy between BRAC 93's estimate of the cost of 
basing the planes at Cherry Point and the estimate by DOD is suspect. if for no othcr reason than 
the fact that the DOD analysis, followed so closely the original BRAC decision. To at-rive at the 
later figures, the DOD analysis prenrmes either (1)  that the original base c1osur.c commission did 
not know what they were doing, or (2) tha t  the criteria were changed 

Rep. Owen Pickett of Virginia's Second District, in which Oceana lies, said it bcst: 
"[w]hen the military wants to do something and it i s  expensive, they underestimate the cost, and 
when they don't want to do something, they overestimate the cost." 

Sincc base capacity is a significant issue in your decision, and members of  you^ stan 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
May 23,1995 
Page Two 

have already visited Oceana to analyze its capacity, 1 suggest a visit to Cherry Point so that the 
two facilities can be fairly evaluated with firsthand knowledge. All of us in the North Car~lina 
delegation will be happy to work with you and your sraff to arrange such a visit 

Alan, my conccrn about this mntter goes beyond mere parochid interest; I a1n persuaded 
that both the security of our nation and fair play dictate that the Cecil Field F/A- 18s bc directed 
to Cherry Point. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, + 
JESSE HELMS:dw 
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\ May 26, 1995 

Let .  Col. Jim Brubaker 
HKAC Comrriission 
1 700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlinkqon, Virgma 22209 

Dear Sir: 

I writing regarding the upcoming BRAC decision for a base for the  
i 60 nu'litary jets f?om Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida. 

You have heard a great deal &om North Carolinians, and especially 
from political representatives, pushing for Cheny Point to be the chosen base. 
I want to be sure you know that there is another side to  this issr~e that may not 
have been mentioned. 

I am a Beaufort County commissioner. On August 16, 1994, a public 
hearing was held in the ~ead61-t  County Courthouse with military 
representatives. Mr. Jim Haluska, Commander, Atlantic Division, Naval 
Facilities Enpeering Command, Norfolk, Virginia, was the chief military 
spokesman. At issue were the proposed outlying landing fields necessary for 
landing and takeoff practice for the 160 m i l i t q  jets. TWO of the three 
proposed sites for these OLF are located in Beaufort County. Not one 
citizen in the crowded courtroom, nor one county commissioner, spoke in 
favor of the l a n b g  fields being located i r l  Reaufon Cow~ty 

BEAUFORT C O W  COURTHOUSE 
112 W 2nd Street P 0 Box 1027 Washington. North Carolin0 27889 Phone (9 13) 946-0079 or '946-772 1 



Tile chicf cor~ccrns about the OLF are as follows 

1 .  Safetv: Both of the proposed landing fields are in close proximity to 
towns, farm communities, schools and churclles. Each jet will pass over 
tilous,mds of people on every flight. These will be training flights, and 
mistakes, nnd crashes, do occur. 

2 Number of Jets: At the public hearing 011 August 16, 1994, 1 asked how 
Inany jets were expected to use the proposed outly~ng landing field. The 
answer was 52,000 per year, or 1,000 per week. This means that, on 
average, one jet every 10 minutes, day and night, every day of the year, 
fly over Beaufort County. 

3. Altitude and Noise: To practice landmgs and takeoffs, the jets will have 
to be flying at low altitudes. The noise produced by the current training 
f l ights crossing Beaufort County is extreme. Any increase in noise levels 
wot~ld be highly detrimental. 

4 .  Economic Impact: Basing the 160 jets at Cherry Point and building an 
outlying landing field in Beaufort County would spell economic disaster for 
ow- arc;.- Losing 4,000+ acres from the tax books would hurt our modest 
county revenues, and surrounding property values would also drop. Even 
greater josses would be felt through the disruption of jivestock and catfish 
farming, through the elimination or severe curtailment of crop dustirig. 
through the restrictions placed upon small planes, both commercial and 
pleasure. through the disruption of wildlife, and through the negative i~npacl 
on towism and the fledgling eco-tourism trade in this area. 

&environmental irnpa~t statement was to be issued regarding the 
OLF. No such document has ever .ken distributed. 

In September, 1994, the Beaufort County Board of Cornrnissioners 
unanimously endorsed a resolution of opposition to the OLF being located in 
Beaufon County, and sent if to the appropriate military personnel, to 
Govenlor Hunt, to Senators Helms and Faircloth, and to Representatives 
Clayton and Lancaster. The resolt~tion was sent again this spring to 
Representatives Clayton (uld Jones. 



Please know that thcre is a signiticant dowri side to the jets being scrit 
to C l le r~y  Point. Tlic citizeris of Bcaufort Cou~lty strot~gly oppose t l ic 
loca t io~~ of' any otlllylt~g landing fields in our  cot~~ity. 

Sincerely, 

Elsa Desrochers 
Beaufort County Cornrnissioner 

Governor James B. H u t  
Senator Jesse A. Helms 

Senator Lauch Faircloth 
Representative Eva Clayton 
Representative Walter B. Jones, Jr. 
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Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
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CHAIRMAN 
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VICE CHAIRMAN 

TRANSPORTATION 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

AGRICULTURE 
MARINE RESOURCES AND WILDLIFE 
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CHILDREN ANDHUMAN RESOURCES 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES 
RULES AND OPERATION OF SENATE 

May 26, 1995 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to follow-up on the comments that I made at the 
Commission Hearing in Baltimore on May 4, 1995. 

The 1993 Base Closure Realignment C om mission, following 
detailed study and based upon stated reasoning, ordered that 
the F-18 Hornet aircraft be relocated from Cecil Field to 
Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station. That decision was 
accepted by both the President and the Congress. since that 
decision, citizens and taxpayers of the Cherry Point region 
have passed school bond referenda, constructed schools, 
medical facilities and utilities. The private sector has 
invested millions of dollars in new housing and service 
industries. The local communities have made every sacrifice 
and investment indicated in preparation for relocation of the 
airplanes and the related personnel and their facilities. 

Notwithstanding the 1993 Commission decision and its 
acceptance by the Congress and the president, just eighteen 
months later on highly questionable rationale, the Navy and 
the Department of Defense is attempting to overrule the 1993 
decision and redirect the Hornets to Oceana. If Commission 
decisions can be so casually reversed, the entire BRAC process 
loses credibility, and local communities and their citizens 
are unfairly penalized. 

I submit that there must be certainty and predictability in 
the BRAC process -- otherwise, both the integrity and the 
credibility of the BRAC process is destroyed, the public is 

Not printed or mailed at taxpayers expense 



penalized for relying upon decisions of the  omm mission and, 
perhaps most important, our military is disadvantaged during 
this critical sizingw process by the injection of 
political interests into the process. 

The North Carolina representatives sincerely appreciate the 
opportunity to have appeared before your ~o~nmission in 
Baltimore and we trust that you will determine to uphold the 
integrity of the 1993 decision. 

Yours very trul 

T L & L ? ! ? ~ ~ ~ g ,  
4 

Beverly M. P&-&de 

e$ prjnted on recycled paper 
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
NORTH CAROLINA 

United States %;enate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 

June 8, 1995 

Carol M. Browner 
Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M. Street S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

RE: Applicability of Clean Air Act Conformity Requirements 
to Proposed BRAC Decision to Redirect F/A-18 Squadrons 
from MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Oceana 

Dear Administrator Browner: 

The purpose of this letter is to raise a matter of considerable 
urgency. Under the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 10 
U.S.C. 2687, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission ("BRAC 
Commissionn) is required to make recommendations to the President 
by July 1, 1995, regarding the closure and realignment of 
military installations, equipment and personnel in accordance 
with the Force Structure Plan. As you may know, the 1993 BRAC 
process resulted in a decision to close Cecil Field in Florida. 
Among the actions now being considered. by the 1995 BRAC 
Commission is a recommendation by the Department of Defense to 
redirect several ~ / ~ - 1 8  Navy squadrons based at Cecil Field from 
MCAS Cherry Point in North Carolina to NAS Oceana in Virginia. 

It is of great concern that the air quality impact of the 
proposed DOD "redirectu to NAS Oceana raises a significant issue 
under express BRA!C._~rnmissian selection criteria and Clean A i r  
Act general coneornti-ty-requirements which has not been adequately 
addressed. 

The Navy concedes that, at the present time, essentially no air 
quality impact analysis has been performed for this proposed 
~gdkadt -  - -Thg-ka-the posit ion that any con£ ormity 
analysis is premature until operational commanders determine the 
times and dates of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, after 
the 1995 BRAC Closure recommendations have become law. 

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act mandates that any Federal 
agency which approves an action affecting air quality undertake 
such an analysis. I understand the question of military 
operations was considered in developing the general conformity 
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Carol M. Browner 
June 8, 1995 
page 2 

rule, and that an exemption for routine movements of ships and 
aircraft when no new support facilities or personnel are required 
was added to the final rule. I am advised that the BRAC process 
is not expressly exempt. 

My concern over the apparent disregard of this requirement is 
heightened by existing air quality conditions of the proposed NAS 
Oceana receiving area. The Hampton Roads area, which includes 
NAS Oceana, is presently classified as nonattainment for ozone. 
Your agency is in the process of reclassifying the area from 
marginal to moderate due to the failure of the Hampton Roads area 

t i  t p 4 -  h -  7 - - -  - - o n .  . . - 7  - 
LC -us-l d L I u ~ l b  = L a I I d a L u  uy ~wvt3111UeL 15, I Y Y ~ ,  as reqLirea ~y 

the Clean Air Act. Under Section 181 (b) ( 2 )  of the Act, by 
operation of law the Hampton Roads area must be reclassified as a 
moderate ozone nonattainment area. Given the nondiscretionary 
nature of such a reclassification, the area should be treated as 
a moderate nonattainment area for the purposes of any BRAC 
decision. 

The combined impacts of the proposed NAS Oceana redirect, coupled 
with the expected growth surges associated with completion of the 
Lake Gaston pipeline water project, likely would worsen an 
already significant air quality problem. To my knowledge, the 
combined air quality impacts of these major developments have not 
been analyzed by any state or federal agency. 

Unlike NAS Oceana, MCAS Cherry Point does not suffer from any 
nonattainment conditions and does not present significant Clean 
Air Act conformity problems in connection with assimilation of 
the Cecil Field F/A-18 squadrons. 

I would like to know EPA1s interpretation of the general 
conformity requirements as applied to 1995 BRAC decisions. Is a 
conf_ornity determination or conformity analysis required prior to 
a BRAC decision? - -Given the timing of the BRAC Commission's 
action, a response to my urgent concerns at your earliest 
convenience prior to June 21, 1995, would be appreciated. Please 
direct your response to Sean Callinicos, telephone number 202- 
224-3783, the staff director of the Senate Subcommittee on Clean 
Air-Jr-_Property, and Nuclear Safety, which L 
chair. dz.w 

' Lauch Faircloth 

cc : Honorable Alan J. ~ixon,/ 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
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JAMES 0. HUNT JR. 
GOVERNOR 

Mr. A1 Cornella 
The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 West Moore Street, Suite 1525 
Arlington, VA 22209 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

RALEIGH 27603-8001 

June 9, 1995 

Dear Mr. Cornella: 

We appreciate the opportunity afforded North Carolina to address the Commission at the 
Regional Hearing in Baltimore with regard to the DOD proposed redirection of Navy F-18 aircraft 
to NAS Oceana fiom MCAS Cheny Point. Subsequent to that hearing, we have continued our 
review of the situation and the issues that we raised remained unresolved. 

We have four basic concerns: 

Our threshold concern is whether the current Navy recommendation, coming just a year after 
the 1993 Commission findings and decision, is based on the BRAC criteria or on a .  unrelated 
Navy/DOD agenda. Frankly, the information that we have been able to obtain since the Baltimore 
Regional Hearing points toward an internal Navy objective encouraged by geographical political 
considerations. 

Our second concern is the actual comparison (and the disparity reflected thereby) between 
the military value determinations and cost avoidance figures of the 1993 Commission decision and 
the 1995 NavyDOD recommendation to your Commission. Our briefing book addresses this in 
detail. The 1995 disparity in cost avoidance is best summarized by revisiting the question we 
presented to the Commission in Baltimore: How does a $385,000,000 "flip flop" in costs occur 
between the 1993 decision and the 1995 recommendation? 

This question about the numbers presented by DOD in 1995 is responsible for our request 
that the COBRA data be rerun by your staff and that your Commission and its staff conduct a 
thorough capacity analysis of Cherry Point. We appreciate the Commission agreeing to this request 
and the stafY visit to Cherry Point last week. We are confident that your analysis will confirm the 
questions we raised in Baltimore. 
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Third, there is the issue of basic fairness. Virtually all of the air-to-ground training for Navy 
and Marine aircraft based in Virginia and North Carolina is conducted in and over North Carolina, 
and a large portion of our coastal area is committed to military training routes and restricted air 
space. Our citizens receive the noise and the related negative environmental effects of aircraft based 
at Oceana and Cherry Point and it seems only fair that our affected communities should receive the 
economic benefit of having the F-18's based at Cherry Point. This question of fairness was 
recognized by President Kennedy in his commitments on this issue to then Governor Sanford in the 
early 1960's and Governor Sanford's efforts to secure the bombing rights were based on his sense of 
fairness to the military stationed in North Carolina. 

Fourth, there is the credibility and the integrity of the entire BRAC process. The 1993 
Commission specifically considered Oceana as the site for the F-18's, and on detailed reasoning and 
findings, rejected it in favor of Cherry Point. Following the 1993 Commission decision, the local 
communities started construction of schools, medical facilities and utilities. The private sector in 
the area has invested in new housing and service industries in preparation for the relocation of the 
airplanes. The current DOD recommendation, formulated by the Navy on unsupported grounds and 
highly questionable numbers just one year after the 1993 Commission decision, challenges the 
credibility and integrity of the BRAC process. 

Thank you again for your willingness to consider our concerns. 

My warmest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
, NORTH CAROLINA 

United State5 Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 

June 13, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairrnan, BRAC Commission 
1700 West Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: Adequacy of Air Quality Impacts Analysis re Proposed Redirect F/A-18's from 
MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Ocean 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am very concerned about the adequacy of the BRAC Commission's analysis of air 
quality impacts regarding the proposed redirect of the Navy FIA-18 squadrons from MCAS 
Cherry Point to NAS Oceana. I am convinced that a thorough analysis by the Commission of 
air quality impacts would lead to the conclusion that air quality conditions in the Hampton 
Roads area pose a significant constraint to relocating the squadrons to NAS Oceana. 

The Navy concedes that it essentially has done no analysis of potential air quality 
impacts associated with the 1995 recommended redirect to NAS Oceana. No year-by-year 
analysis has been done to determine the magnitude of emissions in any given year, and the 
Navy concedes that there have been no discussions with federal, state or local officials to 
determine whether, and how, the Navy's present plans can be accommodated within state 
strategies without hrther endangering air quality in the Hampton Roads area. 

As you may know, the Hampton Roads area is presently classified as an ozone 
nonattainment area. The area has registered several violations of the national ozone standard 

--7-..- 

in recent years. The&yironmenial Prote?@-n Agency is in the process of "bumping up" the 
nonat?ainm'-nt -- - classification . -- of the Hampton Roads area to the more serious "moderate" 
category due to a failure to achieve the national ozone standard by Novembe~ 15, 1993, as 
required by the Clean Air Act. Under the law, EPA must take this action. However, a last 1 

minute appeal by state and local officials has forestalled this required stiffening of air qualiq 
enforcement measures. 
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In a May 19, 1995 letter to you from Charles P. Nemfakos, the Navy points to a 
possibly accelerated phase-out of A-6 and F-14 aircrafts over the next five years as mitigating 
the air quality impacts of the proposed new FIA-18 squadrons at NAS Oceana. However, as 
indicated by a May 22, 1995 Navy Times article (copy attached), the retirement date for Navy 
A-6's and F-14's may be pushed back. As this article illustrates, there is no certainty as to 
what planes may be leaving Oceana, or when. What is certain, however, is that redirecting 
Cecil Field FIA-18 squadrons to Oceana would have a significant, negative impact on what 
already is an unacceptable air quality situation. 

Ample evidence exists to indicate that air quality is a significant issue regarding the 
Commission's decision. On the one hand, NAS Oceana presents significant air quality issues 
to poor local air quality conditions in the Harnpton Roads area. On the other hand, MCAS 
Cherry Point does have any nonattainment air quality conditions and does not present 
any Clean Air Act problems in connection with receiving the Cecil Field FIA-18's. The 
bottom line is that the Navy has failed to provide the Commission with adequate air quality 
impact information to support its recommended redirect to NAS Oceana. More importantly, 
all available information confirms that MCAS Cherry Point is superior to NAS Oceana on 
this significant issue. 

As discussed in my recent correspondence to EPA Administrator Browner (copy 
attached), the Commission itself may be required by the Clean Air Act to make a conformity 
determination regarding potential air quality impacts. Beyond that, the Commission clearly is 
obligated under its own enabling law to analyze and give due regard to all environmental 
impacts, including air quality impacts, in developing its final recommendations to the 
President. I am concerned that the inadequate analysis conducted to date has masked the true 
air quality problems posed by the proposed NAS Oceana "redirect". 

I strongly urge the Commission to weigh each option carefully in terms of potential air 
quality impacts. I trust that the Commission will recognize that MCAS Cherry Point offers a 
distinct advantage over NAS Oceana in this regard. This is just one among several important 
reasons why the Commission should reject the 1995 DOD recommendation and affirm the 
1993 BRAC Commission to assign the Cecil Field FIA-18 squadrons to MCAS Cherry Point. 

/ Lauch   air cloth 

cc: Mr. Charles Smith 
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
NORTH CAROLINA 

United Stato Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 

June 8, 1995 

Carol M. Browner 
Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M. Street S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

RE: Applicability of Clean Air Act Conformity Requirements 
to Proposed BRAC Decision to Redirect F/A-18 Squadrons 
from MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Oceana 

Dear Administrator Browner: 

The purpose of this letter is to raise a matter of considerable 
urgency. Under the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 10 
U.S.C. 2687, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission ("BRAC 
Commission") is required to make recommendations to the President 
by July 1, 1995, regarding the closure and realignment of 
military installations, equipment and personnel in accordance 
with the Force Structure Plan. As you may know, the 1993 BRAC 
process resulted in a decision to close Cecil Field in Florida. 
Among the actions now being considered by the 1995 BRAC 
Commission is a recommendation by the Department of Defense to 
redirect several F/A-18 Navy squadrons based at Cecil Field from 
MCAS Cherry Point in North Carolina to NAS Oceana in Virginia. 

It is of great concern that the air quality impact of the 
proposed DOD "redirect" to NAS Oceana raises a significant issue 
under express BRAC Commission selection criteria and Clean ~ i r  
Act general conformity requirements which has not been adequately 
addressed. 

The Navy concedes that, at the present time, essentially no air 
quality impact analysis has been performed for this proposed 
redirect. The Navy has taken the position that any conformity 
analysis is premature until operational commanders determine the 
times and dates of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, after 
the 1995 BRAC Closure recommendations have become law. 

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act mandates that any Federal 
agency which approves an action affecting air quality undertake 
such an analysis. I understand the question of military 
operations was considered in developing the general conformity 
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rule, and that an exemption for routine movements of ships and 
aircraft when no new support facilities or personnel are required 
was added to the final rule. I am advised that the BRAC process 
is not expressly exempt. 

My concern over the apparent disregard of this requirement is 
heightened by existing air quality conditions of the proposed NAS 
Oceana receiving area. The Hampton Roads area, which includes 
NAS Oceana, is presently,classified as nonattainment for ozone. 
Your agency is in the process of reclassifying the area from 
marginal to moderate due to the failure of the Hampton Roads area 
to attain the ozone standard by November 15, 1993, as required by 
the Clean Air Act. Under Section 181 (b) ( 2 )  of the Act, by 
operation of law the Hampton Roads area must be reclassified as a 
moderate ozone nonattainment area. Given the nondiscretionary 
nature of such a reclassification, the area should be treated as 
a moderate nonattainment area for the purposes of any BRAC 
decision. 

The combined impacts of the proposed NAS Oceana redirect, coupled 
with the expected growth surges associated with completion of the 
Lake Gaston pipeline water project, likely would worsen an 
already significant air quality problem. To my knowledge, the 
combined air quality impacts of these major developments have not 
been analyzed by any state or federal agency. 

Unlike NAS Oceana, MCAS Cherry Point does not suffer from any 
nonattainment conditions and does not present significant Clean 
Air Act conformity problems in connection with assimilation of 
the Cecil Field F/A-18 squadrons. 

I would like to know EPArs interpretation of the general 
conformity requirements as applied to 1995 BRAC decisions. Is a 
conformity determination or conformity analysis required prior to 
a BRAC decision? Given the timing of the BRAC Comrnissionts 
action, a response to my urgent concerns at your earliest 
convenience prior to June 21, 1995, would be appreciated. Please 
direct your response to Sean Callinicos, telephone number 202- 
224-3783, the staff director of the Senate Subcommittee on Clean 
Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and Nuclear Safety, which I 
chair. 

d,9.4 

' Lauch Faircloth 

cc: Honorable Alan J. Dixon, 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 

bcc:  Sean C a l l i n i c o s  
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JAMES 8. HUNT JR. 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

. .. R U F W ? ~ ?  

June 15,1995 

The Honorable Alun J. Dixon 
C haimian 
The Defense Buse Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1 700 West Moore Street, Suite I525 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear A1 : 

Thank you very much for the time, interest and courtesy that you showed to us on 
Monday. We appreciate the opportunity that you provided to talk personally about the concerns 
we have with the redirection of the F-18 aircraft from Cherry Point to Ocema. We also 
appreciate yotu offer to receive any additional documentation, and I have asked our staff to m,&e 
slue: that all such hrther information is provided to Charles Smith. 

As we discussed with you, there are several actors which we believe weigh heavily on 
the 1995 BRAC: Commission's decision. I will not impose upon your time to detail in this letter 
all of the items that we hiwe brought to the attention of the  omm mission commencing with our 
presentation in Baltimore, but I have attached an Executive Summary of the North Cwolina 
position which my staff fbrnished on Tuesday to Charles Smith and for which supporting dah is 
on file with the Commission. 

I am compelled to reiterate two issues. First, the integrity of the BRAC Conlmission und 
its skututory proccss is important. In making the decision to close Cccil Field, thc 1993 BRAC 
Commission considered the various alternatives for the relocation of the F- 1 8s and dcterm ined 
the best, most cost-effective site would be Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station. The 
Cor~unissivn at that time considered Oceana and a it as the future sitc for khese airplanes. 

'Tile 1993 Commission considered dl of thc factors, including cost, environmental 
impnct, what was best for the militw and in particular, t,he rlctcrminatinn nf the Commission to 
prornote cross-senicing (a concept then h l ly  endorsed by the Navy and DUD). The facts 
supporting rhc 2 993 RRAC decision a-e as convincing today as !hey were almost two ycxs  ago 
and should be given thc same consideration. 
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As I sblcd in my presentation to the Commission in Baltimore, the Navy subsequent to 
1993 has detern~ined to "protecl" Oceana against closure by seeking thc redirection of the F- 18 
aircraft. Accordingly. the Navy attempts to justify its recommendation with projected costs that 
wc have demonstrated do not reflect the actual fects. 

Additionally, the Navy has stated that its accelerated retirement of certain 
aircraft now based at Ocenna will provide space for the relocation of the F- 18s. Within the past 
month. however, Admiral Borda has confirmed that the Navy has a shortage of carrier aircraft 
nntl pithrr nltlst S ~ O I U  do\vn its proposad rothmmt oohedule for thc ,I 6 nircmft ~ d l i p r  add 
udditionnl 1;-189. Thus, it appcars that the iltt cETcc;l will Lr; 110 udllilional space. I have anached 
a oopy u f  onu u f  thc subject ncwg rcleases in this rtgwd. 

Eccond. thcrc i,r thc ,~imj.rlc ~l i~ tst inr \  I ' I ~  GI II~;*-- Vi~-(trnll~ all ol'the ulr-to-ground trailling 
l l l ~ l l l l I r  t - 1 1  ' I ' I - , .rii-- n lo ,  . . I I I L -  -,,A --_- JI. .~~, . .I .L. , ,  ...,, .,,.,,,,, ,,, 
plarlss we located nt Oceann or Cherry Point. Our Stato not only hns given up the txtGrw;vc );, 
space that is being used for training, but we aiso will get the hnmhing, t h ~  nnivr ~ n d  the 
incnnve;nie;nce; tn thc pllhlic ~ssnr:int~rI with thr hinine .  It ir only f2ir thxt the air aroL1.q and 
their families should live in the state where they will work and k i n .  

In summary, the 1993 fac;tqr; b t  wcrc the basis o f  thc R R A C  Cnmn~isail-~n tlicrc~ic-,n uC 
the P-1 8s cs Cb~ary P ~ l i u  ~ ~ I I I ~ L .  d J ,  arul WE s u b d l  &aL Ute I b ~ t d y  unsupported 
'~us(ilications" by the Navy for the proposed redirection to Oceana should not be permitted to 
subvert the BRAC statutory purpose and the integrity of the BRAC Co~nmission md prmess. 
md result in less thm the best long-term decision h r  our military. 

Again. thank you for your willingnesg to spend time with us. It was a pleaure to visit 
with you ugain. 

My warmest personal regards. 

JBH:sh 

Enclosures 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

C:OMMI+TEE ON NATIOSAL SE('URIl3 
- .- 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 
S L T ~ O M M I ~ E  KANKINC. oh MILITARY MLWBLR FEWUCP-LL 

-- 
June 16, 1 995 SUWOMMIITEE ON MILITAR\ ~ S A O I ~ E ~  

COMMITTEE O N  RESOURCES 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and KeaIi_gnment Cornmisson 

P m m w t o i h i P , r ~  

1700 North Moore Street 
whsn--rt 

Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am forwarding to you for the consideration of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment (BRAC) Conlmission the enclosed n~emorandunl compiled by the Hampton 
Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC) concerning air conformity issues raised 
in regard to the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense to redirect FA-18 
Squadrons to NAS Oceana. The HRPDC has provided this information in response to a 
memorandum submitted to the BRAC Cormnission on behalf of North Carolina by the 
law firm of Ward and Smith regarding the air quality of Hampton Roads. 

I urge you to give the comments of the HRPC every due consideration. I thank 
you in advance for your time and attention to this matter. 

With kindest regards, I am 

VIRGINIA B t r C H  OFFICE. 
2710 VIRGINIA BEACH BO~JI .EVARD 
VlRClNlA BEACH. VIRGINIA 23452 
(304) 48637 10 

Sincerely yours, 

&FJ 
Owen Pickett 
Member of Congress 
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The Honorable Owen 6. Pickett 
U .S. Representative 
1204 Longworth HOB 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Re: Comments on Ward 8, Smkh, P.A. 
Memorandum of June 5, 1995, 
Regarding Air Conformity 
Requirements Associated with 
FA-1 8 Squadron Redirect to 
NAS Oceana 

Dear Representative Pickett: 

The memorandum recently submitted to the BRAG Commission by 
North Carolina's paid consultants, the law firm of Ward and Srn-fi, offers one 
possible legal interpretation of Clean Air Act requirements as they might apply 
to pending BRAC decisions. Whiie containing much factual information, the 
memorandum strays into unfounded spewlation and veiled threats of potential 
legal challenges. As a general observation, Ward and Smith frequcntfy 
confuse, or fail to differentiate between transportation-related air quality 
conformity and general conformity, the latter relating to point sources of 
hydrocarbon emissions. As Ward and Smith concede, the Navy BSEC has 
already provided views on Its responsibilities regarding general conformky 
determinations and confidence in a positive outcome. While seeming to place 
all responsibilrty for obtaining confarmrty determinations on the Navy, much of 
Ward and Smith's discussion of EPA concerns relates to transportation-related 
conformity which, by law, involves major planning and procedural 
responsibilfies for state Departments of Transportation and local Metropolitan 
Plannlng Organizatrons (MPO). In Hampton Roads, the MPO is synonymous 
with the Hampton Roads Plannlng Oisvlct Commission. As Executive 
DIrectortSecretary of both organizations, I feel competent to add the 
transportation conformity dimension to the Navy's previous comments on 
overall confomity determination. 

Comprehensive rebuttal of all rnisreptesentatrons in the Ward and Smith 
memorandum would require a iengthy essay. To provide a timely and cone= 
response, the following cornrnenb are limited to the numbered "Summary of 
Concerns ..." beginning on page 9 of the memorandum: 
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1 . The air qualify of the Hampton Roads area is already poor. ..and not Impmvirg ... and, 
in fact, may be deteriorating witfi regard to ozone.. .redirection of Cecil F ieM FA- 7 8's 
will only exacerbate the condiflon and make attainment of me ozone NAAQS more 
difflcu!t. " 

Comments: 

"Paor" is a meaningless term implying a more serious problem than justified by the 
actual definition of "marginal nonattainrnent" in the case of Hampton Roads. The 
EPA designated Harnpton Roads a "marginal ozone nonattainment area" in 
November, 1991. To demonstrate attainment, Hampton Roads must average no 
more than 1.0 expected exceedances of the ozone National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard (NAAQS) per year during a three-year period with the initial test period 
being 1991 -1 993. According to the €PA, Hampton Roads experienced an average 
number of 1.7 annual expected exceedances during the period 1991-1993, thereby 
failing to demonstrate attainment b'y the €PA specified deadline of November 15, 
1993. It should be nated that exceedances during this initial test period measured 
only slightly above the ozone standard (0.131 pprn compared to NAAQS vaiue of 
0.120 ppm). 

As ckariy indicated in its Federal Register announcement of January 17, 1995, the 
EPA proposal to reclassify Hampton Roads as a "moderate nonattainment area" 
was based on the number of NA4SQ exceedances during the overlapping periods 
1991-93 and 1992-94. While the EPA noted a lack of improvement during the 
period 1992-94, this result was largely due to the number of exceedances and 
ozone levels occurring during 1992 and 1993 which affected both three-year test 
periods.' The Hampton Roads MPO contested the EPA's recommendation on 
January 17, 1995, in a letter to EPA Regional Director, Mr. Peter H. Kostrnayer. 
This letter described significant improvements in Hampton Roads' air quality 
including no exceedance of any NAAQS for the past 18 months and an average of 
less than one hour of exceedance per year for the past six years. The MPO letter 
also reported the latest test results on the Harnpton Roads 2015 Financiafly 
Constrained Transportation Plan indicating that hydrocarbon emission wilt be 
reduced by neatly 50%in the year 2015 as compared to our 1990 base-year 
conditions. In a response dated February 6, 1995, the EPA Region Ill Regional 
Administrator acknowledged that "We (the EPA) agree you (the Hampton Roads 
MPO) are proactively and successfully addressing the lssuos of air quality in the 
Hampton Roads Region." On February 16, 1995, the MPO submitted additional 
analyses to the EPA stressing the significant downward trend in measured ozone 
levels over the past seven years. This letter also stressed voluntary actions taken 
to accelerate ozone level reduction wrthin the nonattainmant area, including the use 

'The Hampton Roads ~uf fo lk  monitor recorded no exceedances in 1991.2 in 1992,3 in 1983 and 
none In 1994. resulting in a 1 7 average for the test pedods in both 1991-93 and 1992-94. 
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of reformulated gasoline beginning January 1, 1995 and commitment of $1 million 
to develop a program for enhanced inspection and maintenance (I&M) for the 
region. Based on a review of our case, the EPA withdrew its direct final rule 
pertaining to conformity reclassification of Hampton Roads in a Federal Register 
announcement of March 13,1995 (copy attached). In summary, reclassifidon to 
a moderate nonattainrnent status is not "imminent," as Ward and Smith speculate, 
and there is absolutely no evidence to support the contention that our air quality is 
"not improving and, In fact, may be deteriorating with regard to  ozone." In fact, 
having experienced zero exceedances since 1993, we will have sumessfulfy 
demonstrated conformity if no exceedances occur prior to November 15, 1995. 

Regarding the  air quality impact of FA-18 squadron realignments to NAS Oceana, 
the Hampton Roads MPO has already included proposed population data in our 
planning projections. As an adjunct to the recently submitted annual Transportation 
Conformity Report prepared by ICF Kaiser for the V~rginia Department of 
Transportation in accordance with FR 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, ICF Kaiser was 
requested to model and analyze the potential air qualrty ~mpacts of proposed FA-18 
and F-14 realignments at NAS Oceana. In a memorandum to the Virginia VDOT 
dated June 7, 1995, ICF Kaiser reported that: 

"The BRAC '95 recommendations, if approved, would ultimately result in an 
employment population of 12,390 at Oceana in the year 201 5. (This population) 
would exceed the 1990 baseline population in the Hampton Roads 2016 Eoonomic 
Forecast by only GO ... This increase is highly insignificant (less than 7 petcent). 
Thus, the BRAC '95 mcornmendation essentially represents a meiignrnent of 
existlng trips along the Hampton Roads transpodation network. It will have no 
significant impact on VNT nor vehicle emjssions overall in the -Ion, and 
therefore, will have no impacts on the results of the recenfly completed 
conformity determinations for the iiampton Roads nonatiainment ame. " 

2. The State of Virginia has not yet developed an emissions budget for Hampton 
Roads, and apparently no computer modeling has been conduded; thus neither fhe 

Navy nor the B W C  Commission can determine whether FA-78 sguadmns can be 
accommodated without contributing to further violations of the ozone NAAQS. 

Comments: 

Extensive computer modeling has been accomplished for transportation conformity 
in accardanm with f R 40 CFR Parts 52 and 93. As noted above, analysis of DoD 
recommended realignments at NAS Oceana confirms there will be no impacts on 
transportation conformity because of statistically insignificant changes in the 1990 
employment population baseline. As for point sources of emissions at NAS Oceana 
affecting general conformity, there is eveFy reason to believe polnt source emlssions 
will also prove to be beiow or not signMcanUy different man baseline levels since the 
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resulting base load is essentially equal to the 1990 base bad. Moreover, the 1980 
base load included aircraft which produced higher emission levels. 

3. The Oceana FA-1 8 relocation proposal should be evaluated together with other 
growth impacts reasonably anticipated for Hampton Roads. The aggregate impacts 
of future development may pose even more serious air quality problems.. . 

Comments: 

Ward and Smith are obviously unaware of the major planning activities of the 
Hampton Roads MPO and its extensive body of data and analysis on precise@ the 
project they describe. The Hampton Roads PQCIMPO performs exhausthe 
evaluat~ons of long range demographic trends, employment forecasts and 
transportation plans for Virginia Beach and the other 14 cities and counties within 
the Hampton Roads MSA. 

In alleging an absence of comprehenslve evaluation of potential growth factors, 
Ward and Smith raise the specter of a "growth spurt" resulting from the Lake Gaston 
water project and speculate, without bensfrt of any supporting data, that the 
aggregate result of the Lake Gaston project and BRAG '95 realignments "arguabty 
wilf result in unacceptable cumulative environmental impacts ..." The Hampton 
Roads PDCNPO has proactivefy addressed potential impacts associated with 
aircraft realignments to NAS Oceana in the context of all "growth impads 
reasonably anticipated," as Ward and Smith suggest. Our growth projections are 
based on widely accepted economic and population forecasting metbodologks that 
incorporate a wide variety of independent variables including those related to water 
supply. Whlle the Lake Gaston project will benefit existing and future water supply 
needs in Southeast Virginia and Northeast North Carolina, it will not have a 
significant effect on forecast population growth trends In Virglnia Beach and 
adjacent communities included in our current conforrnHy determination. Contrary 
to Ward and Smith allegations, there will be no population "surge" resufing from the 
Lake Gaston project. Moreover, Ward and Smith are obviously unaware of our 
current population forecasts which r e f l e d  growth rate declines due to unanticipated 
defense downsizing. 

4. The Navy should make a conformrty determination, or at least undertake a mwe 
detailed conformity analysis, prior to the BRA C decision. W&out such information, 
a final BRAC decision redirecting FA-18's to NAS Ocaana may be vulnemble to 
legal attack. 
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Comments: 

June 15,1996 

I understand the OBCRC Commission General Counsel recently issued an opinion 
to the effect that it would be inappropriate to require the Navy to obtain a conbrmtty 
determination prior a Comrnisslon decision on realignments b NAS Oceana. This 
opinion is well precedented by previous actions of the Commission and the historic 
practice of funding required NEPA and CAA determinations within the service 
budgets allocated to BRAC decision implementation. It is also doubtful that the 
€PA and cognizant DOT agencies would render a final judgment on what amounts 
to a hypothetical "what if" question. 

In a June 9, 1995 memorandum to Mr. Alex Yellin of the DBCRC Staff. Oavid Gist 
of ma Hampton Roads PDCIMPO staff forwarded ICF Kaiser's report predicting "no 
impact" on transportation conformity due to proposed realignments at Oceana. 
This memorandum further detailed our role in this matter and the opinion that no 
further action could be taken to obtain a conformity determination until the 
Commission rendered its final decision. 

It should be apparent by this point that a considerable amount of analysis and 
progress toward a conformrty determination h a s  been accomplished and that such 
actions are not solely a Navy responsibilrty. It is worth emphasizing that General 
Conformity Regulations, Sections 51.859 and 93.1 59, the "Procedures for 
Conforrnrty Determinations of Oeneral Federal Actions," give MPO's sole 
responsibility for determining the population, employment, travei and congestion 
planning assumptions used as a basis for conformity determinations. 

Ward and Smith conclude their number 4 "concern" with an apparent threat of future 
legal challenges grounded in insufficient a pridri consideration of environmental 
concerns. We find this position particularly interesting given the legal vulnerability 
of recent NEPA actions at MCAS Cherry Point. BRAC '93 decisions resulted in 
significant expansion of the Cherry Point Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP). The 
environmental impact of this growth was addressed with a brief and somewhat 
flawed EA rather than an EIS, which arguably would have been more appropriate 
given the industrial pollution and other serious issues involved. The EA finding of 
"no significant impact" rested heavily on the stated assumption that the "cumulative 
impact" of both the Cheny Point NADEP and the concurrent decision to relocate 
Cecil Field FA-18 squadrons to Cherry Point would be addressed in a subsequent 
EIS. Although this E1S was completed in draft form more than six months ago, the 
public hearings scheduled for February, 1995, ware canceled and the Draft €IS still 
has not been released by the Navy. There is a m a i n  irony in North Carolina's 
"concern" for pre-decision consideration of environmental factors at Oceana while 
pressing their case to reinstate an FA-1 8 basing decision that, two yeam after the 
fact, is still not supported by the NEPA-required systematic evaluahon of 
environmental issues. Meanwhile, significant issues in the EA for Cherry Point 



The Honorable Owen 6. Pickett 6 June 15,1995 

NADEP were deferred to the apparently defunct EIS, thereby bringing the legality 
of the EA into question. 

In summary, we have every reason to believe that air quality conformity is a 
nonissue in relation to proposed aircraft realignments to NAS Oceana. I wilt be 
pleased to provide any supporting documentation that you or the Commission may 
desire to support this conclusion. 

~ S h u r  L. Collins 
Executive DirectorlSecretary 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTO& D.C. 20460 - &,>k$e - 

Honorable Lauch  airc cloth 
United States -Senate 
Washhgtoh, DC 20510 

: OFFICEOF 
AIR AND RADIATION 

I 

Dear Senator Faircloth: 
I 

? I 

This is in response to your letter of June 8, 1995,, 
concerning the applicability of the Clean Air Act's conformity 
requirements to the proposed Base Realignment and Closure 
commission (BRAC) recommendation to redirect certain F/A-18 
squadrons f r o m  t he  Marine Corps Air Station at Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, to the Naval Air Station at Oceana, Virginia. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has e s t a b l i s h e d  
the health and welfare-based national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS) and States have developed programs, known as 
State implementation plans (STP's], to attain and maintain those  
NAAQS. To ensure that Federal actions will not interfere with 
the SIP'S, section 176(c) of the Clem Air Act and the EPA 
implementing regulation r e q u i r e s  Federal agencies t o  make 
conformity determinations. These determinations are necessary 
when the Federal action will result jn significant increase in 
emissions of air pollutants which will impact areas not attaining 
the NAAQS. 

It is ~y understamding that an earlier BRAC had recommended 
closing Cecil Field in Florida and relocating several squadrons 
to Cherry Point, North Carolina. Cherry P o i n t  is located in an 
attainment area in eastern North Carolina. The new Commission is 
recommending that the squadrons go to Oceana, Virginia. Oceana 
is part of the NorfoU-Virginia Beach-Newport News (Hampton 
Roads) marginal ozone non-attainment area. 

In your letter, you requested E P A f s  interpretation,of the 
general conformity requirements as applied to the BRAC 
recommendations. Specifically, you asked, "1s a conformity 
determination or conformity analysis required p r i o r  to a BRAC 
decision?" It is my understanding that a prelimin- analysis by 
the Navy indicates that relocation of the squadrons will result 
in a significant increase in ~ s s i o n s  of ozone precursors at the 
squadrons1 n e w  base- Thus, if the Navy relocates the squadrons 
to a base in a non-attainment area, such as Ocezna, it must make 
a conformity determination. In order to demonstrate conformity, 
the Navy must prepare a year-by-year estimate of the total d i r e c t  
and indirect emissions and demonstrate that the transfer will not 
cause or contribute to any new violation of the NAAQS; increase 
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the frequency or severity of any existing violation of the NAAQS, 
or; delay Virginia's attainment of the W Q S .  I 

I. 

The BRAC Commission is only making a recommendatiog to the 
president and Congress and the recornendation is not in iitself an 
action which will result in an increase in emissions, and thus, 
would not require a conformity determination. Hkile 
~viromiental impact is one of the factors which the BRAc must 
consider in developing its recommendation, the requirement to 
prepare a conformity determination rests with the Navy. This 
needs to be done before the transfer is executed. 

I appreciate this opportunity to be 
ice and trust 

that this information will be helpful to you 

I 

or Air and ~adiation 
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