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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 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
million with an annual savings of $11.5 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 F/A-18’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 F/A-18’s will go to MCAS Beaufort and two squadrons of
reserve F/A-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 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-



) 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
1ssues?




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.”

CRITERIA

T ————————————

DOD RECOMMENDATION NAS CECIL FIELD, FL (REDIRECT)

MILITARY VALUE N/A
FORCE STRUCTURE No Impact
ONE-TIME COSTS (§ M) 66.6
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 11.5
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 1996 (Immediate)
NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 407.4
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) N/A
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) N/A
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) N/A
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95/ CUM) 0%/-0.3%
ENVIRONMENTAL No Impact
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ISSUE

)

ISSUES
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL

— p—

—

——————— — ————— —

DoD POSITION

p—

T COMMUNITY POSITION R&A STAFF FINDINGS I

Use excess capacity at NAS
Oceana.

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

Virginia (Favorable).

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

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.

Potential costs at MCAS
Cherry Point from 1993
recommendation.

10% reduction possible, estimate
$31.5 million reduction in
original $332 million cost.

Construction costs at Cherry
Point over inflated.

Construction reduction to $300.8
million reasonable for remaining
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.

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.

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

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

Split F/A-18’s between MCAS
Cherry Point and NAS Oceana.

|

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

MCAS Chetry can accept
additional squadrons with
minimal construction,

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

D-1
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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 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
million with an annual savings of $11.5 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 F/A-18’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 F/A-18’s will go to MCAS Beaufort and two squadrons of
reserve F/A-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 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-



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.”

CRITERIA DOD RECOMMENDATION NAS CECIL FIELD, FL. (REDIRECT)
MILITARY VALUE N/A
|[FORCE STRUCTURE No Impact
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 66.6
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 11.5
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 1996 (Immediate)
NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 407.4
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) N/A
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) N/A
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) N/A
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95/ CUM) 0%/-0.3%
|| ENVIRONMENTAL _ No Impact _




ISSUES
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL

ISSUE

COMMUNITY POSITION

base that will not occur.

DoD POSITION R&A STAFF FINDINGS
Use excess capacity at NAS Eliminates need for new Virginia (Favorable). R&A staff concurs with the DOD
Oceana. construction at MCAS Cherry . position. The reduction in force
. o) A North Carolina concerned about
Point and utilizes already existing the 7.5% increase i lovment structure and the accelerated
capacity at NAS Oceana. 070 lcTease in employm retirement of the A-6 aircraft

creates excess capacity.

personnel over 1990-2001 will be

completed specific year-to-year

Potential costs at MCAS 10% reduction possible, estimate | Construction costs at Cherry Construction reduction to $300.8
Cherry Point from 1993 $31.5 million reduction in Point over inflated. million reasonable for remaining
recommendation. original $332 million cost. force structure..
| Excess capacity at MCAS Cherry Point will still have Recent construction provides MCAS Cherry Point has excellent
Cherry Point. approximately 140 aircraft potential for accepting new facilities and could accept further
assigned. missions. missions.
Air Conformity. Impact of additional aircraft, Navy and Commission have not | Navy, not Commission, must

demonstrate conformity. Impact

| Cherry Point and NAS Oceana.

advantages to split. Additional
facilities needed to add more than
two squadrons. New
maintenance facility for F/A-18’s
is needed at Cherry Point.

offset by more aircraft, personnel | conformity analysis for this of aircraft, personnel being added
leaving than arriving. Conformity | recommendation. Possible non- appears offset by numbers leaving
determination will be completed | conformity with Clean Air Act. by 2001. Conformity appears
prior to action. likely.

Split F/A-18’s between MCAS | No operational need or MCAS Cherry can accept R&A staff concurs with the DOD

additional squadrons with
minimal construction.

position. Consolidated, single

site support more efficient.

|




Operational Air Stations

[MILITARY VALUE | INSTALLATION I
1 NAS Oceana, Virginia Beach, VA l
2 NAS Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor, WA
3 MCAS Cherry Point, NC
4 NAS Lemoore, CA
5 NAS/MCAS Miramar, CA
6 NAS Jacksonville, FL.

7 NAS North Island, San Diego, CA
8 NAS Norfolk, VA

9 MCAS Beaufort, SC

10 NAVSTA Mayport, FL

11 MCAS New River, Jacksonville, NC
12 MCB Hawaii, Kaneohe, HI

13 MCAS Yuma, AZ

14 MCAS Camp Pendleton, CA

15 NAS Fallon, NV

16 NAS Brunswick, ME

17 NAVSTA Roosevelt Roads, PR
18 NAF El Centro, CA

(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
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000

APR 71995

The Honorable Jesse Helms
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Helms:

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

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 crlterla 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,

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR.



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350-1000

AR 71535

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,

E3 s

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR.

Attachment
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350-1000

APR 71995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman, Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street
Suite 1425

Pigass raior ¥ this number

Arlington, VA 22209 : WS@’S@

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,

el ,

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR.

Attachment



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000

APR 71995

The Honorable Jesse Helms
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Helms:

Thls responds to Mr. H. Martin Lancaster’s letter to you of
March 8, 1995, concerning the relocation of aviation assets from
Naval Alr Statlon (NAS) Cecil Field, Florida, to Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS) Cherry Point, North Carollna

As you Kknow, the Department of Defense recommended tc 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 51gn1f1cant 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 1nventory 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.

ATTACHMENT




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,

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

I OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350-1000
LT-0741-F15
BSAT/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, 1995, 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.

- Sincerely,

Vice Chai ,
Base Structure Evaluation Committee
Attachment

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



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000

LT-0741-F15
BSAT/DOR
9 May 1995

The Honorable Lauch Faircloth
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

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 F/A-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 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.

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,

C.FP
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation fommittee

Attachments



1. One Type II hangar module equils 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.**

CHERRY POINT
Hangar ID# / Type | Current Usage Prejectéd Usage
# Modules #Modules:
BRAC 95
130/1 2 2
131/1 2 2
250/ 10 2% 2%
1665 / 1 2 2
1667 /1 2 2
1700 /1 2 (NADERP storage) | 2
1701 /1 2 2
3998 /1 1 1
Modules Available | 15%* 15%*

ENCLOSURE A



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

2. Zero Type I modules requirement at Oceana.

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

OCEANA
Hangar ID# / Type | Current Usage Projected Usage
# Modules #Modules:
BRAC 95
23 /1 1 1
11171 4 (A-6 sqdns) 4
122/10 4 (A-6 sqdns) 4
137/1 1 (Fleet training) 1
200/ 10 4 4
223/1 2 (Fleet training) 2
404 /1 3 3
500/1 4 4
Modules Available | 23 23

ENCLOSURE B



TABLE 211-05
¥odular Haggar Dimensional Statistics for Planning Purposes

Eangar Spaces Type I Type IZ

(OE) Eangar - Caz. Code 211 05

Gross Area {Sq. Ft.) . 19,968 28,560
Clear Beight (Ft.) . 28 .42
Usable Depr (Ft.)=* 85 100**
Usable Widsh (T, )%= i
1 Module 172 - 220
1-1/2 ModuTes 258 335
2 Modules __ 2 .254 Y 519
2=1/2 Mgéules 443 583
3 Modules 336 _ 680
3=1/2 Modules L _875T 795
4 Modules 7.8 910
(0l) Crew and Sguipmen= — Cat. Code 211 06
Gross ivaz 7Se T ) :,%58 22,030
Clear heighr (7r.) 10 10 }
(Tatle continued or nex: zage.)

211-10 . NAVFAC P=R0

e e .
TABLE 211-03 (Caancizued)

Modular Hangar Dimensional Statistics for Planning Purposes

Bangar Spaces Iype I Type II

(02) Adminiszraczive - Cas. Code 211 07
Gross Area (Sg. Fr.) 8,840 12,000
Clear Zeight (7z.) 8 8

Mezzanine -~ t. Code 211 06
Gross area (Sq. Ft.)

1,536 . NONZE

*Computed upon the requirement for a 10-foot Fire lane along the rear wall
of the hangar and a 5-foot work clearance berzweerz airerafc and doors.

** For aircrafrc ocher than the P-3, for which the Iype II hangar was basi-
cally designed. May also be used for other longer aireraft by modifying
doors for "tailcuzout” closure.

*** Computed upon the requirement Sor one 10-foot wide fire lane from che
front za the rezr 2f Ilz Ringer azd I [eer from aircrait to outer walls.
Also assumes aircraft will be parked parallel to each other and to the
side walls of the hangar to minimize evacuation time in case of fire.

ENCLOSURE C
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350-1000

LT-0741-F15
BSAT/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, 1995, 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.

- Sincerely,

Base Structure Evaluation Committee

Attachment
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350-1000

LT-0741-F15
BSAT/DOR
9 May 1995

The Honorable Lauch Faircloth
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

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 F/A-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 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.

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. Atantic 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 T can be of any further assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely,

C. P
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation fommittee

Attachments



1. One Type II hangar module equéls 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.**

CHERRY POINT

Hangar ID# / Type | Current Usage Projected Usage
# Modules #Modules:

BRAC 95

130 /1 2 2

131/1 2 2

250/ 10 2% 2%

1665/ 1 2 2

1667 /1 2 2

1700/ 1 2 (NADEP storage) | 2

1701 /1 2 2

3998 /1 1 1

Modules Available | 15** 15%*

ENCLOSURE A




1. One Type I 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).

OCEANA
Hangar ID# / Type | Current Usage Projected Usage
# Modules #Modules:
BRAC 95
23/1 1 1
111 /1 4 (A-6 sqdns) 4
122/10 4 (A-6 sqdns) 4
137 /1 1 (Fleet training) 1
200/ 10 4 4
223 /1 2 (Fleet training) 2
404 /1 3 3
50071 4 4
Modules Available | 23 23

ENCLOSURE B




TABLE 211-05
¥odular Hangar Dimensicnal Statistics for Plamning Purposes

Eangar Spaces Type I Type IZ

(OB) <GEangar - Za=. Code 211 05

Gross Area {Sq. Ft.) ) 15,968 28,560
Clear Beighz (Fr.) . 28 42
Usable Dept (Fr.)= 85 100%*
Usable Widzh (7o, )%= '
1 ¥odule 172 - 220
1-1/2 ‘Wodules 238 335
2 Modules - :_-_'__-354 o 830
2=l/2 Mgéulas 443 545
3_Modules 536 _ 680
3-’/’ Moduies 2T 783
4 Modules L 7ie 816
(01) Crew and Zguivmen:t = Cat. Code 211 06
Gross 3rez 7Se T ) 2,358 22,030
10 10 1

Clear height ('-‘t )

(Tatle conzinued on nex: sage.)

NATFAC P=R’N

TABLE 211-95 (Conrziausd)
Modular Hangar Dimensiomal Statistics for Planning Purposes

BangazT Spaces Type I Type IZ

(02) Adminissracive - Carc. Code 211 07

Gross Area (Sg. F=. _ 8,840 12,000
Clear Seighr (Fr.) 8 8

Mezzanine - Caz. Code 211 06
_ Gross area (Sq. Ft.) _ 1,536,

NONZ

*Computed upon the requirement for a 10-foot Zire lane along the rear wall
of the hangar and 3 5~foor work clearance becween aireraft and doors.

** For airecrafec gcher than the P-3, for which the Iype II hangar was basi-
cally designed. May alsoc be used for other longer aircraft by modifying
doors for "tailecuzout” closure.

*x* Computed upon the Tequirement .or oge 1l0-foot wide fire lane from the
fromt r the rezr o2 Iz Rozgas aad S leer from aircrait to outer walls.

Also assumes aircraft will be parked parallel to each other and to the
side walls of the hangar to minimize evacuarion time in case of fire.
ENCIOSURE C




Document Separator




DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203%50-1000

LT-0768-F15
BSAT/BL
19 May 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon

Chairman, Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Commission A
1700 North Moore Street Pleasa refor o g rumoe :
Suite 1425 mmﬂrﬂz\_@él’“\_ 8

Arlington, VA 22209
Dear Chairman Dixon:

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your 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 Nortolk 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, )

Chartés P\ Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee

Attachment



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

Question 1. 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? Is 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 attainment/nonattainment status of the local air district for
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate,
serious, etc).

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X

Ozone Marginal

PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb

R R




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 refined 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 F/A-18 squadrons, an F/A-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 tons/year, 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 contermplated 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 OF THE SECRETARY
1000 NAVY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000

LT-0810-F16
BSAT/DR
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.

Sincerely,

aries e
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Co

S

Attachment
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Honorable L.auch Falrcloth
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Faircloth:
%
This is 1n response to your letter of June 8, 1995
concerning the applicability of the Clean Air Act s conformlty
requirements to the proposed Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (BRAC) recommendation to redirect certain F/A-18
squadrons from the Marine Corps Alr Station at Cherry Point,

North Carolina, to the Naval Air Station at Oceana, Vlrglnla.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has establlshed
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 actions will not interfere with
the SIP's, section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act and the EPA
implementing requlation requires Federal agencies to make
conformity determinations. These determinations are necessary
when the Federal action will result in significant increase in
emissions of air pollutants which will impact areas not attaining
the NAAQS.

It is my understanding that an earlier BRAC had.reéommended
closing Cecil Field in Florida and relocating several sgquadrons
to Cherry Point, North Carolina. Cherry Point 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 Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News (Hampton
Roads) marginal ozone non-attainment area. ,

In your letter, you requested EPA's interpretation ,of the
general conformlty 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 my understanding that a preliminary analysis by
the Navy indicates that relocation of the squadrons will result
in a significant increase in emissions of ozone precursors at the
squadrons' new base. Thus, if the Navy relocates the squadrons
to a base in a non-attainment area, such as Oceana, 1t must make
a conformity determination, In order to demonstrate conformity,
the Navy must prepare a year-by-year estimate 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

& Iprinted on Recycled Paper
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the frequency or severity of any existing violation of the NAAQS,
or; delay Virginia's attainment of the NAAQS.

1
i

I

The BRAC Commission is only making a recommendation to the
President and Congress and the recommendation is not in jitself an
action which will result 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 regquirement 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 of s
that this information will be helpful to you

M D.{Nichaols 1
Assdistant Administrator
for Air and Radiatipn
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DEFENSE REALIGNMENT ADVISORS

THE HOMER BUILDING
SUITE 410 SOUTH
GOI THIRTEENTH STREET. N\,
WASHINGTON, D.C 20005

(202) 879-9460

VIA FACSIMILE

MEMORANDUM FOR LTC JIM BRUBAKER
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commmssion

FROM: I.R. Reskovac

DATE: May 15, 1995

As discussed eardier this week, I believe it is mmperative o conduct COBRA nimns regarding CHERRY
POINT, CECIL FIELD NAS AND OCEANA NAS in order to conduct a full and fair evaluation of the 1995

DoD redirect recommendation.
As requested, the COBRA analysis should be based on the following parameters:

— The airplanes (and associated bits) are at NSA Cecil Field and they are going to go
someplace ¢lse. After all, that’s where they actoally are (aren’t they?). .

~- This is a totally new idea (ie, assume that the BRAC 93 decision pever happened). Two
independent scenarios should be looked at — and they should be looked at from common data sets. These are 1)
moving the whole lot to NAS Oceana or 2) moving the whole lot to MCAS Cherry Point. With the data sets
supporting these two scenarios we can develop many scemarios.

— For MILCON, the point of departure should be the MILCON figures for both bases that
the DN developed to support its BRAC 93 recoommendation (that we will assome was never made). For both
bascs, these fignres shonld be adjusted to accom for the carrent force structre (Le., deactivations at both
bases and fewer inbound airplanes and associated bits) and P-80 construction standards.  This will compare

apples with apples.
- Having the COBRA done in this manner provides us with a level playing field where the only

MILCON avoidance is that avoided at NAS Cecil Field. Actnal new MILCON requirements will be compared
with actial new MILCON requirements, etc, etc. With accurate information, the resuit of the recommended

analysis will indicate the best possible decision for the pation.

Due to the severe time constraints, T would request that these roms be made as soon as possible for
proper comparative purposes. Should a site visit take place, this may aid i your preparation.

Thanks for your dme and I look forward to hearmg from you

A DIVISION OF R DUFFY WALL & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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| visit to base
‘scheduled

By Michael Genovese '
Sun Journal Staff i

v

A member of the 1995

Base Closure and 4
Realignment Commission 1
(BRAC) staff will make an ;

“unprecedented visit to Cherry
Point Marine Corps Air
Station June 1.

Marine Corps-Lt. "Col. Jim |

" Brubaker, a Departthent of Defense.

_ pavy analyst detailed to the com-
mission, will conduct a.new base
capacity analysis on Cherry Point.

His job will be to see how Cherry

- Point might receive 160 F/A-18s

from Cecil Field in Jacksonville,
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Fla. BRAC 93 ordered the aircraft
be sent to Cherry Point, but Defense
Secretary William Perry recom-
mended in February that decision be
voided and the planes go instead 1o
Oceana Naval Air Station ip
Virginia Beach.

o+ Srteama ® P

- ———

See BRAC/A2
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“This"is’ !1 ‘major v1ctory for No

i Carolma,”‘Rachel Pérry, press. secrc-
L tary ‘for’ GQY J1m Hunt Sald thls
‘mommg”‘ R

Perry szud the the visit is hlghly;

X unusual bcc’msc the BRAC commrs-

'sion usually onlysvisits-militdry

'deCS that have been selected’ for

: closure, : &
" “The govemor is hopeful that tlns
unprecedented visit and the new
0 capacnty ana.lysrs will underscore the
,-drgumcnt that"h& and the’ Congres—

.. sional delegation made a few wceks

Ego at'the*régional" hearmg m‘

"aBﬁltrmore "Perry said. - y o
T This, visit stemmed from recent
’ !'letters ‘that Hunt, U, S.’Sens! JeSSe
‘ *Helms and ['4uch’ Farrcloth, both R-

ers mvitmg ﬁle board to vrsrt Cherry!
Pomt Wi
" Fair 36 fdif) Al Bell of’ the Néw

i Bem based ’lﬂw ﬁrm Ward’ & Srmth' e

said this morning,
~ Ward & Smith coordinated the
state’s preséntation before BRAC
May 4. “If you're goint to look at
them, look at us. They looked at
Oceana and therefore they should be
obligated to take a look at Cherry
Point.”
“I understood that it would be
Brubaker,” said Bell. “He was the
BRAC staff member that visited

Oceana. It will be particularly help--

ful that he's doing both of them.”
. The reason.the commission
should tour Cherry Point is because

- base capacity is a key factor that will
" determine which air station will get

the Homets, said Bell.

“Our presentation at Baltimore
was partially based on our dissatis-
faction with the numbers used in the
1995 Navy-Department of Defense
recommendation,”” he added. *What

!

4—-_—‘- -

ég’*@mgﬁhe b%ﬁﬁ g
capacxty of the tWo facdxu ‘

letter to BRAC Chau‘man Alan
Drxon: vl suggcsi 4, VlSlt to Cherry”
' Pomt $0 that the tévo facdmes can be
"falrly evalu“xted W1th Sfirsthand
knowledge A ._|_.g '

- Ba_ﬁé"'cépacit';';is”'tlle"availability ,

and condition’ of‘land facilities and
assocrated air spdce at both .the exist-

ing and f.)otent:al rece)vmg locations,

szud John Earnha,rdt, assistant com-

\mumcatmns dlrector'for ithe BRAC
. ‘95 cominission., |

"N C. ,,and U; §ﬁ Rep Walter-Jones bt
. *"Jr R-NCHgent'io “the comnusswh—.

'n')’i e

“We have all the, date callsbwhrch
~ were sent out.by the Pentagon to.all
military bases,uncludmg Cherry

Point and Océana,” said Earnhardt.
The data calls are “a map of the base
which shows it capabilities, an

overview of its mission and facili-

ties.”

These data calls would help the :
BRAC commissioners make a deter-

mination _whiqh base has a better

_capacity. .

“Anytime you can see something
first-hand rather than on a piece of
paper it hclps “he said. “However, _
Cherry Point’ s not on our list for ;
closure or reahgnment but for redi--
r‘ecuon‘ :

B
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PERSONNEL
ON BOARD 1 JANUARY 1994

OCEANA CHERRY POINT

8730 8713

* ON BOARD STRENGTH EQUAL

% OPERAT ronsl. SQUANPONS ~+ | FES o\ U 4 \m

X Covtd THESE S®LANPOLS BE ACCOMOIATED
oM WEST SI)DE



HOUSING
MARRIED PERSONNEL

OCEANA CHERRY POINT

1225 Units 2840 Units

e Cherry Point +1615 Units
e $42,800,000 for 447 more Units?
e No Units for Oceana?



HOUSING
UNMARRIED PERSONNEL (BEQ)

OCEANA CHERRY POINT

2640 Beds 3750 Beds

Cherry Point +1110 Beds

70% Occupancy

$39,500,000 for 6 Additional BEQs?
No BEQs for Oceana?




HOUSING

VHA RATE
OCEANA CHERRY POINT
Officer 222/month 18/month
Enlisted 138/month 30/month

* Significant Recurring Cost at Oceana with
Personnel Increase of 307 Officers and
2788 Enlisted

e $363,732/month - $4,364,784/year



PARKING APRON

OCEANA CHERRY POINT

2,603,037 SF 5,447,500 SF

* Cherry Point +2,844,463 SF




HANGAR SPACE

OCEANA CHERRY POINT
871,285 SF 789,426 SF
6 Type 1 Hangars 7 Type 1 Hangars
2 Type 2 Hangars 1 Type 2 Hangars
23 Modules 15 Modules
81,859 SF?

* 8 modules difference?




"In the following tables, MOD refers to
assigned spaces within hangars and
may not reflect the requirement for
overhead, administration, or shop
spaces identified in the NAVFAC P-80.
NAS Oceana’s method of assigning
spaces in some cases results in the
equivalent of 1/2 hangar module being
available to the assigned squadron."

NAS Oceana certified data




Fiscal Year Oceana MRP Cherry Point MRP
($M)’ ($M)
FY1985 6.3 *
FY1986 6.7 *
FY1987 7.9 *
FY1988 7.5 371
FY1989 10.6 23.9
FY1990 8.4 20.7
FY1991 9.1 20.8
FY1992 17.7 19.5
FY1993 12.7 23.6
FY1994 8.2 21.5
FY1995 8.4 21.5**
FY1996 8.5 21.5**
FY1997 8.5 21.5**

* Figures not available

** Projected

'This includes direct and reimbursable funds.
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Allies in Defense of Cherry Point
P.O. Box 383

Havelock, NC 28532-0383
Phone: (918) 444-2230
Fax: (919) 444-3727 or (919) 447-0126

o Lacee Jam Grosares

FAX _703- L9608 .

FROM: PAVE. __ID_AJA_S R

PHONE : 7203 L94 —O50Y

MESSAGE : | /;2 IHM  PLR QLA CORUELSATION
VESTERAAL HMHELL IS THE LRESPUSE LEL _UALTEL
IDNES RECEIVEN Frod) POA) OLA_FOR THE
SIAT10Q 06 PLAKN AT OCEAPVA T4l 7Y 2001,
DEING 3 MDAVLES EFOR EAHACH F/&;_Q.C EALAH

If any part of this fax transmiggion is migging or not clearly
received, please call:

NAME : MA@A{'AJE
poNE:  _<1/9 Y44 A230

PAGE oF

MELHS 24 MbOoLLS TO HOOSE T HEHT

Ao LeT's DISOUSS. 0



Haduns Iadh s Za AL ZTIT ALLIES T LEFEOSE o

CINCLANTFLT NAS Oceana FYO1l “Stationing Plan”

Pre-BRAC 95:

5 F-14 squadrons + single-sited Fleet Replacement Squadron (FRS)
5 §-3 + 1 ES-3 squadrons (from NAS Cecil Field per BRAC 93)

1 F/A-18 adversary squadron

BRAC 95:

9 F-14 sqguadrons + single-sited FRS
8 F/A-18 squadrons + FRS

1 F/A-18 adversary squadron

CINCLANTFLT MCAS Cherry Point FYQ0l “Stationing Plan”

Pre-BRAC 95:
10 F/A-18 squadrons + FRS (from NAS Cecil Field per BRAC 93)
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Allies in Defense of Cherry Point

P.O. Box 383
Havelock, NC 28532-0383

Phone: (919) 444-2230
Fax: (919) 444-3727 or (919) 447-0126

TO: ] iM é;k{)EAKE/P

FAX: 703 £F46 ORS8O0
FROM: ‘_jAUE %A)ES

PHONE ; 7@7\’ LTE OS50S

"""r. . , :
ESSAGE: .A i 44 - N 4‘ ] ) ', .‘ .4 - A-‘n ".—‘ S,

2 / / ~
4...' /1 ¥ A“.A‘l (7N 4444&‘4&44 ,1‘.&‘, P,'l 4 AFAO

(A A AL .A..‘...‘ s AN ] A J -
miw.
LA ALPEAANRAA T ] J A-“J WAL, AR L
,/ AASRA_N IA‘A_.(“.'A- ’a-l‘

If any part of is fax transmission is missing or not clearly
received, please call:

NAME :

PHONE : C?'ql'(( il 3/351

paonmi_ovﬂjcf‘
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Return on Investment - COBRA Analysis

Rule 2: The application of "significant cost avoidance...through cancellation
of budgeted military construction (MILCON) and fuller utilization of existing
capacity at other receiving sites..."

STal TEMPS

IS

IL-dd4-0336

1935 1a:as

HESRT

B - Cherry Point Costs Overstated:

» Cost avoidance for Cherry Point calculated at $332,342,000
~ Including:
* $42,800,000 for 447 MORE family housing units at Cherry Point
that are NOT required
» $39,500,000 for 6 additional BEQs which are NOT required

* $25,000,000 for unnecessary and counterproductive paralle!l
taxiway

> Unlike Oceana costs, Cherry Point savings are based on original
plan to house 204 aircratft

~ SHOULD be consistent based on eight operational squadrons
plus an FRS of 48 aircraft (as was Oceana Cobra)

T
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Return on Investmen;- COBRA E
Analysis

4 = Oceana Costs Understated:

~,

- Move of F/A-18s to Oceana costed at $28,370,000, rather
than the 1993 figure of $228,084,877

- No calculation for additional family / bachelor housing

Personnel 8713 8730

Housing

2840 units

1225 units

BEQ

3750 beds

2640 beds
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Return on Investment - COBRA
Analysis

1993 1995 .Q
Oceana $228,084,877| $28,370,000]
Cherry | $147,453,000| $332,342,000|
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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 Wlth additional
capacity

11--




MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v4é.04)
Datma As Of 11:%8 02/22/1982,

All Costs in $X

- Page 6

Raport Craated 10:36 05/01/1985

Total Land Cost Total
Base Name MilCon Purchase Avaid Cost
NAA Cacil Field o] 0 -25,900 -25,900
MCAS Seasufort 10,550 0 0 10,550
MCAS Cherxy Point 147,453 0 0 147,453
NAS Oceana 42,722 0 0 42,722
NAS Norfolk 3,200 0 0 3,300
Totals: 203,924 o) -25,900 178,024
E s SARHAL T LTROD QIRD-bPP-ETE SEAT

o
L



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2
Data As Of 15:10 06/15/1993, Report Created 07:43 04/04/1995

Base: NAS Ocesana, VA
(All valuea in Dollars)

MilCon w/o Avoidances 222,534,877
+ Moving 0
+ Eliminated Military PC8 0
+ Administrative/Support 0
+ Mothball/Bhutdown 0
+ Civilian RIF 0
+ Civilian Rarly Retirement 0
+ Civilian New Hires 0
+ Civilian PPS s}
+ Land Purchases 0
+ Environmental Mitigation 5,000,000
+ One-Time Unique Coats 550,000
+ HAP / RSE 0
+ Unamployment 0
+ Info Managemant Account 0
= Total One-Time Costs 228,084,877

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0
+ Procurement Cosat Avoidances 0
+ Land Bales 0
= Total One-Time Savinga 0

Total One-Time Costs 228,004,877
- Total One-Time Bavings 0
= Total Net One-Time Costs 228,084,877

3o SAF3L T LSROD SERA-PRP-ETE SE A

t

|_1j
i

D
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TOTAL MILITARY OCOMBYW™-rTOM ASANTS (COMRA via.08) - Page 1/8
Datag An Of L7:8) 13/23/19%e, Popust Cxeatwd 0803 04/04/3p0n

Dapazthant + EAVY

Optiga Pamkege : FiD REVE TO ATLMNTA
Adessric File AMAFLIATYL . CBR

Std Fetya vile | A\NDIOM.BFF

All Comas in 8X

Total IMA Land Coer Total
Bane Nama millon Coat Suran Avoid coec
MIAE BRADTONT 0 [} 0 -] <
MCAS CHSAKY POINT Q -] M) -332,343 ~133, 342
s OCAND s, )18 0 [ [ 28,370
AR ATLANTA Q ] -] o (4]
cembecmnea PR e e aeran
Tatsle 28,1370 [} 6 -331,342 -303.97)

ELL=E ]
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Dagartaant

Sewnsxis File

MILITAKY COMETAVIYION AFRETS (COBRA vi.08) - Pase 3/F
Desa As Of 17:33 13/13/199¢, Report Creaced 0a:01 04/04/1993

vy

A \PLOAYL.CRR

]
Optien Pagkage ¢ F1# BEVE TO ATLANIA
1

#cd Yacys rile

AV \MESONM. 87T

MLLCOR for Base: MCAS CMERKY POINT, NG

All Ceeca in #X

R4 1Con Using RahAD New Maw
Dasaripeien: Categ Ashad Cost* M1l 000 Coat*

Total) Conetryuorien Cost:
+ Info ManAgemans Agoount s
+ Land Vurchases
- Conpcsuation Cowes Mveld:

* All MilCon Cescs Loclude Deaign. Sive Breparstion, Codtingency PAAMDING. end
SI0M Centa whare applicable.

SAHIL LSS0




MILITARY CONSFTRUCTIOMN ANNETY (COARA wvs.U04) - Lage 1/8
Deca Ap OF 17.:33 12/12/1994, Repart Creatad 0802 04/04/198%

Deparcment + MAVY

Optien Bagkage i Fil KOVE 10 ATLANTA
Sesnarie File 1 A;\F1PATL.COA

8C4 Fatze Pile  AI\NYACM. APPF

HilCon fer Base: MAS OCBARA, VA

All Cowts in oK

MilCon Using Rahan Mow Maw Toral

Deseription, Catey Rohah Coet* nil1con Cowte Coat*
AIR MALNTEOWCE AlmOP L [ 87,717 10,892 1¢,892
SINULATOR CuLE Y 0 03,00 12,84 13,824
UAMTRA [ % ] 0 o 248,111 4,248 4,348
Toeal Conscructioa Coet, a4,32%

« Iafle Madbgeteut ASGOuURNt ) 0

+ Land Pusehases: [}

» Constxuecion Cosc Aveld: [}

TUTAL) 26,370

* All MilCon Coste include Dudign., Site Preparavion, Concingancy Planning. and
SI0R Comta whexe appliaable.

0T 39
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Navy Times 08~22-35 1 smba ARKETING : F.2
JET BHORTAGE STRIKES NAVY

By Robert Holzer

NORFOLK, Va. -- The Navy may alow the retirement of A-6 and F-14 airoraft
or buy additional F/A-18 fighters to address looming shortfalls in tha number

of squadrons available to deploy with airaraft carriers later this decade
sarvice officlals sald. : '

|
Aviation officiale at Atlantic Flaet iheadquarters here and in Washington
are struggling to come up with the proper mix of aircraft to address a
ghortfall of fiva sTuadrone of F/A-18 Horpet airaraft that will bagin to
affect naval operations as early as 1997,iaervice officials maid.

Boorda, chief of naval operationa. He saiq@ the ismsue now is under reviewand

Tha issue will be resolvad in the Navy's 1997 budget, said Adm. Mike
rhat various options are being assesssd.

i
Whatever the solution, the Navy will;fund it from its existing budget,
Boorda salaq, ,

1
**I think wa are going to do this within the remources and the dollars ve

have. We are not going to go out and say ?iv¢ ueé some more money to do this, ‘!
poorda saild. .

i
The extent of the shortfall was revealed over tha last year when the

{mpact of prior budget cuts becams more cié&r, Navy officials said., Among the
factora contributing te the problem: :

--=-Decisions to reduce the funding rhquired to support 22 airoraft
squadrons on carriera.

--=~Raduced funding for F-14 upqradcsL

---Accelerated retiremaentse of A6 aiLoraft, which were originally set to
leave the fleet in 1999, but now planned ko be retired by 1997.

““How serious it is is a tough questjion,'' Boorda said. ""If we don't
solva it, it would be real serious., If you have too few of momething and you
need more, but you don't get more, than you either have to do lass or you
(have to] work what you have harder. In ﬁhis cage we would have worked paople
too hard by daploying them too much.'’ !

b

If the shortfall is not addressed, then the Navy would be forced to

deploy sgquadrons more fraquently, violat%ng the aestablished oparationaltanpo.

The Navy rapeatedly exceeded these étandards ot six-month deployments
followaed by 18 months of shore duty during the late 19708 and thousandm of
highly ski¥1ad personnel left the service.

“*If you start turning an air crew around with lass than one year
i

j
5=15-1995 America Onlima:StevenRoot Page 1
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{ashore], suddenly thig inVEEth&nt you've made in all of these air o dus just
walks out the door and now you are in a death spiral,'' Roger Whiteway,

director of tactical training and requirements for the Atlantic Yleet, said.
!

Moreover, the decision to integrate up to three Marine Corps F/A-18
squadrong to help mitigate the effects of ithe shortfall has fallen short of
axpectations. That's because the Marines &re in the process of reducing their
ovarall number of F/A-18 squadrong and muqt still meet separate cvarseas
requirements, service officials said. ;

““we still have the squadron shortfall evan with the intagration of thrae
Marine Corps F/A~18 squadrons,'' Vice Admi Richard Allen, commander of naval
aviation in the Atlantic Fleet, said. "*wd still have a shortfall out there in
the future. We are five squadrons short aé we speak.'’

wWhatever option is selected to redresgs the shortfall, there remains a
manpower issue, Allen aexplainad. In getting the aircraft, the Navy also will
have to pay the cost of maintaining pilot§ and maintenance personnal that may
have been retired or shifted elsewhare in, the Navy. )

““you don't just turn a spigot on and immediately get a pilot to go man a
squadron,'' Allen said. !

Accalerating production of the improted E/F version of the Hornet to
radresse the shortfall is not a realistic option, Allen saild, eince production

is already scheduled for 1997 and money ig obligated for that.

Mora likely alternatives include keelinq some A~6 and F-14 squadrons in
the fleet longer than planned, buying more F/A-18 C/D airoraft or upgrading
older F/A-18 A/B airoraft, Atlantic Fleet! officials sald.

|

“*It could be considered as an optiog sinoce there were 60 C/D airaraft
taken out of the budget last year,'' Allen said.

Atlantic Fleet officials also want th assess whethar the ratirement date
for some A-68 might be moved back to the p999 time frame, Whiteway said.

““There may be political reasons for not moving the A-6s back to (1999],
but we want to at least ask the question of what would it cost to keep them an
extra [year or £0],'' Whiteway said. i

copyright 1995, Army Times Publishing Coﬂpuny. Al)l rights reserved.

!
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The U.S. Navy will replace two squadrons of A-8s {above) withF/A-18s

DI NEAS P2 PHOTO

in 1997, The move umaf@mmmmmcmsmodnm for 50 strtke fghters par atreraft carrfer.

Navy Plans F-18 Expansion
To Counter Strike Shortfall

By ROBERT HOLZER
Defurmee News STff Wrtter
WASHINGTON — Stx squadrons of US. Navy
A-8 and F-14 atreraft will be replaced with
F/A-18 fighters over the next five years under a
<1 billion plan to address 2 looming shorfall in
“eal aircrafi,
ge {5 a plan in development,” Rear Adm.
beyoir director of naval aviation, seid in
—~lew. ""We know we have the re-
tween the besyr o rrier decks tn 1998 and
and 1eSOWCRE. o ha gddressed. How we
Under the Navy ~rolves the balsnce be-
: o — Navy requdrements

=, two AD

squadrons would begin the transition to F/A-18s
m 1997, and up w four F-14 squadrons could
also be converied o fiy F/A-18s during the same
period, Navy officials sid. It takes on average
abowt two years o fully shift 2 squadron from
one type of alrereft, like the A-6, to fly and maln-
tain 2 completely new alrcraft, Navy officials
sald.

Since those agorafy, plots and maintenange
personnel already were scheduled to be, deco-
missioned by 1857, Kt is imperative that the Navy
continue to fund those squadrons as they shift to
the F/A-18 aireraft to avoid near term shortfls
and the greater expense of re-forming those
needed squadrons from scrarch, Bennict sad.

See SHORTFALL, Page 37
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WARD AND SMITH, P.A.

TELECOPIER COVER MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 13, 19%%

- e e e e -

The 1information contained in this facsimile message 1s attorney privileged and
confidential information intended only for the age Of the indivadual or entity named

below, If the reader of thisz messags iz nct rhe .ntended recipient. you are hereby
nctified that any diggemination, distributicn >r copying of this communication 1is
wrongful and may subject you Lo ¢ivil liabilizy. f vou have received this communicatiomn
in error, please immediately notify us by talaphons, and return the original message to
us at the beiow address via U.S. Postgl Servias. Thank you.

- - R, —————— RSO UN FpURR VS oY -

TO: Lt. Col. J21im Brubaker

ADDRESSEE FYRM: BRAC Commisaion

ADDRESSEE CITY AND 3TATE. Arlingtcn, Virginia
ADDRE3SEE PHONE: 703-696-0504
ADDRESSEER TELECOPIER PHONER: 703-696-05%0

TOTAL PAGES TRANSMITITED: 3 INCLUDLNG COVER MEMOHANOUM
CLIENT FILE NUMBER: 25-0193(A)
FROM: J. Troy Smith, Jr.

120 West Fire Tower Road X 1001 College Court

Pest Office Box 8083 post Office Box 367
Greenville, NC 27835-30388 New Berr:, NC 2B563-0867
Tel.: (919) 355-3330 Tel.: (919: §23-1000
Fax.. (919) 756-3589 Fax.: (919) 636-2121
Suite 2400 Fourth Floor

Twe Hannover Square 202 North Third Street
Fayettaville Street Mall Wilmington, NC  28401-4002
Post 0Office Box 2091 Tel.: (910} 762-5200
Raleigh, NC 27602-2091 Fax. : {910) 762-0%02
Tel.: (919} 83&-1800

Fax.: (919) 83¢-1507

e W ok b oA oode ke b k& ok h ok Rk ok kN ck ko ko N kW ko ok ok ok ok okok ok ok ko kb

IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL OF THE PAGES, PLEASE CALL AS
SOON AS POSSIRLE AND ASK FOR THE "1ELECOPIER OPERATOR.”

AL B BE BE 2R 2 2 20 20 B 2R B BE NE BE BF S 2F I K TEE B EEYE 2R 2 SE AR B R S R N SR N N Y

\ 4
TELECOPIER opERATonffé,{)L&JLCAMQN_ngfLﬂﬁaxrtgﬂ rme: |1 LY

e tmmrn e e e

TRANSMISSION CONFIRMED: ____ TRANSMISSION NOT “ONFIRMED: TIME:

COMMENTS :
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STATE OF NORTH CAMIOLINA
OFFICE OF THE GOVEENOR

JAMES B. HUNT JR. MILITARY LIAISON
GOVERNOR

June 9, 1995

Lt. Col. Jim Brubaker
BRAC Commission

1700 N. Moore Street
Suite 1425

Arlington, Virgimia 22209

Dear Jim:

I received today a copy of Beaufort County Commissioner Elsa Desrochers’ letter
on the subject of a proposed new outlying field for Cherry Point.

You probably know that after a thorough study ot patential sites, the Navy had iden-
tified three that met the criteria. Of those sites, one is wholly located in Beaufort
County, one site divided by the Beaufort and Pamhico County boundary and the
third site is wholly in eastern Carteret County.

Commissioner Desrochers is accurate in reporting the opposition of the citizens
who atlended the August 16, 1994 scoping meeting. | was present for that meeting
and consensus from those present was because they receive little of the direct eco-
nomic benefit from Cherry Point that they did not wunt an outlying field in their
county. She was apparently confused about the aumber of planes that the scoping
was based on. | kept my handout and the Navy usetd 200 as the planning number.

Ialso attended the meeting held in Pamlico County on the site that partially falls
within their boundary. At that meeting, there was bath opposition and support
about equally divided. Pamlico County does fail within the economic impact zone
for Cherry Point.

118 W. JONES STREET P.O. 8OX 945

RALEIGH. NC 27603-8001 NEW BEAN, NC 28583
RALEIGH, 919 733-5201 NEW BERN 819/514-4795
FAX 919/733.2120 FAX 9187514-4827




LA SV AV O D O SRV AV ] PO3
., '

Jjune €@, 1995

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

The third site, in Carteret County, is a portion of {Jpen Grounds Farm. Open
Grounds is a 44,000 acre commercial farming operation. This site unquestionably
has the most public support for two reasons. First, Cherry Point’s second largest
economic impact is on Carteret County. Second, the storm water run-off from this
farm is believed by the folks in eastern Carteret Coutsty to be a major source of the
problems causing the close of shell fishing waters and decline in fish catch. This
area is predominated by commercial fishing families, who, along with local envi-
ronmental groups, have publicly stated that an outlying field would be a better
situation if it got that land out of agricultural use.

You and | both know that the potential for locating any additional sites for military
airfields on the east cost is challenged by our population growth and environmental
concerns. But | did want you to have the whole picture on what | learned as the
Navy went through that process here in eastern Nornh Carolina last year.

Singerely,

f

i :
\Uean,

Marig\w\\

M. Smith

MMS:alf

C: Governor James B. Hunt
Senator Jesse A. Helms
Senator Lauch Faircloth
Representative Eva Clayton
Representative Walter B. Jones, Jr.
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Agenda

= Overview of MCAS Cherry Point
= Training Airspace

= BRAC Decisions / Recommendations
= What Has Changed?

= COBRA Analysis

= Cherry Point and Oceana
= Economic Impact

= Environmental Issues

= Recommendations
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Cherry Point - Overview

= World's Largest MCAS at 13,164 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 mgd
capacity; 3.5 mgd current use)

= Environmental Award Winner

= Winner of Commander in Chief's award for installation excellence (1988
& 1993)




V Military Value

Cherry Point - Training Area and
Airspace

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

= Overwhelming majority of Air-to-ground training, for

both Navy and Marine Corps, is conducted in North
Carolina

= Easy access to Air-to-Air ranges off coast of North
Carolina
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V Military Value

Cherry Point - BRAC '95
Recommendation (Redirect)

= F/A-18s to Oceana, VA - Eight 10 Aircraft Sqdns and
one 48 Aircraft FRS

= F/A-18s to Beaufort, SC - two 10 aircraft sqdns

= F/A-18s to NAS Atlanta - two 10 aircraft sqdns
(Reserve)
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V Military Value

Cherry Point - COBRA Analysis
1995 (cont'd)

= Family Housing *
> Cherry Point 2,840 units

X > Includes $42,800,000 for 447 family housing units in ?
“,, addition to the 2,840 units currently at Cherry Point

9‘%,,- Bachelor Enlisted Housing
~ Includes $39,500,000 for BEQs at Cherry Point

~ Capacity is in place for additional personnel at
Cherry Point

-~ No BEQ growth is planned for Oceana o
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JESSE HELMS

NOATH CAROLINA

Whnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3301

March 13, 1995 £ezen ool i ihis number

Xe,,
ey ey g
SRS PR L RRI I T I

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commisgsion
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 Commigsion’'s
public hearing which was held on March 6.

Although Martin's belated request arrived after the
deadline, I will genuinely appreciate your assgistance 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.

Sincerely,

Notryve-

JESSE HELMS:dn
cc: The Honorable James B. Hunt
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
RALEIGH 27603-8001

JAMES B. HUNT JR.
GOVERNOR

March 8, 1995

The Honorabie Jésse Helms
The United §tates Senate
403 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washiogton, DC 20510
Dear Senator Helms:

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

“BRACC 1993 included an innovative joint basing of Navy and Marine Corps

aviation assets at Cherry Point Marine Air Station. From 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 recommended that

the wing be redirected to Oceana Naval Air Station in Virginia Beach. Was the

Navy’s opposition to being based on Marine Air Station the reason for this

change? If we cannot inter-service 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, [ am

H. Martin Lancastar

HML:phm

R=96% 2913 733 2120 03-08-95 11:38AM PQ0O2 #i1
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Congress of the CUnited States
Washington, BE 20515

Ploans rater %o this pumber
when reaponging OO T—>

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-18
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 Baltimore,
Md. 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



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,
Jesse Helms, U.S. Senate Lauch Faircloth, U.S.Senate
ié:/7 Clayton, M.C. C/ Davi derburk M.C.
Walter B. Jones, . Sue Myrick, M.C.
RlCh rd Burr, Howard Coble, M.C.
Charles Rose, W.B. (Blll Hef/er M.C.
WW aqs V v

A

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

~

Clodotinly  Lodor [ome

Charles Taylor, L. Mel Watt, M.C.
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EVA M. CLAYTON WASHINGTON OFFICE:

1T DISTRICT, NORTH CAROLINA v:zsz c;:::NDséusgn;?s
ASHIN .

COMMITTEES {202) 225-3101

AGRICULTURE ’ DISTRICT OFFICES:
Congress of the United States 13w s
SPECIALTY CROPS AND NATURAL RESOURCES : ' -
PHouge of Repregentatives iz
DEVELOPMENT

' = G . NC 27834

PEFAHTMENT OPERATIONS AND @Washington, BE 20515-3301 o 7588300

SMALL BUSINESS . 1-800-274-8672

March 29, 1995

SUBCOMMITTEES:

PROCUREMENT. TAXATIQN AND
TOURISM

RURAL ENYERPRISES. EXPORTS AND
THE ENVIRONMENT

The Honorable Alan Dixon P Wf‘i@'%a "*—;1_'3”5353\ <
Chairman wran moopors vy A5 020

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/Al18 jets.

Sincerely,

e . Ut

U
Eva M. Clayton
Member of Congress

PRINTED QN RECYCLED PAPER
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

JAMES B. HUNT JR. MILITARY LIAISON
GOVERNOR

Ao\ >~
April 13, 1995 2%

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, | want to convey our thanks for the
time and interest you and LtCol. Brubaker gave our presentation.

We all appreciate the multitude of complex issues that you must deal with for everv
installation affected in this round of the closure and realignment process and your
attitude gives us a fair opportunity to make, again, the case for Marine Corps Air
Station Cherry Point. That is all we 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.

MS/im ™
116 W. JONES STREET P.O. BOX 985
RALEIGH, NC 27603-8001 NEW BERN, NC 28583
RALEIGH, 919 733-5201 NEW BERN 919/514-4795

FAX 919/733-2120 TAXY €1Q/514-4827



Document Separator



__‘__,.-—v-—_

*

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM €CTS) # D OHALS - |

f M: EaARei v, L Auc\ TO: MV XO o
{mme Senpavor . (A e CH AR MAN
| ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION:
(A. S CorderzESS 0D Rcec
INSTALLATION () DISCUSSED: i\ (< (W Tl OQC inu v
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FYI | ACTION | INIT COMMISSION MEVBERS FYI | ACTION | INIT
| CHAIRMAN DIXON | COMMISSIONER CORNELLA ./
| STAFF DIRECTOR v | coMMISSIONER COX L
| EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR v | COMMISSIONER DAVIS "
| GENERAL COUNSEL L | COMMISSIONER KLING —
] MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMISSIONER MONTOYA e
e COMMISSIONER ROBLES L~

| DIR.CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON. /s \// { COMMISSIONER STEELE L
{ DIR.COMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

: DIRECTOR OF R & A L~
§ <ECUTIVE SECRETARIAT ARMY TEAM LEADER
3 | NAVY TEAM LEADER X
| DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION | AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER
{ CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER vl

DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER

DIR/INFORMATION SERVICES

T TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED
Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature
Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response
X | ACTION: Offer Carmments and/or Suggestions ] L | m

Subject/Remarks:
LR uEsiwe THAY
F-\3 s&G oo S FRrora CEciL Bazunm X0 NAS
LR EACS @0 o A LWHEBE WD,

- Pecuos )

~

a3 B2 c DT cscwaTe rmoul

. TaE tewsty Coat
i YV CWT RN PoungT

RS,

Q\-E CV‘—\ES\\\.J\.‘:C: N.‘:‘\f&‘(
=N CCw~~ " CeTia-,

Due Date:

450427

Routing

0HS

e oremmt Q5113

" Mail Date:




. ARCLOTH
A SARCLINA

e Mnited States Denate

WASHINGTON. DC 20510-3305

. ; 1 1aa S e DB vRaTae
April 21, 1985 e ern qut..\as_\C

The Honcrarle Alan Dixon
Chairman

Base Realignment and Closure
Commission

1700 North Mocre Street
Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

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 continuing
with current plans, 7 F-18 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.
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Because of these issues, I believe an "apples to apples"
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 cption at Cherry Point.

I look forward to your response and an opportunity to talk
with you about this issue. Your response before the Baltimore
Regional Hearing would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Lauch Faircloth
United States Senator

LF/slh
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North Qaroline General Assembly

House of Representatives

State Legislative Building
Raleigh, NC 27601-1096

April 28, 1995

REPRESENTATIVE JOHN M. NICHOLS P.O. Box 15268

3rd District - Craven, Pamlico Counties

New Bern, North Carolina 28561

. The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman

Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425
Arlington, Virginia 22209

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

Dear Mr. Dixon

A copy of a letter from Bill Broom of the Conservation Council of N.C. dated April 13,
1995 has just reached my desk. T’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 desperate.

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.
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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,

b I I

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 B. HUNT JR. Mav 17. 1695 e ot £ prlsar
GOVERNOR a { : I s number
y b whon mosen A0S 30 -\

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

Dear Alan:

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
Navy/DOD 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 concemn 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-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,

Jamg8 B. Hunt Jr.

JBH/ARB:bjm

cc: The Honorable Terry Sanford
Sam Poole
Troy Smith
Al Bell




MCNAIR & SANFORD

A PARTNERSHIP OF PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

234 FAYETTEVILLE STREET MALL
SUITE 100
RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 27601

MAILING ADDRESS:

POST OFFICE BOX 2447
RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 27602
TELEPHONE 919/755-1800

FACSIMILE 919 "e¢(."R)

Mr. Alan J. Dixon

Chairman, BRAC Commission
1700 West Moore Street, Suite 1525

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Al:

CHARLESTON OFFICE

140 EAST BAY STREET

POST OFFICE BOX 1431
CHARLESTON, SC 29402
TELEPHONE 803/723-7831
FACSIMILE 803/722-3227

COLUMBIA OFFICE

NATIONSBANK TOWER
1301 GERVAIS STREET
POST OFFICE BOX 11390
COLUMBIA, SC 20211
TELEPHONE 803/799-9800
FACSIMILE 803/799-9804

May 16, 1995

GEORGETOWN OFFICE
121 SCREVEN STREET
POST OFFICE DRAWER 418
GEORGETOWN, SC 29442
TELEPHONE 803/546-6102
FACSIMILE 803/546-0096

GREENVILLE OFFICE
NATIONSBANK PLAZA
SUITE 60t
7 NORTH LAURENS STREET
GREENVILLE. SC 29601
TELEPHONE 803/271-4940
FACSIMILE 803/271-4015

SPARTANBURG OFFICE
SPARTAN CENTRE/SUITE 306
101 WEST ST. JOMN STREET
POST OFFICE BOX 5137
SPARTANBURG. SC 29304
TELEPHONE 803/542-1300
FACSIMILE 803/542-0705

WASHINGTON OFFICE
MADISON OFFICE BUILDING
Tl

UITE 400
1155 FIFTEENTH STREET, NORTHWEST
WASHINGTON. DC 20005
TELEPHONE 202/659-3900
FACSIMILE 202/659-5763

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,

TS:dla

RAL:13828

Sincerely,

McNA

Te anford

& SANFORD
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Raleigh 27601~1096 COMMITTEES.

REPRESENTATIVE JOHN M.NICHOLS

3RD DISTRICT - CRAVEN, PAMLICO HEALTH & ENVIRONMENT, CHAIRMAN
. AGRICULTURE
OFFICE ADDRESS: ROOM 632 APPROPRIATIONS/
LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING May 17 ’ 1995 NATURAL & ECONOMIC RESOURCES
RALEIGH, NC 27601-1096 FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
(919) 733-5787 TRANSPORTATION/
FAX (919) 755-1894 HIGHWAYS

- HOME ADDRESS: 4518 CARTERET DRIVE

NEw BERN, NC 28561
(919) 633-5154

Mr. Alan J. Dixon
1700 North Moore 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 Baltimore 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 Commission and the law. Unless you and
the other members of the Commission stop it here, an injustice
to the people of North Carolina and 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.: danger of being breached 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,

67 0-bn Altched

John M. Nichols

~ JMN/bj
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH
NORTH CAROLINA

Mnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3305

.
SekE .
IE

May 18, 1995 WYY r1

o G529\

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 staggering 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.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



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 I-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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May 23, 1995

Plonss rafer to this &l‘[\_bﬂf
The Honorable Alan Dixon vihen m”f’m._.;gﬁ;—s \7
BRAC Chairman
1700 North Moore Street
Suite 1425
Arhington, VA 22209

Dear Alan:

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

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

The Defense Department's recommendation that the BRAC 1993 decision be discarded
and instead, that the F/A-18s be 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 planes), and then set out to develop criteria to justify it.

1 am confident that the independent review by your commission will conclude that
Oceana's selection was based on political factors of interservice rivalry and a desperate effort to
justify Oceana's continued existence, rather than the objective criteria advanced by the 1993
Base 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 other reason than
the fact that the DOD analysis, followed so closely the original BRAC decision. To arrive at the
later figures, the DOD analysis presumes either (1) that the original base closurc commission did
not know what they were doing, or (2) that the criteria were changed.

Rep. Owen Pickett of Virginia's Second District, in which Oceana lies, said it best:
"{w]hen the military wants to do something and it is expensive, they underestimate the cost, and

when they don't want to do something, they overestimate the cost.”

Since base capacity is a signiticant issue in your decision, and members of your stafT’
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have already visited Oceana to analyze its capacity, I suggest a visit to Cherry Point so that the
two facilities can be fairly evaluated with firsthand knowledge. All of us in the North Carolina
delegation will be happy to work with you and your staff to arrange such a visit.

Alan, my concern about this matter goes beyond mere parochial interest; [ am persuaded
that both the security of our nation and fair play dictate that the Cecil Field F/A-18s be directed
to Cherry Point.

Kindest personal regards.

Sincerely,

aene

JESSE HELMS:dw
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Dear Sir:

1 am writing regarding the upcoming BRAC decision for a base for the
160 nulitary jets from Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida.

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

I am-a Beaufort County commissioner. On August 16, 1994, a public
hearing was held in the Beaufort County Courthouse with military
representatives. Mr, Jim Haluska, Commander, Atlantic Division, Naval
Facilities Engineering 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 military 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 landing fields being located in Beaufort County

BEAUFORT COUNTY COURTHOUSE
112 W. 2nd Street ® P O. Box 1027 @ Washington, North Caroline 27889 e Phone (919) 946-0079 or 946-7721




The chief concerns about the OLF are as follows:

1. Safety: Both of the proposed landing fields are in close proximity to
towns, farm communities, schools and churches. Each jet will pass over
thousands of pcople on every flight. These will be training flights, and
mistakes, and crashes, do occur.

2. Number of Jets: At the public heanng on August 16, 1994, [ asked how
many jets were expected to use the proposed outlying 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, will
fly over Beaufort County.

3. Altitude and Noise: To practice landings and takeofYs, the jets will have
to be flying at low altitudes. The noise produced by the current training
fights crossing Beaufort County is extreme. Any increase in noise levels

would be highly detiimental.

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

. Anenvironmental impact statement was to be issued regarding the
OLF. No such document has ever been distributed.

In September, 1994, the Beaufort County Board of Commissioners
unanimously endorsed a resojution of opposition to the OLF being located in
Beaufort County, and sent it to the appropriate military personnel, to
Govemnor Hunt, to Senators Helms and Faircloth, and to Representatives
Clayton and Lancaster. The resolution was seut again this spring to
Representatives Clayton and Jones,




Please know that there is a significant down side to the jets being sent
to Cherry Point. The citizens of Beaufort County strongly oppose the
location of any outlying landing fields in our county.

Sincerely,

Elsa Desrochers
b - Beaufort County Commuissioner

Govemor James B. Hunt
Senator Jesse A. Helms

Senator Lauch Faircloth
Representative Eva Clayton
Representative Walter B. Jones, Jr.
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1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

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 Commission, 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 Commission and,
perhaps most important, our military is disadvantaged during
this critical "right sizing" process by the injection of
political interests into the process.

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

Yours very trg§§,

%)»-b.b “\' LVM

Beverly M. Perdue

BMP/mmm

@ printed on recycled paper
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plansd ¥
Carol M. Browner el
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 Air

-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 beccme 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

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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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
Lo oattain the czone standard Ly Novemoer 15, i3%3%, as requlred 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 EPA’s interpretation of the general
conformity requirements as applied to 1995 BRAC decisions. Is a
_conformity determination oxr 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, Wetlands, Private Property, and Nuclear Safety, which I = ..
chair. ' '

Lauch Faircloth

cc: Honorable Alan J. Dixon,
Chairman, BRAC Commission
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JAMES B. HUNT JR.
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The Defense Base Closure and

Realignment Commission
1700 West Moore Street, Suite 1525

Arlington, VA 22209
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 from MCAS Cherry 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 an 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 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. We appreciate the Commission agreeing to this request
and the staff 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,

TBH/ARB:bjm
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Mr. Al Cornella
The Defense Base Closure and

Realignment Commission
1700 West Moore Street, Suite 1525

Arlington, VA 22209
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 from MCAS Cherry 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 an 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 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. We appreciate the Commission agreeing to this request
and the staff 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
faimess 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,

JBH/ARB:bjm
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3305

June 13, 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman, 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 F/A-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 further 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 haslgg_lstered several violations of the national ozone standard
in recent years. The Em/w@_. Protection” Agency is in the process of "bumping up" the
nonattainment- classification of the Hampton Roads drea to the more serious "moderate”
category due to a failure to achieve the national ozone standard by November- 15, 1993, as_
required by the Clean Air Act. Under the law, EPA must take this action. However, a last
minute appeal by state and local officials has forestalled this required stiffening of air quallty

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 F/A-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 F/A-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 Hampton Roads area. On the other hand, MCAS
Cherry Point does not have any nonattainment air quality conditions and does not present
any Clean Air Act problems in connection with receiving the Cecil Field F/A-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 F/A-18 squadrons to MCAS Cherry Point.

o bAZ_

Lauch Faircloth

Sincgrely,

cc: Mr. Charles Smith
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NORFOLK, Va. ~~ The Navy may slow the retirement of A-6 and F=14 airoraft

or buy additional F/A-18 fighters to addrdss laoming shortfalls in the number
of sguadrons available to deploy with aircraft carriers later this deocads,
garvice offiqials gaid. !

!
)

]
Aviation officlals at Atlantlic Fleet jheadquartevs here and in Washington
nre struggling, to come up with the proper mlx of siroraft to address a

shortfall of five squadrons of F/A-18 Hornet aircraft that will begin ta
affe¢t naval operations as sarly as 1997, parvice officials maid. :

The ispue will be resolved in the Navyy's 1997 budget, said Adm. Mike
Boorda, chlef of naval operatiena. He saild the issue now {s under reviewand
that various options are being agseasesd. i

Whatevey the golution, the Navy will%fund it from its existing budget,
Boarda sald. ~

H
i
i

* "% think we are going to dec this wighin the resources and the dollars we

have. We are not ¢going to go out and gay give us soms mora money to do this,''
Hoorda mald.

i
The extent of the shortfall was rsvesled over the last yesr when tha

impact of prior budget cuts became more clear, Navy officials said. Among the
faagtors vontributing te the problam: T

~w=Dagigions ta raduce the funding r?quirad to gupport 22 aircragt
sgwadyrond on carriera. i

~w-Reduced funding for F-14 upgradesi

«=-hogelerated retiraments of A-¢ alrcrart, which were originally set to
leave the Ffleat ih 1699, but now planned ko be retived by 1997.

*“How serious it is is a tough quesﬂiOn," Boorda saild. ““If we don't
solva it, it would be real gerioum, If yau have too few of something and you
nead more, but you don't get more, then mgu either have to do lezs or you

{hava to] work what you have harder. In this qgase we would hava worked peopls
too hard by deploying them too much.'' |

]
If the shortfall ie not eddressed, fhen the Navy would be forced to
daplay squadrons more freguently, viclating the established operationaltempo.

The Navy repeatedly eXcaaded these étandarda of six=nonth de¢ployments

followed by 18 months of shore duty durigq the late 1970s and thousands of
highly skilled parsonnal left the service,

i
“*If you start turning an air oraw §round with less than one year
|
i
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.ashore], suddenly thI€ inveEtH&nt you've made in all of these air :3ws just

valks out the door and now you ara in a death spiral,'' Roger Whiteway,

{irector of tactical training and requirements for the Atlantis Fleat, said.
i

Moreover, the decision to intagrate up to thrme Marine Corps ¥/A~18
iquadrens to help mitigata the effects of the ahortfall ham fallen short of
sspecitatione. That's because the Marines are in the process of reducing theix
werall nunber of F/A-18 squadrons and must still meet separata oversess
requirements, mervice offigials said.

“"Wea still have the sguadron shortfall even with the integration of thres
darine Qorps F/A-18 squadrons,'*' Vice Admi Richaxd. Allen, commander of naval
wiation in the Atlantic Fleat, said, ““Wé gtill have a shortfall out thers in
the future. We are five squadrone short a8 va speak.'!

whatevar option ls salected to redress the shortfall, there remains a
ranpover lsaue, Allen axplained. In getﬁi#q the aircraft, the Navy also will
i1ava to pay tha cost of maintaining pilets and maintanance personnel that may
1ave baan retired or shifted slsewhare inithe Navy.

““You don't just turn a spigot on and fmmediately get a pllot to go man a
squadron, '! Allen gaid, )
Aocelerating production of the improved B/F version of the Hornet to
cadress the shortfall is not a realisiic pption, aAllen maid, since production
is nlready scheduled for 1997 and money i@ obligated for that.

More likely alternatives include keebinq some A-~6 and ¥-14 squadrons in
the fleet longer than planhed, buiinq more F/A-18 C/D aircraft or upgrading
slder F/A=18 A/B airoraft, Atlantlc Fleet! officials salq.

!

“"It could be conaiderad ma an option since there were 6Q C/D alroraft
taken out of the budget last year,'' Allen said.

Atlantic Flast officlals algo want tb aswess whothar the retirement date
for some A-68 might be moved back to the 1999 time frame, Whiteway said.

““There may be politioal reasons foﬂ not moving the A=-88 back tov [1999],
but we want to at least ask the quastion pf what would it cost to keep them an

axtra [(year or so],!' Whiteway said. |

i

Copyright 1995, Army Times Publishing Coﬁpany. All rights reserved.
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH
* NORTH CAROLINA O

/o
Wnited States Senate o~ e

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3305

June 8, 1995

Carocl 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 1s 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 Air
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
alrcraft 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 Rcads 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 EPA’s interpretation of the general
conformity requirements as applied to 1995 BRAC decisions. 1Is a
conformity 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, Wetlands, Private Property, and Nuclear Safety, which I
chair.

Lauch Faircloth

cc: Honorable Alan J. Dixonv/j
Chairman, BRAC Commission

bece: Sean Callinicos
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JAMES B. HUNT JR. June 15, 1995
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The Honorable Alaun J. Dixon
Chairman
The Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Commission
1700 West Moore Street, Suite 1525
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Al:

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 Oceana. We also
appreciate your offer to receive any additional documentation, and I have asked our staff to make
sure that all such further information is provided to Charles Smith.

As we discussed with you, there are several factors 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 have brought to the attention of the Commission commencing with our
presentation in Baltimore, but I have attached an Executive Summary of the North Carolina _
position which my staft furnished on Tuesday to Charles Smith and for which supporting data is
on file with the Commission.

I am compelled to reiterate two issues. First, the integrity of the BRAC Commission and
its statutory process is important. In making the decision to close Cecil Field, thc 1993 BRAC
Commission considered the various alternatives for the relocation of the F-18s and dctermined
the best, most cost-effective site would be Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station. The
Commission at that time considered Oceana and rgjected it as the future sitc for these airplanes.

The 1993 Commission considered all of the factors, including cost, environmental
impact, what was best {or the military and, in particular, the: determinatian of the Commission to
promote cross-servicing (a concept then fully endorsed by the Navy and DOD). The facts
supporting the 1993 BRAC decision are as convincing today as they were almost two years ago
and should be given thc same consideration.
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As [ stated in my presentation to the Commission in Baltimore, the Navy subsequent to
1993 has determined to "protect” Oceana against closure by seeking the redirection of the F-18
aircraft. Accordingly, the Navy attempts to justify its recommendation with projected costs that
wce have demonstrated do not reflect the actual facts.

Additionally, the Navy has stated that its prqposed accelerated retirement of certain
aircraft now based at Oceana 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
and either must slow down its proposed retirement schedule for the A 6 aireraft and/er sdd

additional ['-183. Thus, it appcars that the net cffcct will be uo addilional space. [ have antached
a copy of onv uf the subject nows releases in this regard.

Eecond, there 13 the simple queation af fairuess Vielually all of the air-to-ground training
snd e £l o A I - BN PR s 8 | Y | [ IR JUR & O B SR X s’wwvhhnou, Trasw AL LI

planes are located at Oceana or Cherry Point. Our Stato not only has given up the &ntcusive air
space that is being used for training, but we alse will get the homhing_ the naise and the
inconvenienee tn the pihlic assneiated with the training. It is only fair that the air orowo and
their families should live in the state where they will work and train.

In summary, the 1993 (actors that were the basis of the BRAC Cammission hsection of
the I'-185 vs Chierry PUlil svinaus valid, and we subiuil thal e lhcwally unsupported

"justifications” by the Navy for the proposed redirection to Oceana should not be permitied to
subvert the BRAC statutory purpose and the integrity of the BRAC Commission and process.
and result in less than the best long-term decision for our military,

Again, thank you for your willingness to spend time with us. [t was a pleasure to visit
with you again,

My warmest personal regards.

unt Jr.

JBH:sh

Enclosures
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EXACUTIVE OUMMARY

4993 QOD Recommandation and BRAC REcision

» Cherty Point Lu receive thirveen 13 alrcraft operational
F 10 aquadrauna am? cuw 48 alrovaft nraining sgusarsn.

a2 Chaowags Nadan 01 Ll ceplpbwnel nlves 22272 ueLBLwLLLvaLI IO IDLINC

milicazy operation of Navy and Marine Corps aircraft.

. Cherry Point sllocation would alleviate future environmental and
land use problems.

L Oteana considered but reiscted on the baeis that amaignment to
Nomana Aefeantad the intagyation of Narvy mad Mesiane Corps carviaer
RSseLs.

. 1993 CCBRA analynis wes correct and indicated hisher csat ts logats
aircraft at Oaceana than at Cherry Point.

1223 Navy/DOD _Recommandaticn

. 1995 COBRA data im ‘skaewed showing unrealistic shift of $385,000,000
in coste attributable to aircratt assignment to Cherry Point/Oceanas.

. Raises the question of the integrity of the BRAC proceass.

] Rejects concept for joint Navy/Marine Corpe aircraft training and
epavagisns .

Training Activity

. Ovarwhelming majoxity of air to ground training for Navy and Marine
Corpa conducted in North Carolina.
L Proximity to Marine Corps Base Cady Lo jouue,
. Proximity to electronic warfare range Charry Doint.
. Eaoy access to air to air ranges on coast of North Carolina.
Safsty

! Mooy cviav ceewnviaily (UIEL  WICN  S1gR1ILC&Nt oOfen land
mirrninding wppranakeaa kg the bass AN ciwly eale Lus upuvsarionas
purposes .

- Oceana iR in a highly oongessed mabrapalitan a.ea - »ulivuls,

residencial neighborheods, and shopping malls well within the danger
rone of the bade.

Environmental Prohlems Unique to Qosana PaQility
. Acuts and Chronic Water Supply Problems
- Lake Gaston Pipeline water in sericus doubet.
- Lake Gagton settlement has apparently collapsed
- Faderal rLawsuit by Virginia C¢itias and Counties

challengan Taka Gaeton Sattlomann  Agrsamanl ..

- Like GWASLON Ssttlumanr raanant Megeotiations Banwaan
vizginia Hsach and ¥orfolk at Impovse

2
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) Currxent moratorium on new watexr gystam connections,

L4 Navy praviously found that current water oupply problesms
impact operatiocnal yoadiness Aduring periods of drought.

L] Recent analysia conducted by the U.3. Axmy Corpe of Engineers
and FPadaral Bnargy Ragulatory Commlselon soncluded chac lone
term watar cupply neads of tha srea Cannot be met cven with
full utilization of the Lake daston Pipeline proiect which is
new unlikely.

L Asuta and Chronic Alr Quelicy Ppronlema

o Hampton Raads area pregently ia non-attainment for Ozonc under
Fudwral Clesan Alr Aat standards. |

. FPA presently is avaluating whather to elevate the cseriousness
of the Ozone non-attsinment rating for the Hampton Roads area.

) Federal Clean Air Rat requirements will require performance of
& aonformity dotermination analyogioc for relocation of the
Gacil Pield F/A-18s.

. Relocation of Cacil Fiald F/A-188 o Oceana would require
nignifiocamalys grasuar sFfINLY L, HPA, Lle Slalae of Viiylila,
local sir qualigy bhoards and Oceana to sstisfy Fedaral
Canfarmity reqiirements than will be the cadgo if she planas
Are located at MCAS8 Chorrxy Point.

Chexxy Point - Oceagg Fagility Qverview
13 $400, 000,000 MILCON expanditure at Cherry Point in the last decade.

- Naw full mervice Naval Hospital
- New Water Trestment facility with excesa capacity

- New Sewages Treatment plant with excess capacicy

. on poard rersonnal atrength to sach bage approximately equal.

. Charry Peint haa 1615 more family housing uuils Lhas Guesna.

] Cherry Point has 16 new Rachelnr anligted gquarters with 1110 maro
bed spaces than Oceana and axcess capraity,

. VEA housing ditferqntial appraximately 54,364,000 per year.

- Parking apron at Cherxy Puvlul lusn double the capacity oar Uceana’s.

. Hangar gspace ah Charry Ppaint Qufficient co <rooeive five

F-18 squadrons with minimal MILCON inveatment,

. Hangar space at Chexry Point jsufficient to receive seven squadrons
uf F-188 with moderate MILCON investment.

94-0132
WHMALN/147LTT .

F

i C
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TET S8HORTAGE STRIKES NAVY

s

By Robart Holzer 5 I e e

]
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NORFOLK, Va. =~ The Navx may aslow the retiremant of A-6¢ and F~14 airorart
or buy additienal P/A-18 fighters to address looming shortfalls in tha number

of squadrons avalilable to deploy with airoraft carriera later this decade,
sexvice officials said. !

S Al a2 18

2+ e it e b 6 & ‘: " LRI LI e TR RRDY S o L T S, T

L Pk, S, S

Aviation officials at Atlantic Fllotihaadquartnr- here and in wWashington

ara strudsling 48 sema up with ahe proper (mix of aimoraft to addrada a
et 'Ez gg 24y Q%ggggau' of F/A-18 Hovnet airgrafe that will bagin te
a¥¥ao nav ona 48 early as 1987, (sexvics offlcials maie. :
]

opera
dTho issua :111 g;mresolgod in ths Navy's 1297 budgaet, sald pd e

or a of nav erationg. He said the ixiue now im under reVisWiha
%ﬁif"ehr ouw optliohs atgnﬁg}nq assasged.

Whatevar tha solution, the Navy villifund it from 1ts existing budget,
Boorda sald. . :

71 think wa arxe going to do thim within the raemources and the dollars we
have. ¥e are not going to go out and say ?ivo us soma morYa money to do this,*'!
Boorda said. !

The extent of the shortfall wvas rovaLlod over thae last year when the
impaat of prior budget cuts became more cjlear, Navy officiala said. Among the
factors coltributing to the problems .

--«Daoigions tao reduce the funding rrquircd to pupport 22 airoraft
sguadrons on carrisra. |

--=Raduced funding for F-14 upgrades!.

-==A008 ed retirements of A- £t whioh were origqinally xat to
Leave ERA FTeeE TR ﬁﬁn&%%«: At TN I E Y Sk

AR I

1
““How serious it is ia 2 tough question,'’ Boerda said. ““If we don't
aolva it, it would bg real serious. If you have toc few of something and you
naad more, but you don't get mors, than you either havae to do lass or you
have to] work what you have harder. In this case we would hava worked people
oo hard by daploying them too much.'! !

If the shortfall is not addressed, then tha Nuvg would be forced to
dopley squadyons nove fraquently, viclating tha astahlishad cparationaltenpa.

The Navi repeatedly excesded these §tandards of six=-montn aséploymencs
follevea p¥ ¢ montas or shogsw duty wvurhpy Uee Labine— 13T wod - Bladadunda LS
highly skilled parsonnal left tha sorvicq.

TTTP yasu attnpe AUMRING AR ALY Qrew irnuna With lass TRAN Nna year

1
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(ashore], suddenly thY's “1nv8atH&nt {ou'va made in all of these alr :ws just
valks aut the door and now you are in a death spiral,'' Rogar whiteway,
director of tactical training and requirements for the Atlantic rleet, said.

t

Moreaver, the decision to integrate up %£e¢ thwes Mawvifc Cenps M A<18- -
squadrens to help mitigata the effects orJ ® shortfall hams rnlien short of
axpegtations. That's becausa the Marines sra in the process of reduoing their
overall number of F/A-~18 squadrons and musit still mest ssparate oversaas
raguirements, service cffiocinls paid.

““wa still have the squadron sharttail even with the intagration of thrae

Nirine Corps r/aA-1% squadrons,‘'' v od Adwm ¢ an -Allgn Rf.DAYA)
Mlmiﬁ.ﬁm‘ér‘l ntia a'tu aﬁéﬂ'. ?%%T.T%SHE%E n :-F%Sggngi out hhare in
a Tuture. We arw f[ve B roﬂ!.lggsgzgg ve spaak,'!
rm»u::::‘ﬂ’u W‘-‘.“‘L&ﬂ—“v‘ ﬂmv;f LT o
Whataver opticriis meleoted ta thwe whorclall, therw zremains w— -~ - .

nanpower izsus, Allen axplained. In gatting ths aircrafet, tha Navy alss will
hava to pay the cost of maintaining pilo\:T and maintenance parsonnsl that nmay
have baan retired or shifted elsewhwrs in)the Navy,

““You dan't just turn & spigot on and imnedlately get a pilot to go man a

squadren, ' * Allen salid, .
!

Acgelexating production of the ipproysd B/F verslion of the Hornaeat to
redress the shortrfall is not a realistic pption, Allen said, since production
ia already echeduled for 1997 and money ip obligated for that.

1&3§2f11k-1§“§?€2§3§¥f$3§'Iﬁoidiﬁ ae iﬁa~;5;c A-8 and x-ia iaﬁhdrona in
the fleaat longer than planngd buxini mora P/A-18 /0 alroraft or upgrading
older T/A-18 A/B aircratls, Atiant c Pleeti ofticials sald.

A A ) SR P e, s A el ) AMAIT RO Sh Habind

"T7It could ba considered as an optiah since theye ware 60 C/D alroraft
taken out of the budget last yaar,'! Allen sald.

!
Atlantic Flaat officials al¢o want to assess whather the retiremant dats
for soma A-6s might be moved back tc the !1999 tine Zrane, wWhiteway smia.

*“There may be ofIEI;;l rgaaons tqﬁbnot nmoving the A-68 back to [1993
iz vo SamE 2oy Sy lpeiciont ronaons £o P VRSE o [T - BB E=Ve KEFH - Ehan an

axtra [year or so),'' whiteway saild. l
!
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY

O e OF THE UNITED STATES o
VIRGINIA WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 RANKING MEMBER.

SUBCOMMITIEE ON MILITARY PERSONKNEL
WASHINGTON OFFICE ———
2430 RAYBURN BUILDING - . .
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515 June 16, 1995 SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY READINESS
(202) 225-421$

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES

The 'Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman Plosse refer to this rumber

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commisson ; Wﬁm.@:—ﬂ*

1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

I am forwarding to you for the consideration of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment (BRAC) Comumission the enclosed memorandum compiled by the Hampton
Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC) concerning air conformity issues raised
in regard to the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense o redirect FA-18
Squadrons to NAS Oceana. The HRPDC has provided this information in response 10 a
memorandum submitted to the BRAC Commission 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 duc consideration. [ thank
you in advance for your time and attention to this matter.

With kindest regards, 1 am

Sincerely yours,

@WW

Owen Pickett
Member of Congress

OP/abm
VIRGINIA BEACH OFFICE: NORFOLK ()¢FICE
2710 VIRGINIA BEACH BOULEVARD WARD'S CORNER
VIRGINIA BEACH. VIRGINIA 23452 112 FasT LTt F CREEK ROAL
(804) 486-3710 NORPOLK. VA 23505

(RO4) $83-5892
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ARYHUR L COLLING, EXECUNVE DIRECTOR/SECRETARY

The Honorable Owen B. Pickett
U.S. Representative
1204 Longworth HOB
Washington, D.C. 20515

Re: Comments on Ward & Smith, P.A.
Memorandum of June 5, 1895,
Regarding Air Conformity
Requirements Assaciated with
FA-18 Squadron Redirect to
NAS Qceana

Dear Representative Pickett:

The memorandum recently submitted to the BRAC Commission by
North Carolina's paid consultants, the law firm of Ward and Smith, offers one
possible legal interpretation of Clean Air Act requirements as they might apply
to pending BRAC decisions. Whiile containing much factual information, the
memorandum strays into unfounded speculation and veiled threats of potential
legal challenges. As a general observation, Ward and Smith frequently
confuse, or fail to differentiate between transportation-related air quality
conformity and general conformity, the latter refating to point sources of
hydrocarbon emissions. As Ward and Smith concede, the Navy BSEC has
already provided views on its responsibilities regarding general conformity
determinations and confidence in a positive outcome. While seeming to place
all responsibility for obtaining conformity determinations on the Navy, much of
Ward and Smith's discussion of EPA concems relates to transportation-related
conformity which, by law, involves major planning and procedural
respaonsibilities for state Departments of Transportation and local Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPO). in Hampton Roads, the MPO is synonymous
with the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission. As Executive
Director/Secretary of both organizations, | feel competent to add the
transportation conformity dimension to the Navy's previous comments on
overall conformity determination.

Comprehensive rebuttal of all misrepresentations in the Ward and Smith
memorandum would require a lengthy essay. To provide a timely and concise
response, the following comments are limited to the numbered "Summary of
Concerns..." beginning on page 9 of the memorandum:

HMEADCUARYERS « THE REGIONAL BUILDING + 723 WOQOLAKE ORIVE + CHESAPEAKE. VIRGINIA 22320 + (804) 420-K800
PENINSULA OFFICE - HARBOUR CENTRE, 2 EATON STRERT « SUITE 502 + HAMPTON. VIRGINIA 23689 - (804) 728- 2387
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The Honorable Owen 8. Pickett 2 June 15, 1985

1.

The air quality of the Harmpton Roads area is already poor...and not Improving...and,
in fact, may be deteriorating with regard to ozons...redirection of Cecil Field FA-18's
will only exacerbate the condition and make attainment of the ozone NAAQS more
difficult.”

cComments:

"Poor” is @ meaningless term implying a more serious problem than justified by the
actual definition of "marginal nonattainment" in the case of Hampton Roads. The
EPA designated Hampton 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 Alr Quality
Standard (NAAQS) per year during a three-year period with the initial test period
being 1981-1993. According to the EPA, Hampton Roads experienced an average
number of 1.7 annual expected exceedances during the period 1991-19893, thereby
failing to demonstrate attainment by the EPA specified deadline of November 185,
1893. 1t should be noted that exceedances dunng this initial test period measured
only slghtly above the ozone standard (0.131 ppm compared to NAAQS value of
0.120 ppm).

As clearly 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 NAASQ 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 occutring during 1892 and 1993 which affectad both three-year test
periods.! The Hampton Roads MPO contested the EPA's recommendation on
January 17, 19985, in a letter to EPA Regional Director, Mr. Peter H. Kostmayer.
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 Hampton Roads 2015 Financially
Constrained Transportation Plan indicating that hydrocarbon emission will be
reduced by nearly 50%in the year 2015 as compared 10 our 1990 base-year
conditions. In a response dated February 6, 1995, the EPA Region lil Regional
Administrator acknowledged that “We (the EPA) agree you (the Hampton Roads
MPO) are proactively and successfully addressing the issues 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 within the nonattainment area, including the use

IThe Hampton Roads Suffolk monitor recorded no exceedances in 1991, 2 in 1982, 3 in 1983 and

none in 1994, resulting in a 1.7 average for the test periods in both 1991-93 and 1992-94.

Fong
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The Honorable Owen B. Pickett 3 June 15, 1995

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 rute
pertaining to conformity reclassification of Hampton Roads in a Federal Register
announcement of March 13, 1995 (copy attached). In summary, reclassification to
a moderate nonattainment status is not “imminent,"” as Ward and Smith speculate,
and there is absclutely 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 expenenced zero exceedances since 1993, we will have successfully
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 Virginia Department of
Transportation in accordance with FR 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, ICF Kaiser was
requested to model and analyze the potential air quality impacts 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 2015. (This population)
would exceed the 1890 baseline populatfon in the Hampton Roads 2016 Economic
Forecast by only 60...This increase is highly insignificant (less than 1 percent).
Thus, the BRAC ‘95 recommendation essentially represents a realignment of
existing trips along the Hampton Roads transportation network. It will have no
significant impact on VMT nor vehicle emissions overall in the region, and
therefore, will have no impacts on the results of the recently completed
conformity determinations for the Hampton Roads nonattainment area.”

The State of Virginia has not yet developed an emissions budget for Hampton
Roads, and apparently no computer modeling has been conducted; thus neither the
Navy nor the BRAC Commission can determine whether FA-18 squadrons can be
accommodated without contributing to further violations of the ozone NAAQS.

Comments:

Extensive computer modeling has been accomplished for transportation conformity
in accordance with FR 40 CFR Parts 51 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 every reason to belleve point source emigsions
will ailso prove to be below or not significantly different than baseline levels since the

Fonas
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The Honorable Owen B. Pickett 4 June 15, 1995

resulting base load is essentially equal to the 1980 base load. Moreover, the 1990
base load included aircraft which produced higher emission levels.

The Oceana FA-18 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 precisely the
project they describe. The Hampton Roads PDC/MPO performs exhaustive
evaluations 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 comprehensive evaluation of potential growth factors,
Ward and Smith raise the specter of a "growth spurt” resulting from the L.ake Gaston
water project and speculate, without benefit of any supporting data, that the
aggregate resuit of the Lake Gaston project and BRAC '85 realignments "arguably
will result in unacceptable cumulative environmental impacts..." The Hampton
Roads PDC/MPO has proactively addressed potential impacts associated with
aircraft realignments to NAS Oceana in the context of all "growth impacts
reasonably anticipated," as Ward and Smith suggest. Our growth projections are
based on widely accepted economic and population forecasting methodologies that
incorporate a wide vanety of independent variables including those related to water
supply. While 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 Virginia Beach and
adjacent communities included in our current conformity determination. Contrary
to Ward and Smith allegations, there wiil be no population "surge" resulting from the
Lake Gaston project. Moreover, Ward and Smith are obviously unaware of our
current population forecasts which reflect growth rate declines due to unanticipated
defense downsizing.

The Navy should make a conformity determination, or at least undertake a more
detailed conformity analysis, prior to the BRAC decision. Without such information,
a final BRAC decision redirecting FA-18's to NAS Oceana may be vulnerable to
legal altack.

Finoe,
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The Honrorable Owen B. Pickett 5 June 15, 1996

Comments:

| understand the DBCRC Commission General Counsel recently issued an opinion
to the effect that it would be inappropriate to require the Navy to obtain a conformity
determination prior a Commission decision on realignments to 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
EPA 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, David Gist
of the Hampton Roads PDC/MPO 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 conformity determination has been accomplished and that such
actions are not solely a Navy responsibility. It is worth emphasizing that General
Conformity Regulations, Sections 51.859 and 93.159, the "Procedures for
Conformity Determinations of General 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 "concem" with an apparent threat of future
legal challenges grounded in insufficient a proni consideration of environmental
concems. 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 €IS, which arguably would have been more appropniate
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 Cherry Point NADEP and the concurrent decision to relocats
Cecil Field FA-18 squadrons to Cherry Point would be addressed in a subsequent
EIS. Although this EIS was completed in draft form more than six months ago, the
public hearings scheduied for February, 1995, were canceled and the Draft EIS still
has not been released by the Navy. There is a ceftain irony in North Carolina's
“concern” for pre-decision consideration of environmental factors at Oceana while
pressing their case to reinstate an FA-18 basing decision that, two years after the
fact, is still not supported by the NEPA-required systematic evaluation of
environmental issues. Meanwhile, significant issues in the EA for Cherry Point

Fecy
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The Honorable Owen B. Pickett 6 June 15, 1895

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

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

Sipcerely

Arthur L. Collins
Executive Director/Secretary

DG:th
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Honorable Lauch Faircloth i
United States Senate '
Washington, DC 20510 ' ‘ !
Dear Senator Faircloth: }
_ o -
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 from the Marine Corps Air Station at Cherry Point,
North Carolina, to the Naval Air Station at Oceana, Vlrglnla.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has establlshed
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 actions will not interfere with
the SIP's, section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act and the EPA
implementing regulation requires Federal agencies to make
conformity determinations. These determinations are nhecessary
when the Federal action will result in significant increase in
emissions of air pollutants whlch will impact areas not attaining
the NAAQS. .

It is my understandlng that an earlier BRAC had. recommended
closing Cecil Field in Florida and relocating several squadrons
to Cherry Point, North Carolina. Cherry Point 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 Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News (Hampton
Roads) marginal ozone non-attainment area.

In your letter, you requested EPA's interpretation .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 my understanding that a preliminary analysis by
the Navy indicates that relocation of the sguadrons will result
in a significant increase in emissions of ozone precursors at the
squadrons' new base. Thus, 1f the Navy relocates the sgquadrons
to a base in a non-attainment area, such as Oceana, it must make
a conformity determination. In order to demonstrate conformity,
the Navy must prepare a year-by-year estimate 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

~
= P Paper
e annted on Recycled Pape




[RANY P, ) giuas s (A1)
LI D WL LS

P o TNV

the frequency or severity of any existing violation of the NAAQS,
or; delay Virginia's attainment of the NAAQS. ]

The BRAC Commission is only making a recommendatlon to the
President and Congress and the recommendation is not in jitself an
action which will result 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 reguirement 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 of s ice and trust
that this information will be helpful to you '

AssAstant Admlnlstrator
for Alr and Radlatlon
i



