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PROCEEDTINGS

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: This hearing will come to
order. We'll continue with the Navy recommendations. One
moment. We're missing one Commissioner. We'll just wait
one moment, please.

(Pause.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Mr. Cook, yodrmay.proceed.
MR. COOK: Thank you, Mr. Chai

Commissioners. We return this afternoon for

Mr. Hanna.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPF E. Hanna. .

MR. A: Mr. Chairman, we now bring to the

floor for dis d vote chapter 11, section 192, of

the bill, close roadway complex, San Diego,

Calif'l ' This recommendation closes the facility and

enants to other locations in the San Diego area,
allowl the complex to be redeveloped.

Mr. Brian McDaniel is our lead analyst for the
complex.

MR. McDANIEL: Thank you, Mr. Hanna. Good
afternoon, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners.

Based on staff review, a recommendation to add
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Broadway for closure is justified based on the following

reasons. It reduces excess capacity and eliminates
underused property dedicated to a single support function.
It will collocate Navy support functions on an existing
opérational base. It will enhance force protection for the

1200 military and civilian employees, and it has

potential of reducing excess capacity -- and ger
non-appropriated revenues that could be used to ofFf

other investment costs for facilities in Diego.

Based on questions from the Commissgon, the

Department has certified it would d to invest almost

$137 million. $118 million would be nééded for

construction of new of ce on another Navy base in

San Diego to relocate Na ctivities currently at

Broadway. Due the Navy's estimate of significant up-

front costs a f personnel savings associated with

the recommendat 1'¢; e Navy estimates the 20-year present

value st to be $106 million and will require more than

10 efore producing a payback.

llosing Broadway would not result in the loss of
any jobs or generate negative effects on the local economy
because under this recommendation jobs would not be
eliminated, relocated, or realigned out of the city of San

Diego.

Finally, the staff notes. the Department reported
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it has invested $3.5 million through fiscal year 2003 for
environmental restoration activities at.Broadway and plans
on spending another $14 million to finish the remediation.
(slide.) |

This next slide depicts the primary issues

surrounding the recommendation, correlated with t ‘inal

selection criteria. Staff analysis indicates

contrasted with the recommendation, the Secretary

Navy would prefer to restart a privatiza and leasing

strategy initiated by the Navy in 1997, unfetiered by the

property disposal process and publ® nSale options available

Department's position.

It - is the staff's position, however, that
retention and operation of the 14-acre Broadway complex by

-alone office complex is less effective than

collocatia pther installation in San Diego. The

potential efficiencies created by collocating the Broadway
tenets with other operational entities continues to make
this recommendation worthy of your consideration.

In the staff's view, continued retention and
management of the Broadway property by the Department is

neither cost effective nor in step with current Navy asset

management policieg or other similar Navy BRAC
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recommendations. Additionally, the staff believes the Navy

would benefit by exploring the full range of planning

options, including the use of alternative building sites

behind secure perimeters on other naval installations, such

as the San Diego Naval Station.

This course of action would not only en

for the Navy and the ci Irrespective of how or how long

the Navy dispéses of Broadway, it should be encouraged to

act as quil as’ possible to take full advantage of an

improved realv¥estate market and renewed developer interest.

The staff estimates that closure and disposal
under BRAC compared to a long-term lease could generate
greater revenues for the Department, as well as sooner for
the Navy, but could also expose existing Navy and city

agreements to unnecessary and costly delays and legal

challenges, resulting in lowering the property's benefit




and value to both the Navy and the city.

(Slide.)

The staff review of the Navy military
construction costs included in their certified COBRA -- the
staff believes that this estimate for new qffices is
overstated. The staff COBRA run indicates that the

required replacement facilities could cost the government

as little as $60 million compared to the

estimate of $118 million.

into active discussions aime ove the current Navy plan

forward as quickly as possible.

In concl n, the staff review and analysis

indicates that by no nding the Navy close the

Broadway complex in Sa -égo, the Secretary deviated from

Final Sg;ectéa Criteria 1, 3, 4, and the Force Structure
ndes my presentation.

MR .“HANNA: Mr. Chairman, we're standing by to
answer the Commission.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Are there any questions for the staff, anf
discussion on the Navy Broadway complex?

(No response.)

The issue before us, the Navy Broadway complex in




San Diego, is the second installation that the Commission
added to the Secretary's list for consideration.
Additional recommendation 2, Navy Broadway complex, San
Diego, California, will appear at chapter 11, section 192,
of the bill if approved by seven Commissioners. The
recommendation in the form of a motion, which I will

address momentarily -- but first I would ask if there are

any questions or any discussion?
COMMISSIONER GEHMAN:

For those of you that were at the

this action hadn't happzﬂ-d five, six, seven years ago and
why we're still waiting around for it to.happen.

Everybody seemed to be in agreement at that

ing tHat it was a good thing to do. They all promised
us that; delay was behind them. I see nothing wrong
with putting a date certain in here and urging them on to
greater efforts. ©So I support this.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: I would certainly concur with
Admiral Gehman's comments. Since 1987 the Navy has

attempted to develop the Broadway complex, a very valuable




piece of property at the foot of Broadway.and the doorstep
of San Diegec, but has been unable to do sd for a variety of
reasons. It's two 1941-type warehouse type buildings that
were converted to office space.

Recognizing that recently steps have been made to
move on with redevelcopment, the Navy entered inté a

redevelopment agreement with the city of San Diego, which

expires in January of 2007.

So accordingly, I would offe it the

Selection Criteria 1, 34
Plan; that the Commission ¥ to the list of installations

to be closed or zrealigned the recommendation, if the

does not enter into a long-term lease
on or before Janu] , 2007, that provides for the

redevﬁ' pment of the Navy Broadway complex, San Diego,

under the authorities granted by section 2732
of publieiilaw 99-661, the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1987, close Navy Broadway complex, San
Diego, California, and relocate the units and functions on
‘Navy Broadway complex to other Department of the Navy-owned
sites in San Diego at chapter 11, séction 191, of the bill;

and that the Commission find this additional recommendation
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is consistent with the Final Selection;Critefia and Force
Structure Plan.
Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER COYLE: Second.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there any further
discussion on this amendment?

(No‘response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any recusa
this amendment?

{No response.)

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Heari®lg none, all those in

favor of Motion 132-4a, please indicate

(A show of hazd
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?

(No response.)

PRINCIPI: Counsel?
Mr. Chairman, the vote is unanimous.
The mSkion carries.
CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.
Mr. Hanna.

MR. HANNA: Mr. Chairman, we now bring to the
floor for discussion and vote chapter 11, section 193,
close Naval Aif Station Oceana, Virginia. Under this
proposal, the master jet base will relocate to former Naval

Air Station Cecil Field, Florida. The analyst for this

10
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action is Mr. Bill Fetzer.

(slide.)

MR. FETZER: Thank you, Mr. Hanna.

The issue regarding Oceana is driven primarily by
the encroachment of the Navy's Atlantic fleet and the

master jet base and Oceana's outlying training fi

encroachment of Oceana. The optid & ranged from temporary

solutions to long-range, permanent solufions and the costs

ranged from $180 millioqy .8 billion.

The staff obtai' , DOD certified COBRA estimates

for each optio Among the alternatives considered were:

moving all o s the F-18 squadrons to other locations

to relieve the mpacts; finding an outlying field
that could be expanded tc a new master jet base in the
fﬁture; relocating to a new greenfield site; and finally,
relocating to a site that was closed by a previous BRAC
round. Cecil Field was offered by the state of Florida
and the case for Cecil Field was also investigated.

The raticnale for adding Oceana to the 2005 BRAC
list was to examine the encroachment issues to understand

how they affected the operational effectiveness of Oceana

11




and determine if there was a cost effective alternative for
the Navy's Atlantic Fleet master jet base. The evidence-is
clear that NAS Oceana operations are affected by the
development pressuresiassociated with the operation of the
base at Oceana in the middle of a popular resort area. As

you have heard during many hours of testimony and,

visits, the encroachment issues have been addres

managed by succeeding generations of base commander

community leaders, with some successes, at also some

costs, including suboptimum training, constrained flight

profiles, and finally the cos ore remote outlying

field for more realistic tratnin

Additionally, the risks to’civilians living and

working in the accident potential zones increases with the

intensity of the tr cles. Of course, there are

always inherent risks whenever aviation operations are

the sheer volume and intensity of Navy jet
ed when squadrons are preparing for
deployment are staggering.

The DOD COBRA results indicated that the one-time
cost to move the master jet base to Cecil Field would be in
excess of $1.6 billion and the payback period would be
greater than 100 years, with a net present value of $1.919
billion. However, the Department did not take into account
the significant amount of master jet base infrastructure

12
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that remains at‘Cecil‘Field. That result will be provided
later.

An environmental remediation program has been in
effect at Cecil Field since 1999 and is nearly completed.
The state of Florida aﬁd the Navy were cited by the
Secretary of Defense as a success story for the defense

environmental restoration program in 2003. They succeeded

in delisting over 95 percent of the 17,00 from the

national priorities list. ‘ed for

completion of that program.
Next slide.
(Slide.)

The issues depicted here reélate to the final

selection criteriat nabated encroachment affects the
operational readinesg<e fighter wings and will cost

them even more when two%p-18 Super Hornet squadrons stand

up at Cpeyry‘; int in the future. They will be separated
from the acte he-Névyls strike wings and operating with
an additiona’ aintena&ce and administrative overhead.

There is greater concern that the Joint Strike
Fighter will be even noisier than the Super Hornet and may
not be able to be hosted at Oceana if the encroachment is
not halted or reversed.

During previous BRAC rounds, Virginia Beach -

pledged to manage the encroachment, moving two schools

13




outside the APZ and rejecting some development plans to
which the Navy objected. However, pfoperty rights issues
in_Virginia make it difficult for local governments to
managé development, even with state laws in place enabling
them to protect the local civilian and military air fields
in their jurisdiction from encroachment.

Since the Navy left Cecil field in |

Navy. They took this action begs
Cecil Field into a mcdern élv

complex.

include the Cecil F & structure. 70 percent of the

operatioﬁ lihgs, upgraded utility services, and road
structures in®and around Cecil Field. Additionally, oclder
buildings were demolished to reduce the overhead costs of
maintaining antiquated buildings.

A line by line adjustment of the 182 Navy
requirements and other known costs resulted in a staff-
egstimated COBRA with one-time costs of $410 million and a

payback of 18 years, just about what one would expect for a

14




master jet base that was just moved out of 6 years ago.
Analysis shows that Cecil Field presents a unique
oppoftunity for the Navy to acquire an Atlantic Fleet
master jet base, a base where all the F-18 Super Hornet
squadrons can be collocated to reduce overhead costs and
maintenance and administration, a base where the fleet

aviators could effectively train as they fight in all

mission areas, including the most demanding a landing

profiles, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week

B i

BRAD window. Conseque

Chairman, we are standing by to

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

he Commission has before it Naval Air Station
Oceana, Virginia. .It's another installation the Commiséion
added for consideration to the Secretary's list.

Additional recommendation 3, Naval Air Station Oceana,
Virginia, will appear at chapter 11, section 193, of the
bill if approved by seven Commissioners.
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Are there any questions for staff, any discussion
on this issue? I will offer a motion momentarily.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: It might be best if you
offer the motion, Mr. Chairman, and then we can ask
questions and discuss at the same time.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: I move that the Commission
find that when the Secretary of Defense failed to recommend

the realignment of Naval Air Station Oceana, Virginia

Beach, Virginia, he substantially deviat from Final
Selection Criteria 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, and t

Structure Plan; that the Commissio dd to the list of

installations to be closed or realignedithe recommendation:

realign Naval Air Stati, na, Virginia, by relocating '

the East Coast master jet ‘Base to Cecil Field, Florida, if

the Commonweal

i
f Virginia and the municipal government !
|
l

encroa ent of Naval Air Station Oceana by the end of |
Mfk to wit, enact state-mandated zoning controls :

requiri he cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake to

adopt zoning ordinances that require the governing body to
follow air installation compatibility use zone, AICUZ,
guidelines in deciding discretionary development
applications for property in noise levels 70 dB day-night,
average noise level DNL or greater; enact state and local

16




1egislatioh and ordnance to establish a program to condemn
and purchase all the property located within the accident
potential zone 1 areas for Naval Air Station Oceana, as
depicted for 1999 AICUZ pamphlet published by the U.S.
Navy; codify the 2005 final Hampton Roads joint land use

study recommendations; legislate requirements for,

cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake to eval

traffic area between NAS Oceana and NAKE Fentress; enact
chapter 11, section 193 o he bill; and if the state of

Florida approp es sufficient funds to relocate

commercial te sently located at Cecil Field,

Florida, approp sufficient funds to secure public-

Cecil Field to accomplish this relocation and

ee simple title to the property comprising the
former Naval Air Station Cecil Field, including all
infrastructure improvements that presently exist, to the
Department on or before December 31, 2006, if the
Commonwealth of Virginia and the municipal government of
Virginia Beach, Virginia, and Chesapeake, Virginia, decline

17




from the outset to take the actions required above or
Qithin 6 months of the Commonwealth of Virginia and the
municipal governments of Virginia Beach, Virginia, énd
Chesapeake, Virginia, failing to carry through with any of
the actions set out above, whichever is later. The state

of Florida may not encumber the title by any restrictions

other than a reversionary clause in favor of the
Florida and short-term tenancies consistent with t

relocation of the master jet base to Cecid, Field.

If the Commonwealth of Virginia an he municipal

governments of Virginia Beach, Vir ia, and Chesapeake,

Virginia, fail to take all of the presdpibed actions and

the state of Florida me conditions established by

all of the ' ike fighter wings, aviation
operations : support schools, maintenance support,

- training,'dz 3> other additional support activities the

Navy deems né

'operations of the master jet base,
193, of the bill; and that the Congress finds this
add}tional recommendation is consistent with the Final
Selection Criteria and the Force Structure Plan.

Additional statement of the Commission: The BRAC

2005 report language shall state: "It is the sense of the
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Commission that the Secretary of Defense deviated from the
BRAC criteria by failing to consider NAS bceana for closure
or realignment. The longstanding and steadily worsening
encroachment problem around NAS Oceana, without strong
support from state and city governments to eliminate

current and arrest future encroachment, will in the.long

term create a situation where the military valu

¥

Oceana will be unacceptable degraded. The remedies

presented to the Commission thus far have been

unconvincing. It is also the sense

the future of naval aviation

Oceana. The Commission urges avy to begin immediately

to mitigate the noise encroachment d safety issues

associated with fli operations around the Virginia Beach

area by transitionings density training evolutions to

- other bases that are mu less encroached, such as Naval

White House, Fldrida, or Kingsville, Texas.
retary of Defense is directed to cause a
rapid, compie~e due diligence review of the offer of the
state of Florida to reoccupy the former NAS Cecil Field and
to compare this review against any plan to build a new
master jet base at any other location. This review is to
be completed within 6 months from the date that the BRAC
1egislation enters into force and is to be made public to
the affected states for comment. After review of the

19




states' comments, which shall be submitted within 120 days
after publishing the revieﬁ, the Secretary of Defense shall
forward to the oversight committees of Congress the review,
the state comments, and his recommendation on the location
of the Navy's future Atlantic Fleet master jet base."

Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER COYLE: Second.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there anyddi gsion on
the motion?
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Ye

think as I looked at this and

the proper procedure. Let me describe

the language and le urally figure out how we

handle it.'

1d add to the language that starts on page
2, that act state and local legislation and
ordinances tovestablish a program to condemn and purchase
all of the property located within all the accident
potential zone 1 areas for Naval Air Station Oceana, as
described for 1999 AICUZ pamphlet published by the U.S.
Navy," "and to fund énd expand no less than $15 million
annually in furtherance of the aforementioned program.”

May we take questions on the amendment? As you

20




recall, that was the discussion on the amendment.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Any further discussion?
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: No. I would move that
your motion be amended to include that language.
COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Can I ask a question on
that amendment, Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Counsel advises that we'll

vote on the underlying motion, then we wi

second degree amendment to that underl

_going to make an

additiconal amendment.

COMMISSION, BILBRAY: Mr. Chairman, on your
motion.

Yes.

COMMI BILBRAY: When it says "establish a

here are some uses that are compatible.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: If the uses are compatible,
they certainly would nét have to bé condemned. These would
just be uses that are incompatible with those operations.

COMMISSIONER BILBRAY: Is that the correct
interpretation?

21




CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Any further discussion?
General Newton?

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Yes, Mr. Chairman. Mr.
Chairman, first let me say that when -- the only reason
that, from this Commissioner's mind, that this was added
was because it was brought to our attention during
testimony by the Department and by the services, and

particularly by the United States Navy.

something that we went out seeking and looki

was‘brought to our attention and it certainly is one that

we needed to pay a lot of attentio which we have.

!

We've listened to several inddviduals and a

number of testimony ths ituation which exists with

naval aviation and traini t Oceana today is fine and it

does not degrad aining. And this Commissioner is saying

that is absolutely wreng. Any time you fly an alternate

pattern of flig ' is different from the flight manual,

you degrade training no matter how small that may be.

in the critical nature at which our naval
aviato -~;-rk on and off the carrier, it is ektremely
important that they be able to fly and train in a‘way that
does not prevent them from training as they're goiﬁg to
fight.

This unit was transferred‘from Cecil Field to
Oceana during the BRAC process in 1993 and they arrived

22




there in '99. From all of the data which I have seen, I've
éeen nothing that the city has really done to prevent the
encroachment of this airfield from that point until this
station and this installation was added to the 1list, and
immediately all kinds of activity started taking place to
what I would say stall this procéss.

s

Next point I'd like to make. There h

quite a bit of discussion with the Navy about the

importance of a master jet base and the Ngvy has repeatedly

come back and said that that is required for

g operation,
and because so I accept the Navy's ¥esponse to that. If

that is true and the situation around Ogeana as we've seen

-- and I don't know w e have the photos to put that

up or not, but if we don* 's okay. And we've seen this

encroachment a

our aviators to ensure that they can train like they fight.

Passing legislation and doing studies and all of that is
just fine. However, until we move that would allow our
naval aviators to fly the pattern, and in this case at 600
feet, just as they fly when they are at the carrier, we

23
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will continuétto:add risk to their activi%ies.

I find that, once again, the results of us adding
this to the list and the response from the community of
trying to do something at this point, I find that to be a

delaying tactic such that this decision cannot be made. I

say that we need to ensure that we hold this comm

to the fire so that if it does not respond in t
we have indicated here that we move this operation

Oceana to Cecil Field.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Gene: Hill.

COMMISSIONER HILL: I'd like associate myself

with all of General Ne comments. My greatest concern

from the moment we began cussing this has been one of

safety. It is why we never let this fall off the table.

It is why we to search for an alternative, a

viable alpe help the Navy through their problem.
thought of Cecil, just as the Navy did
not consider “®ecil in its original deliberations, because
it was not a Department of Defense asset. But it is a.
viable alternative, as the staff has reported, as those two
pictures reported, and as the visit that Secretary Skinner,
General Newton and I made to Cecil Field.

The reality of life between Cecil Field and

Oceana is as you fly the pattern at the required height,
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g
not at additional height, you are always over frees inside
Cecil Field operational areas. The reality of life for
Oceana is as you fly the pattern at whatever height you
are, you are flying over buildings, schools, churches, and
shopping centers.

In good conscience, many of us up here have said

we've got to do something about that because whe ane

augurs into Lynnwood Mall I want to have at least

say on this subject. So that's why, thal why we have not
let this go by.

It has been suggestegiithat it may not be for the

BRAC to decide. I suggest t8 vy hat's exactly why

there's a BRAC, to be able to raise“these issues up for a

explored

from now, 15 years from now, Oceana
cannot be thevfuture of navy aviation because that
encroachment is not going to go away. You may halt it
today, buf it is not going to change. You can have it at
Cecil Field or you can have it somewhere else. We think
that -- in my view, in this Commissioner's view, we ought
to put the Secretary of Defense and the people that are

smarter than all of us at work finding a viable
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alternative, and tﬁat's why I support the issue. It is a
safety issue, not a noise issﬁe.

'COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Yes, Commissioner Coyle --
I'm sorry. Commissioner Skinner, yes.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I think this Commission is fortunate that we have on the

planning. It's fortuitous, I thin
but I think it's a blessing in

I'd

., of Transportation was safety,

on the land, on the wate and most particularly in the

honor to lead the FAA, the Federal Aviation
Administﬁw'a “which is the leading agency in the world in
aviation sa , énd unfortunately I had to deal with some
of the issues, some of the accidents that have happened in
aviation safety that the General talks about .

I would make a couple of observations with that
experience in mind. If this airport were a civilian
airport, it would not be approved and be operating today.

It is a military field and because of that certain leeway
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is given. In Chicago we're building a new airport or
expanding an existing airport and the first thing that we
are doing is taking all the land and buying it up to make
sure that all of the area around the O'Hare Field is safe.
Number two, it is clear that this is not, Oceana
is not the long-term future master jet base for the Navy.

The Navy has said that. It's obvious as you look at the

future of the Navy that it will not be. General Hill
and General Newton pointed out, the pla

jet base is way behind where it sho

an environmental issue. It is

ation facility that is basically zones and
1»]or aviation facility, and just 5 years ago
' lying out of that field. It is an opportunity.
Having said that, there is a strong feeling among
some members of the Commission that -- and I concur in it
and will vote for the‘amendment -- that we owe one last
chance to the people of Virginia to get their act together.

We are hopeful that with all the language that has been
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presented they will do so.

We have also asked and mandated that the Nayy
‘begin planning for a master jet base and accelerate it and
report back to Congress on that, and they consider Cecil
Field not only as an immediate solution but as a long-term
solution along with others. It has been postponed too long

and fortunately in the BRAC we are able to rise above

politics and look at this issue from an ob
viewpoint.

I»would fiﬁally opine that
pe it carries. We

putting in this motion, I believe --

will put in this motion language to mandate the spending of

funds, substantial fundsg rhey've committed, to try to

clean up the mess they ha creat;d. But as they look at

it and if I we _policymaker in Virginia, and I would

recognize tha ceangsAir is not the long-term solution for

the Navy's mastes base problems and it will inevitably

would certainly, before I expended $170 million

31lion plus forever on cleaning up the mess and
allowed the Navy to spend $150 to $200 million on an
auxiliary field with no.infrastructure, I would think I
would look positively on the opportunity to spend that
money or spend a portion of that money and let the state of
Florida and the city-of Jacksonville and everybody else
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spend the rest, well below $1.6 billion, more in the area

of $500 million, and we're getting close to it ifvyou put

those numbers together, to solve this probleﬁ quickly.
But we can only suggest. We can only issue as

strong a finding as we can. It's up to the Department of

Defense and the people of Virginia to figure out 's in

pport theiamendment. Thank you,

PRINCIPI: Commissioner Coyle.
COMMI 583 COYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Everyone at this table certainly knows that this

the most significant and challenging issues this
v has faced in the 2005 BRAC round and we would
not have arrived at the amendment that you have ocffered,
Mr. Chairman, if it had not been for your leadership and
for the leadership and-hard work of all of the
Commissioners, and especially the staff, who put in many
long hours, days, nights, and weekends on this particular
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matter, as well of course on many others.
So I just wanted to note the significant efforts
that the Commission put in on this matter. Thank you.
| COMMISSIONER TURNER: Mr. Chairman.
CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Yes, Commissioner Turner.

COMMISSIONER TURNER: Thank you very mu

Chairman and ladies and gentlemen.
This has probably been one of the most d

things that I as a Commissioner have had“$p deal with over

the last several months. It certainly gener d some of

don't lose that just because you retire and go away from
the active force. When there's something as serious as the
encroachment issue at NAS Oceana, you can't -- you can't
ignore it. You can't walk away from it, and you really
want to do whatever you can to try to provide a good remedy
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to the situatiom.

The encroachment at Oceana poses in my humble
opinion such a threat, not only to the naval aviators but
to the people of Virginia Beach. On the basis of that
alone, I need to support the amendment that's put forward,

and I very much want to associate myself with all

comments of my colleagues.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you, eral Turner., 1
certainly share in the comments by my fellow“gommissioners

and urge that the Commonwealth of inia and the city of

Virginia Beach will take appropriate acfion to arrest and

correct some of the encroachment problems that are !

hindering adequate r-ining for our young pilots.
At this po 4 .11 ask for a vote on the

perfecting‘amendment'by cretary -- excuse me, I'm sSOrry.

SSIONER NEWTON: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to
just make comment. This question came up before
with referencé to the '93 BRAC, where these two [
installations are ranked. I went back and reviewed the '93
BRAC. It clearly said that Jacksonville had a higher
military value than Oceana did -- Cecil Field, I'm sorry.
Cecil Field had a higher military value than NAS Oceana.
There were other reasons why the move was taken to Oceana,

largely centered around the F-15, which is moving out of
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the inventory.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you, General Newton.
(Pause.)
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Counsel advises that we'll
vote on the underlying amendment and then, if the seven

votes are in the affirmative, we will perfect the dment

with your amendment, Secretary Skinner.
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: I think

way.

second on

Two recusals.

All in favor the motion? The motion as I

stated‘it in favor please indicate.
of hands.)
CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?
(No response.)
MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven
ayes, no nays, two recusals. Therefore the motion passes.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Secretary Skinner, will you please state your

perfecting amendment.
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lCOMMISSIONER SKINNER: Yes. I would add the
foilowing language to the motion: After the words "1999
Al1CUZ pamphlet published by the U.S. Navy," to take period
out and put in there "and to fund and expend no less than
$15 million annually in furtherance of the aforementioned
program."

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: 1Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor i

raising your hand.

(A show of hands.)

opposed?
&

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI:™
(No response.)
There are two recusals.
airman, the vote is seven

Therefore the motion passes.

PRINCIPI: Thank you.
rfselieve completes work on the Navy BRAC
recommendatiofis. We will take a five-minute break and go
te the Joint Cross'Service. I want to thank the Navy team
in its entirety for a job well done. Thank you very much.
(Recess from 1:49 p.m. to 2:03 p.m.)
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Welcome back, Mr. Cook, Mr.
Dave Van Saun, and Karl Gingrich, and we'll begin with the

Joint Cross Service Group.
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MR. COOK: ‘Thank you.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: The Commissioners will now
provide -- I keep forgetting. I'm sorry, Mr. Cook. You'll
all have to stand for the oath required by the base closure
and realignment statute.

{Staff members rise.)

MS. SARKAR: Thank you, Mr. Chairm

Members of the BRAC staff who aré : ring
before the BRAC Commission, please rali
Do you swear or affirm that the te &  “you are about to
give and any evidencé you may pi
accurate to the best of yourf nowledge and belief, so help
you Géd?

STAFF MEMBERS: I do.

MS. S"KAR: Thank you.

Mr. Chairman.

CHATR NCIPI: Do you just have most of the

staffNer most of the issues? I don't know.

MR. VAN SAUN: Both.

MR. COOK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Commissionérs, we'll now provide review and

analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendaticns as

they relate to the Joint Cross Service installations and

functions. Mr. Dave Van Saun, the Joint_Cross Service Team

leader, and his analysts will deliver the results of their
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research.

(Slide.)

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Cook.

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners.
My Joint Cross Service Team and I are prepared to present
our review and analysis of the seven Joint Cross Service

groups, consisting of 71 recommendations and 238 discrete

actions proposed under this BRAC. There e also three
additional items added.

.8 show that

Generally, the results of our anal
the Department of Defense, through ir seven Joint Cross

Service groups -- education and training, headquarters and

support, industrial, ir nce, medical, supply and

Our analysis considers the DOD 20-year Force
Plan, the desire to enable jointness,

transfan i ion of DOD, reduce facilities costs of
ownership, and ultimately the goal of freeing funds for the
recapitalization of the force. As with all teams, we have
been sensitive to issues identified by communities that are
affected by the recommendations.

(slide.)
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Mr. Chairman, the first group of recommendations
that we will bring to the\floor for vote are for the
education and training group. This grouping includes:
chapter 4, section 121, of the bill for the Joint Cross
Service recommendation, education and training number 6,

establish combat service support center; number 2

4, section 123, of the bill for the Joint Cros

recommendation, education and training number 8,

center of excellence for culinary trainingy; chapter 4,

section 126, of the bill for the Joint Cross%8ervice

recommendation, education and traim number 12, establish

Net Fires Center; chapter 4, section 128, of the bill for

the Joint Cross Serviced endation, education and

training number 13, realigd Prime Power to Fort Leonard

Wood.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any questions or

OMMISSIONER NEWTON: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: General Newton.

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Thank you, sir.

Mr. Van Saun, please share with me or share with
us number 126, establish Net Fires Center. What I'd like
to know is what were some of the community concerns with
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this particular item.

MR. VAN SAUN: = Yes, sir. Let me introduce Mike
Avenick, who was the senior analyst on that one, to answer
your question.

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: I'm sure Mike was

absolutely ready.

MR. VAN SAUN: Yes, sir.

MR. AVENICK: There were seven community

concerns. The first had to do with trai The Fort

Bliss community indicated that field trainin ace at Fort

Bliss can acccmmodate better than t Sill the field

training requirements of both the air fense artillery and

field artillery school

although Fort Bliss is much

&

larger than Fort Sill, the field training space at Fort

The Army agreed

8ill is adequate to accomplish all training -- all air

defense art »ery school training requirements.

A ond community concern was U.S. weapons

system -- I"’sorry, that was the second one. The first
one was firing Patriots and Stingers on Fort Sill. The
Fort Bliss community believes the Net Fires center should
be established at Forxt Bliss because Fort Bliss can
accommodate live firing of air defense artillery missiles
and Fort Sill cannot.

The Army addressed this concern by informing the
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community that Army air defense artillery schcol training
requirements do not require live firing of missiles.

The third concern had to do with U.S. weapons
system development and testing at Fort Bliss. The Fort
Bliss community expressed concern that current U.S. air

defense weapons system development and testing at

Bliss and associated technical workforces will %

affected by movement to Fort Sill of the air defen

artillery center and school plus one o Patriot air

defense brigades currently at Fort °

xt concern was foreign missile training at
Fort Blis ort Bliss community expressed concern
that foreigh Missile training at Fort Bliss, including that
done by German, Norwegian, and Japanese allies, will be
adversely affected by the air defense school leaving Fort
Bliss.

The Army indicated that continued foreign
training is independent of the aifldefense artillery

school's move to Fort Sill because these allies generally
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provide their own training instructors and they can choose
to continue their firing and non-firing training at Fort
Bliss or to relocate their non-firing training to Fort
Silil.

The next community concern was restationing the
First Armored Division from Germany to Fort Bliss. The
Fort Bliss community believes that Fort Bliss,éis large
enough to retain all units currently stat

Bliss, including the air defense artil

feld artlllery

Sill and the

concern was force and family
stabilization¢ The Fort Bliss community believes that
greater opportunity for stabilization exists at Fort Bliss
because it will have a greater number of units than Fort
Sill.

The Army stated that force and family
stabilization goals éan be achieved at Fort Sill as well as
at Fort Bliss and is enhanced at Fort Sill by relocating to
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qut Bliss an air defense artillery brigade along with the
air defense school.

The last community concern category had to do
with Army cost savings. The Fort Bliss community agrees
with the concept of consolidating the air defense and field
artillery centers and schools to create a Net Fires Center.

However, the Fort Bliss community believes the center

should be located at Fort Bliss.
The Army determined that locating > *Firesg

Center at Fort Bliss would save 300¥@illdien more dollars

than 1o¢ating it at Fort Sill.

maneuvgr space and deployment access, such as to Beaumont

/CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER HILL: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: General Hill.

COMMISSIONER HILL: To all my colleagues -- and I
appreciate General Newton's questions becauge these are
issues that needed to be discussed -- I took a very careful

40




look at this issue, received more than one briefing on this
issue from both sides, both sides of the aisle on this
issue. All of the comﬁunity concerns are valid points, but
all of the Army, in my view, answers to them and their
mitigation of them satisfy that the Net Fires Center is
necessary, the Net Fires Center ought to be at Fort Sill,

and everything else can be mitigated in one way or the

they don't begin to mix up what the Army's, operational

Army, with the Army's.i ional Army in a big way at

Fort Sill -- excuse me,

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Thank you very much.

: belieﬁe my question is'probably not technically
relat -:t technically in this group, but it's related.

I agree that it makes good sense to create a Net Fires
Center of Excellence. 1In order to do that, you have to
combine the air defense artillery with the field artillery,
and if they chose to do it at Fort Sill I think that's
fine.
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But related, closely related to this, are
brigades which are going to pass each other on the highway,
is that not right? I mean, one brigade from Fort Sill to
Bliss and one brigade'from Fort Bliss to Sill? And there's
MILCON at both ends so they can all have new barracks and

things like that, and I congratulate the Army on

gaming here.

Would you in your analysis, would you te

that those two moves are rational and thaf, they contribute

to this center of excellence?

MR. AVENICK: Well, I wo say a couple of

things. First, there's the overarchingirissues of two

factories or two produ 3nes, so to speak, at two

bases compared to one. &, reason that this $300 million

savings if it:!

spreading the

course, the cos gverhead is dispersed among the many

n this case, the Army chose to maintain two
bases btder to have future capability and surge capacity
and take advantage of excess capacity currently in the
invenﬁory.

The issue of the two brigades swapping refers to
an operational Army recommendation which was previéusly
discussed. 1In that recommendation, to support this
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activity, a Net Fires Center, an operational air defense
artillery brigade is moved. from Fort Bliss to Fort Sill to
form part of the associated structure to the Net Fires
Center as an operational unit at Fort Sill, and in reverse
Fort Sill sends a fires brigade, multiple launch rocket

is

system type brigade, down to Fort Bliss. That al an

operational unit, and that provides in both ca
and force stabilization, opportunity for cross-

transferring, and that sort of thing.

represent operational capabilities, separate

complementary to schools or other 8 they're with,

So the two are linked directlky and related. That

aspect, the swap of th rigades in operational Army,

exists because of the for on of the Net Fires Center in

the net fires ¢ mmendation. So they go together as a

péckage.

That ' swer to the question.

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Thaqk you, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER HILL: If I could add to that also,
and I understand your concerns, but, as we're all aware,
all the Commissioners, the pieces of the moving Army and
the transforming Army on this BRAC and as they come back
from overseas is a very complicated procedure. I will say
for everyone, I spent 37, almost 37 years in the Army and
the Army has done over those 37 years some pretty stupid
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verI is not one of them. They thought
this through in é_way-ﬁhat made me very proud to have worn
an Army uniform,iaﬂa iﬁ will serve this nation greatly for
many years to&coﬁeg

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: General Newton.

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Well, sir, as &9

today. I also would like to point out, though,
see, based on the discussion a
both of the brigadeés and so ©on,

the end objective. ' I don't see a red

happen other than: t] ough this process.
If we said

programmatically, I'm ofithe opinion it will never happen.

So I fully support and think the Army has done a wonderful

job by g =ﬁis method to make this happen, and I
think it's tl right_thiﬁg. It should all work well;
Obviously, there's always the thought, let's put
them all in one given community. If that community is
speaking, to me that's not the right thing to do.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Yes, Commissioner Coyle.
COMMISSIONER COYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Avenick, can you clarify? Do I understand it
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correctly that if the proposed changes here are approved by
the Commission classroom training, if I can put it that
way, will now take place at Fort 8ill, but when it comes to
firing Patriots and perhaps even Stinger missiles -- I'm
not sure here -- people from Fort Sill will still go to
Fort Bliss and fire Patriots on the range there, MacGregor

Range, White Sands? There is no intention on the part of

the Army to fire Patriots at Fort Sill,

MR. AVENICK: That is corre

CHAIRMAN PRI *, : Hearing no motion to amend,

we will vote“tn whether to approve the Secretary's

recommend: specifically, these recommendations are
education and¢training recommendations 6, 8, 12, and 13 as
highlighted -- and find that they are consistent with the
final Force Structure Plan and the Final Selection
Criteria.

Are there any recusals?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing none, all those in
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favor -- excuse me. Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor, please indicate
by raising your hand.

(A show of hands.)

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Counsei.
MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman,
Motion carries.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Van

MR. VAN SAUN: Tha) Mr. Chairman.

are for the headqua: support activities group. The

grouping includes: chapfer 5, section 138 of the bill fdr

the Joint Cro Service, headquarters and support

activitie 22, consolidate correctional facilities

into joint redgional correctional facilities; chapter 5,
section 139 of the bill, for the Joint Cross Service
recommendatioﬁ, headquarters and support activity number
26, consolidate Defense Commissary Agency offices; chapter
5, section 140 of the bill, for the Joint Cross Service
recommendations, headquarters and support activities number

27, consolidate Defense Systems Agency and establish joint

46




C4ISR capability; capébility 5, section 141 of the bill,
for the Joint Cross Sérvice recommendation, headquarters
and support activitigs number 30, consolidate media
organizations into the new Agency for Media and
Publications; chapter 5, section 142 of the bill, for the
Joint Cross Service recommendation, headquarters and

support activities number 31, consoclidate Transportation

activities number 44, rce Real Property

Agency; chapter 5, sectio the bill, for the Joint

Cross Service mmendation, headquarters and support

activities number 46 ,yelocate Army headquarters and field

Mr. Chairman, we are standing by for any

HAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Are there any questions for the staff, any
discussion? General Newton.

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 1I'd
like to have a bit more information on number 140, the
consolidation of Defense Information Systems Agency and
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establish joint C4ISR capability. Where is that being
dcne?

MR. SAXON: Thank you for your question,
Commissioner Newton. The consolidation of DISA would
affect a number of installations in Northérn Virginia,
Slidell, Louisiana, Panama City, Florida, amongst others,
and they would be relocated to Fort Meade, Maryland.

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Okay. Tell me what's

involved -- new one, 142 -- what's invol¥ in the

Transportation Command components?

MR. DURSO: Thank you fo our question, sir.

The service components involved in the“JPransportation

Command are, on the U. side, the Surface Deployment

and Distribution Command dquarters in Alexandria,

Virginia; the ations center for the SDDC in Fort

Eustace, Virg the U.S. Army Transportation

Engineering Age Newport News, Virginia.

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: And they're going to?
cShsolida ng where?
R. DURSO: At Scott Air Force Base, Illinois,
sir.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there significant savings
associated with these recommendations just overall?

MR. SAXON: With regards to the coﬁsolidation of
DISA, it provides a 20-year net present savings of $491
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million. |

COMMISSIONE}R NEWTON: And for the Transportation

Command, those compon%nts are going under Transportation
i :
Command at Scott, is that correct, under the joint command?

MR. DURSO: iThat's correct.

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Fine, thanks.

CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any fu
questions?

(No response.)

these recommendations?
{No response.)
CHATRMAN PRI

we will vote on whether t prove the Secretary's

recommendation specifically, these recommendations are

OMMISSIONER COYLE: Second.

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any recuéals?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor indicate by
raising their hand.

(A show of hands.)
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CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?

(No response.)

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the vote is unanimous.
There were no nays, no recusals. The motion passeé.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Mr. Van Saun.

MR. VAN SAUN: Mr. Chairman and Cocmm

the next group of recommendations that we will bri "the

floor for a vote are for the industria1¢%§: This

grouping includes: chapter 6, section 151 ofathe bill for

the Joint Cross Service recommenda n, industrial number

5, close Riverbank Army Amm nition Plang, California;

chapter 6, section 152 , bill, for the Joint Cross

Service recommendatif gtrlai numbef 6, realign Sierra
chapter 6, section 153 of the bill,
e recommendation, industrial
number 7, ign Rock Island Arsenal, Illincis; chapter 6,
section T bill, for the Joint Cross Service
recommendatio , industrial number 9,_close Kansas Army
Ammunition Plant, Kansas; chapter 6, section 157 of the
bill, for the Joint Crdss Service recommendation,
industrial number 11, close Mississippi Army Ammunition
Plant, Mississippi; chapter 6, section 159 of the bill, for
the Joint Cross Service recommendation, industrial number

13, realign Watervliet Arsenal, New York; chapter 6,
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section 162 of the bill, for the Joint Cross Sexrvice
recommendation, industrial number 16, close Lone Star Army
Ammunition Plant, Texas; chapter 6, section 164 of the bill
for the Joint Cross Service recommendation, industrial
number 18, realign Ship Intermediate Maintenance Activity,

Norfolk, Virginia; chapter 6, section 166 of the for

the Joint Cross Service recommendation, indust number
26, realign Naval Shipyard Detachments.

Mr. Chairman, we are standing by for any

questions.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI:
General Hill.

COMMISSIONER HILL: All offus are very familiar

with all of these i és‘and the pros and cons of each one
of them. But how a letAs have a little discussion of

rationale for closing Lone Star Army

these on th

Ammuni;ion nt and the community concerns, please.
_%SAUN: Thank you for your gquestion,
Commissioner Hill. I'd like to introduce George Delgado,
who is the lead analyst for that item.

MR. DELGADO: Good afternccn and thank you for
your question. The basic rationale for the closing of Lone
Star is its low usage, which was reported at 5 percent by
the Department of Defense, and also the high capacity for

Army ammunition plants that exist. So in essence it's
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rationalizing this capacity to a more manageable level.

The community was very active indeed. We had
many communications from them, including the operating
contractor as this plant is a government owned, contractor
operated plant. Their concerns, of course, dealt with the
loss of employment and the typical things.

COMMISSIONER HILL: How many jobs are affected by
this? |

MR. DELGADO: At Lone Star
400. Most of them are contractor,

remember; I think it's about njifeé

civilians and no military, I
COMMISSIONER HILL: Very Féw Department of the

Army civilians?

sir.

COMMISSIONER : PBut all those contractors are

civiligps
BADO: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER HILL: Okay. The other thing, the
other question I would ask you is, because of the related
Red River decision which we've already made, this also
plays into that because of the Patriot issue, isn't that
correct?

MS. BIERI: I believe they have done some work as
a subcontract for Red River on the Patriot. "So yes, this
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will be affected.

COMMISSIONER HILL: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: With all of these closures
and realignments, how much excess capacity will exist in
our Army ammunition plants across the country?

MR, VAN SAUN: Thank you for the question,

Commissioner.

Liz, I didn't introduce her ear
give us an estimate on that?

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are

the excess capacity.
beginning to ratio
plants and we a g step with these closures.
The highest f zation was at Kansas and at Lone

Star, which was cent each.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Will these actions have any
iﬁ :7 our ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan?
?S. BIERI: Sir, the Joint Munitions Command in
Rock ISland, Illinois, is committed to evaluating all
warfighter requiremehts, pulling forward and funding
anything to ensure that there would be no interruption to
any w;rfighter reqguirements.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: So this is a 6-year phase-in,
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s0 it doesn’'t have to be done overnight.
MS. BIERI: No, sir.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.
Any further questions? Commissioner Coyle.
COMMISSIONER COYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Could you, could the staff please review the

issues with respect to Rock Island?

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you for thes
Commissioner Coyle. Let me introduce the le

Valerie Mills, for that item.

MS. MILLS: The main isste,with Rock Island was

the joint manufacturing center reportedion three separate

occasions certified da he capacity of depot

maintenance operation. e community was concerned that

that informatiop.was placed in the wrong category. But the

ission received was November 2004
and that is the “ipfefmation that was used to come up with

the rBalignment for depot maintenance functions from out of

Sc that was the main concern there.
OMMISSIONER COYLE: When the Department of
Defense provided information on three different occasions,
was the data it-provided very different, very contradictory
from one time to the next?

MS. MILLS: Yes, the numbers were lowered each
time. |
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COMMISSIONER COYLE: Do you have any concern that
the data we'wve received now, the most recent set of‘data,
is not the correct data?

MS. MILLS: We are concerned that the numbers may
be incorrect, but we feel that upon implementation, when

Rock Island has the opportunity to state exactly

is mainly the manufacturing center and t do 80 percent

manufacturing work.

MR. VAN SAUN: Yes, sir, ‘Qommissioner Coyle.

Thank you.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Secretary Skinner.

OMMISSIONER SKINNER: It's my understanding that

mainly non-depot maintenance, but they do some, and they
would claim they do very little depot maintenance.

MS. MILLS: That's correct.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: So the number of people
that are involved here may be, that they say are involved
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in depot maintenance, they're not all full-time working

depot maintenance, and so the numbers actually that they're

going to have to work out is how many of these people on a
full-time equivalent basis, how many full-time equivalent
basis people are working on depot maintenance, and those

people would either be moved ocut or that head count.would

be chopped off, but the rest would stay there;

right?

MS. MILLS: Yes, sir, that's c¢

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: So do you any

percent? I mean, I think it was o you remember the

number it was, Valerie?

MS. MILLS: ey had as far as temporary
people?
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Well, no. As far as how

many people that theyshave -- the last submission. There

IS :

181 people.
COMMISSIONER SKIﬁNER: Do you have any idea how
many of the 181 on a full-time equivalent do depoct
maintenance?

MS. MILLS:  No, sir. But I do know that they
have 79 people that are temporary that dq depot

maintenance.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Okay, thank vyou.

56




CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Admiral Gehman.

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Again on Rock Island.
Because we've grouped all of these 1ow§capacity ammunition
plants together, but Rock Island jumps out because in the>
first round of certified data it appears never to pay Back.

It appears to lose. 1It's one of these deals where. ‘re

going to spend $27 million to save $16 million
you say the data changed, over a period of time th

changed.

Did we ever -- and I don'; know wh }the latest

numbers are. Do we ever come o@it ahead on this deal?

MS. MILLS: S8ir, the ers that you have are
the last numbers that were processed’
COMMISSI R GEHMAN: So Mr. Van Saun suggested

that in execution yo assumed that the Department

won't do something whi 's not in their best interest, but
we can't qu '3 sort it out from here. Is that what the
bottom 1i .
Mﬁ; VAN SAUN: Yes, sir, that's correct.
CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: I want to go back to Lcne
Star. Is Lone Star a GOCO ammunition depot? I heard
rsomeone say thaf this is contractor operated. It's all
contractor operated, the same contractor fhat would be at
some of these other Army ammunition plants?

MR. VAN SAUN: Yes, sir, fhat's correét, that is
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correct.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: So the employees, these
contractor employees, would move around from plants, I
ﬁould assume?

MR. VAN SAUN: Yes, sir. Let me correct that.
It's a couple of different contractors, so that's not an

automatic assumption.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there a
questions? Commissioner Coyle.
COMMISSIONER COYLE:
I just want to foll
question. With the latest cHand s that ybu've gotten from

the Department of Defense, does the “Rock Island proposal

, would you like to take that?

sir. Thank you for the

question. dgording to the latest COBRA run, the official
DOD, the ' cost will be just under $27 million. The
20-year net present value will be $13.7 million savings.

COMMISSIONER COYLE: Savings?

MR. GINGRICH: Savings, yes, Sir.

COMMISSIONER COYLE: Is there -- I don't know how
to ask this question . properly. Is this particular
proposal, section 153 proposal, is it different from the

other ammunition plants and depots that are mentioned here?
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Is it different in thatrregard? Is it the only one that
stands out as not savihg money?

MR. GINGRICH: In a general sense, most of fhe
depots save quite a bit of money, a significant amount of
money. This one is small, but it’'s also a very small
percentage of personnel being realigned from Rock Island.

COMMISSIONER COYLE: From the staff's point of

view, is there any reason why we should n

particular recommendation, section 153

the overall realig forsthe depot maintenance. The

depot maintenance funct¥gns that are to realign out of Rock

Island will going to two of the facilities-that have
1.lue. So overall this is a good
and if Rock Island is indeed doing any
enance in those parficular commodity aréas then
they would go to the centers that do that job very well.
COMMISSIONER COYLE: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Any further gquestions?
(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any amendments to
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this motion?
(No response.)
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing no motion to amend,
we will vote on approval of the Secretary's recommendations
in the industrial Joint Cross Service Group, number 5, 6,
7, 9, 11, 13, 16, and 26, and find that they are consistent

with the Final Selection Cfitefia and Force Structure Plan,

Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Seconds
CHAIRMAN DRINCIPI: Are tf
{No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI:

indicate by raising the ht hand.
(A show of han

: “All opposed.

Counsel. i

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the vote is unanimous.

The oW, passes.

HAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.
Mr. Van Saun. !
MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The next group of recommendations that we will

bring to the floor for a vote are for the intelligence
group. This grouping includes: chapter 7, section 167 of
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the bill for the Joint Cross Service recoﬁmendation,
intelligence, number 3, realign Defense Intelligence
Agency; chapter 7, séction 165 of the bill, for the Joint
Cross Service recommendation, intelligence number 4,
realign National Geospatial Intelligence Agency activities.

Mr. Chairman, we are standing by for an

questions.

CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

I note that the relocation an solidation of

the various components of National Geospatia ntelligence.

Agency has a price tag of about a lion dollars; is that

correct?

MR. DELANEY:

CHAIRMAN PRINCI What is it based on? That

seems significag high to m

Mr. Chairman, that's based on,

ON to do the building at Fort

CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: 1Is there adequate space at
Fort 7 : r to accommodaﬁe this large MILCON project?

MR. DELANEY: I'm sorry, sir; could you ask
again, please? |

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there adequate space on
Fort Belvoir, where I believe this agency will be
relocating to? 1Is there adequate space on Fort Belvoir to
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accommodate this MILCON project?

MR. DELANEY: Yes, sir, there is.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any queétions, any
discussion?

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Mr. Chairman, not only I

recognize the large amount of money that it costs

one-~time cost. But this also, they generate a if

I have the right one in mind here.

MR. DELANEY: Yes, sir.
COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Why don't vy ell us what

that savings really is? Give us t

background, will you,

please?

MR. DELANEY: BRA analysis is a one-time

cost of $1.1 billion, withs annual recurrent savings of

$127.7 million.

Mr. Commissioner, the 20-year net

and Commissioners, I just took a brief on this earlier,

maybe it was even -- yes, earlier this week, I guess it

was. 2All of these funds -- some of these funds come from
other areas that they are doing the.building with. So it's
not all coming out of BRAC funds. They demonstrated to us
this truly is the right thing to do.
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CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there anything further?

(No respoﬁse.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing no motion to amend,
we'll vote to approve the Secretary's recommendations in
the intelligence Joint Cross Service Group, recommendations

3 and 4, and find that they are consistent with the.Final

Selection Criteria and the Force Structure Pla
a second?

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor?

(A show of'hands.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Oh, yes, have, I'm sorry,

one recusal.

All oppos

_Count?

Mr. Chairman, the vote are eight
yeas, one ' The motion passes.

RMAN PRINCIPI: Mr. Van Saun.

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The next
group of recommendations that we will bring to the floor
for a vote are for the supply and storage group. The
grouping includes: chapter 9, section 175 of the bill, for
the Joint Cross Serviée recommendation, supply and storage
number 5, commodity management privatization; chapter 9,
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section 177 of the bill, for the Joint Cross Service
recommendation, supply and storage number 13, supply and
storage distribution management reconfiguration.

Mr. Chairman, we are standing by for any
questions.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Are there any questions or any disc

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are the
the recommendationsg?

(No response.)

number 13, and find are consgsistent with the Final

Selection Criteria and ce Structure Plan. Is there a

ONER GEHMAN: Second.
ATRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any recusals?
(No response.)
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor indicate by
raising their hand.
(a shqw of hénds.)
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?
(No response.)
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MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the vote was
unanimous. There were no recusals or nays. The motion
passes.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Mr. Van Saun, does that conclude all of the --

MR. VAN SAUN: No, sir. We have one more group.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Okay, I'm sorry

MR. VAN SAUN: Mr. Chairman, thegtast g group of

recommendations that we'll bring to t

the technical group: chapter 6, seg 180 of the bill,

for the Joint Cross Service re endatdegn, technical

number 7, consolidate groun ve le development and

acquisition; chapter 10, section 183 of the bill, for the

Joint Cross Service commendation, technical number 13,

technical number 1 1solidate sea vehicle development

and acquisition; chapt 0, section 185 of the bill for

the Joint Cr Service recommendation, technical number

18, creatt » Integrated Weapons and Armaments

Research, Deveélopment, Acquisition, Test and Evaluation;
chapter 10, section 189 of the bill for the Joint Cross
Service recommendation, technical number 26, establish
centers for rotary wing air platform development,
acquisition, test and evaluation.

Mr. Chairman, we are standing by for any

questions.
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CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.
Are there ény questions or discussion on these
" four technical recommendations?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any amendments?
Commissioner Coyle?

COMMISSIONER COYLE: Yes. Sorry, Chairman.

Mr. Van Saun, could you goc over sues slides

-

that you have on 183 and 185.

(Slide.)

MR. VAN SAUN: I'd 1j to Eroduce Les

Farrington, sir, and he will¥go % those with you.
MR. FARRINGTON: 183, reldo¢ate sea vehicle
development and acquisition to Naval Surface Warfare

Center, Carterogk.Division, Bethesda, Maryland, the program

management and directprate of sea vehicles development and

acquigition, thewla: Sea Systems Command, Washington,

&n our discussions with the community and issues

itified, we've found that the Navy is rated high

on task nlated tc acquisition and development of sea

vehicles and that the collocation can be accomplished with

no outlay of MILCON dollars by utilizing existing

infrastructure. We support the acceptance of that !

recommendation. To us it looks like a good consolidation.
What was the other one, please?
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COMMISSIONER COYLE: 185,

(Slide.)

MR. FARRINGTON: 185 relocates weapons and
armaments in-service engineering RDAT and E to Eglin Air
Force Base, Florida. Another part of that deals with Fort
Belvoir, Virginia, and relocates the Defense Threat

Reduction Agency, National Command Region, conventional

research, to Eglin Air Force Base, Florida:

terms of R and D, sustainment, tes

spectrum center at Eglin.

Commission s
location of performance of

munitions. Staff, supports D

service engineer4 pport of fielded items. Also, the

accomplish the in-service engineering function.

Further, Commission staff supports the movement
of DTRA, Defense Threat Reduction Agency, research to Eglin
as well as the elimination of the need -- as well as
elimination of the need to lease space. We support that
recommendatign.
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CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there anything further?

(No response.) |

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing no motion to amend,
we will vote to approve the Secretary's recommendations on
technical Joint Cross Service Group numbers 7, 13, 18, 26,

and find that they are consistent with the Final Selection

Criteria and Force Structure Plan. Is there a

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second.

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there recusals?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor, indicate by

raising your hand.

(A show of ha
CHATRMAN PRINCIPA ‘opposed?

(No r onse. )

Mr. Chairman, the vote is unanimous.

The motion is a

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you. ‘

That completes the grouping of the Joint Cross :

Servi roup?

MR. VAN SAUN: Yes, Mr. Chairman. That completes
the grouping and we're ready to proceed at your --

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: I suggest we take a 30-minute
recesgs, give the Commissioners an opportunity to underétand
the amendments that may be coming forward with regard to
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some of these other recommendations, and we'll be'able to
proceed in a more orderly and informed fashion. So the
Commission will stand in recess until 3:20 p.m.

(Recess from 2:52 p.m. to 3:22 p.m.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: The Commissidn will come to
order;

Mr. Cook.

MR. COOK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

continue on with the Joint Cross Service

relates to chapters 6 and 9. Mr. Van Saun.

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you,

Chairman and Commissioners, '11 now proceed to

look at chapter 6 item first item that we'd like to

consider is item 150. It 0 realign Naval Weapons
Station Seal Beach. Let's go to the slide.

(Slide.)

ecommendation relocategs depot maintenance
activities from Seal Beach to Pennsylvania, Alabama, and
Georgia. I'd like to introduce David Epstein as the senior
analyst to discuss this item.

MR. EPSTEIN: Thank vyou, Dave.

Chairman Principi, Commissioners: The

justification for this recommendation is to work towards

69




elimination of the depot maintenance function from Naval
Weapons Station Seal Beach and follows the general strategy
of minimizing the number of sites performing depot
maintenance. This recommendation eliminates nearly six
acres of depot maintenance production space, with annual

facility sustainment and recapitalization savings about

$1.1 million.

increasing utilization of existing cCépacity while

maintaining capabil % to support future force structure.
There are regommendations on the chart that

you saw. The only recompendation with which the staff

takes i ne that affects fewer than five people. It

appeared @n ecommendations due to a miscategorization
of some intermediate level work which was coded as depot
maintenance.

Containers generally come to Seal Beach with a
missile in them. The missile work is and will be done at
Seal Beach. The recommendation would cause the empty
containers to be shiﬁped cross-country to Letterkenny,

where they would be repainted, bolts tightened, and dents
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removed. The containers would then be shipped back to Seal
Beach. It costs about $800 to $1,000 to ship each
container round trip to Pennsylvania. If the container is
still at Letterkenny when the missile is ready, the missile
might have to await the return of the correct size of
container, as there are about a dozen different container

shapes and sizes.

We have no reason to think that

substantial difference between the cos}

of the work involved andjthe possible ramifications of

having an o auled missile without an appropriate
€

containe sn't make sense to ship the containers

cross-countr This total work involves only about 6,000
man-hours, 4 work years. Overturning the recommendation,
that is this one sub-recommendation, costs about $11,000
extra in civilian salary locality pay, but avoids paying
about $400,000 a year in shipping costs and avoids the cost
of moving the two civilians to Letterkenny. Thus the

reccommendation would have an NPV of about $5 million more
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than the original recommendation. However,gthat savings
. .
would likely be offset by what appears to be an
overstatement in the savings that might comé about from-
~ i

reducing warehouse space.
Thank YOu very much.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: We have before us industrial

Joint Cross Service Group recommendation for Naval Weapons

Station Seal Beach, California, appearing
section 150 of the bill. Are there any

discussion on this recommendation?

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN:
CHATRMAN PRINCIPI :¢ iral Gehman.

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Mr. “¢hairman, for my

colleagues, I'm going to offer an amendment which is

Rk

essentially a technig ection to this recommendation.

The last item in the r gnment -- the recommendation's a .
good one. The functions that they list here should be

realily . We don't have any problem with that.

he last of the four functions that they say to
realigd an attempt to get at the part of the tactical
missile work that they do and will continue to do at Seal
Beach, which hundreds of people do, and attempt to get at
the material-handling section of that group, essentially
redoing the containers that the missiles travel in. What
they wrote in the recommendation is to relocate the depot
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maintenance of tactical missiles and that's not what was
intended here.

Therefore I will propose an amendment which is
essentially a technical correction to this, to delete that
section when they were really only trying to get at a dozen
or so people, not hﬁndreds and hundreds of people. The

correction actually saves'money and will not do any harm to

the overall recommendation.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Will yo
amendment, then?
COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: I

yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI Please.

Very well. I move that the

e Commission strike the language, quote, "relocate
laintenance of other components to Anniston Army
Depot ,“hgirisiana, and relocate the depot maintenance of
tactical missiles to Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, "
and replace it with the language, quote, "and relocate the
depot maintenance of other components to Annistdn Army
Depot, Alabama," period, unquote; and that the Commission
find that this change and the recommendation as amended are
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consistent with the Final Selection Criteria and the Force
Structure Plan.
Thank you, Mr. Chaifman.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER TURNER: Second.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there any furthe

discussion on this amendment?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing no

I ask, are there any recusals? Excuse me.

COMMISSIONER COYLE: Yes,éMr. Chairman. I recuse

on this item.

CHAIRMAN PRIN , There being no further

discussion, all in favor pdease indicate by raising their

hand.

All opposed?

(No response.)

iS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the votes are eight
veas, Hg@sflays, one recusal. The motion passes.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Are there any further amendmentsf

(Né response. )

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing no further motion to

amend, we will vote on the approval of the Secretary's
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recommendation as amended and find that it is consistent
with the Final Selection Criteria and the Force Structure
Plan. 1Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor?
{A show of hands.)
CHAiRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?

(No response.)

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the%ote is unanimous.

The motion passes.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Than

Mr. Van Saun.

MR. VAN SAUN: you, Mr. Chairman.

The next recomm ation for your consideration

6, section 154 of the bill. Slide.

appears in chap

Close. pért Chemical Depot, Indiana. It also
aligns tenants to an as of yet undetermined location. 1I'd
like to introduce George Delgado and Liz again to discuss
this item. George.

MR. DELGADO: Thank you, Mr. Van Saun.

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, the Department of
Defense justifies the closure of the chemical .depot by
stating that no additional workload is slated to go to the
depot and projects its mission completion by the second
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quarter of 2008. Thé Department of Defense expects this
closure to require a one-time cost of $7.1 million and
generate a 20-year net present value savings of $436.2
million, with an immediate payback. . According to the
Department, this closure affects 296 personnel positions.
(slide.)

This slide -- thank you. This slide

Newport Chemical Depot. New¥in

»two adjustments to the cost scenarios
presented by ‘BOD in'support of this récommendation. The
first adjustment reduced questionable recapitalization
savings from the closure of the chemical depot. GARAO
questioned the application of recapitalization savings for
chemical depots that will close once the chemical

demilitarization mission concludes and have no future

missions.
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The second .adjustment modifies personnel numbers
by eliminating 208 military positions that were there at
the depot temporarily to provide site protection and by
decreasing civilian employment by 62 positions to reflect
staffing levels as of July 31, 2005.

The results of these adjustments are a decrease

of $2.3 million in one-time costs, maintains the immediate

payback period, and a decrease in the 20- _ present
value savings to $132.6 million saving

In conclusion, Mr. Chair z I Commissioners, we
found that the only problem wit
chemical depot is going to - time in which they will

finish the mission.

Thank you.

here any questions for staff, any discussion
on this iation? Commissioner Coyle.
COMMISSIONER COYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
When the time comes and you call for it, I will have a
motion for a modifying amendment on this, oﬁ this proposal.

But before we get into that, Mr. Delgado, could

you explain why the chemical demilitarization may take
longer than projected by the Army and what some of the

obligations of the Newport Chemical Depot are under the
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Chemical Weapons Treaty? % .i .
MR. DELGADO: Yes, sir. Theltim?%frame has been
extended because the process is very complég%and has to be
very carefully téken, done. Also, the tiﬁééframe has been
extended because it took some time to build these
facilities and to-test them out, to prove ;hém out. The
Newport Chemical Depot is dealing with VX agents and that's

one of the reasons why you have to be very careful,

and it will take as long as it takes.
COMMISSIONER COYLE: Than
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: rngressman Hansen.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN:

‘baseline technology on that. Is that

wrong?

sir, that is my belief. And

I would submit, in answer
to Cpmmissioner Coyle's queétion of why it takes long, what
you've got to realize, every one of those that is going, it
just rattles and some environmental community files a
lawsuit against it. We've got one judge out in the West,
all he does is handle these cases. And so then they have
to go through that nonsense by the time they get it done.
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~ MR. DELGADO: Yes, sir, there are very, very
stringent environmental requirements on the operations of
these plants.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Commissioner Coyle, do you
want to offer your amendment at this time?
COMMISSIONER COYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As
the staff have explained, this is difficult and delicate

work and it can take longer than the DOD projected.

And not only this depot, but cthers welre go

shortly also have obligations unde gvemical‘Weapons

Treaty which have to be met.

o

I wil? ha

Accordingly, the following motion. I

move that the Commissi hen the Secretary of

pee’ with treaty obligations, close"; and that the
Commigssion find this éhange and the recommendations as
amended are consistent with the Final Selection Criteria
and Force Structure Plan.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: 1Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER TURNER: Second.
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CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there any%f#rther
discussion on the amendment?

(No response.)

CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any recusals?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor of the motion,
please indicate by raising their hand.

(A show of hands.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed

(No response.)

MS. SARKAR: ‘Mr. Chairmar

The motion carries.

. CHAIRMAN PRIN Are there any further

amendments?
(No response.)
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing no further motion to

: approve the Secretary's

inal Selection Criteria and the Force Structure
Plan. #there a second?

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor indicate by
raising their hand.

(A show of hands.)

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?

the vote is unanimous.
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(No response.)

MS. SARKAR: Once again, Mr. Chairman, the vote
is unanimous. The moéion carries.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Mr. Van Saun.

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The next item for consideration appears

chapter 6, section 156 of the bill, to realign
Tank Plant. This recommendation realigns the Lima ¢

Plant by reducing its manufacturing foo£p~'nt. I introduce

George Delgado again to discuss this item.
(slide.)
MR. DELGADC:
Mr. Chairman
Defense justifies the rea
asserﬁing thatw
vehicles exis

the sgites. No

récapitalization programs.

The DOD states that establishing this capability
-elsewheré would hinder the Department's ability‘to meet the
Army and Marine Corps future production schedules. This
recommendation reduces the manufacturing footprint and
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allows DOD to remove excess from the industrial base and
generate efficiencies within the manufacturing and
maintenance of cémbat vehicles. The DOD cost analysis
shows one-time costs of $200,0QO, a 20-year net present
yalue savings of $22.26 million, and an immediate payback

period. The recommendation does not change employment

levels at the Lima Tank Plant.
Next slide.

(8lide.)

alysis found that Abrams tank, Stryker,
and Expeditiofiary Fighting Vehicle workload has in fact
increased. Additionally, prototype work on the Future
'Combat System has started at the Lima Tank Plant. Plant
manufacturing space utilization has absorbed most of the 27
percent excess space calculated by DOD and is now 95
percent. Future workload projections susﬁain this level of

utilization. Existing excess space, the largest contiguous
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space, consisting of 11,000 square feet, typically involves
common or shared manufacturing support spaces between the
production lines, making reconfiguration very difficult.

In conclusion, Mr. éhairman and Commissioners, we
found that for this -- we found that there was deviation in
criteria 1 and 3 for this recommendation.

CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Is there any discussion or questions?

Skinner.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: HoW.did¢they get the

conclusion that they could do adl this ‘fer $200,000?

MR. DELGADO: 8ir,*I t tell you.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: I mean, you just described

a massive restruct ;g of the facility. When you
that, you assume that it's

capacity and machines that they don't need, that they're

going to scra and somebody will come in and scrap them,
they'lltp 1 up and they'll not heat it. But that's
not what's involved here.

.Given their workload for the foreseeable future,
they're going to have to take all the equipment that does
it, move it to another side of the plant so they can close
off that capacity, and then re-set up the entire plant; is
that -~--

MR. DELGADO: Sir, they would have to remove lots
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of tools and equipment that are probabig obsoleée, may not
be used in future lines from that 1ocat£on, to be able to
get the extra space.

May I remind you that one of the findings that we
have had is that the industrial Cross Services Group péople

in some instances did not wvisit some of these

installations.
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Well, it'g’ ty obvious
they didn't visit this one. So I hav mot & the

questions are through.
CEATRMAN PRINCIPI:
COMMISSIONER GE nk you, Mr. Chairman.

Would you help me with thi® recommendation a

little bit just in ‘matter of process. This

recommendation read the Lima Tank Plant, Ohico,"

and then it goes on to "retain the portion to support

the manufac ng of armored combat vehicles, to include

the Army y» Combat System, the Marine Corps
Expeditionary¥Vehicle, and the M-1 tank." But it never
says what's being realigned. There are nc pecople being
realigned. It never ever says what we're doing here.

Could you -- it's a very unusual recommendation
and it never describes either a function or a purpose or a
person that's being moved, changed, eliminated, or anything

else. Could you £fill in that blank in my mind for me?
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MR. DELGADO: Yes, sir. The intentrof the
recommendation is to-reduce the amcunt of manufacturing
space. 8o in essenceé it reduces the footprint, with I
believé the intent of eventually placing it out for usage
by the community through lease agreements.

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Is this government-owned

lproperty?

MR. DELGADO: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: So wh
they want to shrink down to a small;
excess the plant square footage

MR. DELGADO: Tha

sir.
Thank you very much. 1It's

a mystery to me ! k you.

MR. GINGRICH: Commissioner Gehman, in the COBRA
r o costs are associated with mothballing paft of
the Lima ﬁk Plant. When they mothball it; you incur some
up-front costs and then you gain some savings in your
sustainment and recap and BOS rates because you're actually
reducing the infrastructure that you are upkeeping, if you
will.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: I have a motion. I have a
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motion, a motion to strike. I move that tﬁé Commission
find that the Secretary of Defense made industrial Joint
Cross Service Group recommendation 10, Lima Tank Plant,
Chio ——wheﬁ he made it he substantially deviated from
financial selection criteria 1 and 3 and the Force
Structure Plan; and the Commission strikes the
recommendation; and the Commission finds this change is
consistent with the Final Selection Crite | _Force

Structure Plan.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Se

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are therepany recusals?

(No response
CHAIRMAN PRINCI

strike, please indicate by raising your hand.

CHAI RRANCIPI: All opposed?

(No response.)

The motieh carries.
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: I'm sure the people in
‘
Lima will rest tonight. They know we're not dumping stuff
like this.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Mr. Van Saun.

"in favor of the motion to

S. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the wvote is unanimous.
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MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The next recommendation for your consideration
appears in chapter 6, section 158 of the bill, céncerning
Hawthorne Army Depot Nevada.

COMMISSIONER BILBRAY: "Ne-VADD-da."

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, sir. It was

momentary slip. "Ne-VADD-da."

Nevada, and moves munitions storage and

functions to Tooele Army Depot, Utah.

Again, analyst George Delgadogwill brief you on
the details.

(Slide.)

MR. ADO: Thank you, Mr. Van Saun.

D
Mr. and Commissioners, the Department of

¢ closure of Hawthorne Army Depot by

Defense justifi

creation of centers of excellence and deployment networks
to support readiness. 1In its justification, the Department
identified infrastructure problems that limit the depot's
ability to offload munitions.

The Department of Defense expects this closure to

87




require one-time costs of $180.3 million and generate a 20-
year net present value savings of $777.7 million with an
immediate payback. According to the Department, closure
affects 139 personnel positions, 20 of whom are tenants
that will relocate to an as of yet undetermined location.
Next slide.

(slide.)

This slide summarizes the key issues that

developed during analysis of this recommefidation and they

are grouped by their associated selection c

Chairman and Commissioners, the s found sufficient

discrepancies in the data to call into“guestion the

decision to close Hawt my Depot. In the next few

slides I will summarize t ost salient ones.

quantities o“wmunitions are expected to start returning in
the near future from Korea, Europe, and Scuthwest Asia.
For example, munitions in Korea total 507,000 short tons.‘
Final quantities of returnings have not been established,
~but not all will return.

Added to our current stockpiles, these munitions

will require demilitarization and-or storage for obsoclete
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and useable items. Past diversions from the.conventional
munitions demilitarization account have resulted in
increasing stockpiles of obsolete munitions that have
increasingly filled available storage space.

The Department of Defense plans to introduce a

wedge for demilitarization funds of about $541 mi

ion for
fiscal years 2006 thfough 2011 to reduce its c
backlog of approximately 390,000 short tons. The of

wartime needs

success of the wedge during higher prior
will consequently have an effect on conventi al munitions

blems. Returning overseas

demilitarization and storage py

Hawthorne. The dep

offloading pads and si cks with multiple rail and truck

access. Our=gueries regarding this issue identified one

instance mrs in which weather-related damage to
rail occurre hat only required a short period to repair.
The depot prides itself in not having missed its delivery
schedule during this time pericd.

(8lide.)

The next two bullets show statistics on shipments
to and from the depot, some of the current ones.

{Slide.)

89




Lo Coe e

el I
o .
That's a backup. Sorry about that.

(slide.)

The staff found a significant list of services
provided by the depot that may have been underconsidered in
the decision to close the depot. The depot performs a

variety of services, including range scrap processing for

the Navy and Corps of Engineers, testing and loading of

érs joint training
acres of high altitude desert
nistan. The types of training

opportunities include hi angle sniper and other firing

titude patrol, and desert convoy operations.

personnel have trained between January

The Department of Defense underestimated the
economic impact of closing Hawthorne by erroneously using
the Reno-Sparks metropolitan area as its baseline location.
Hawthorng is located approximately 130 miles from the Reno-
Sparks metropclitan area and does not draw its personnel
from that location. The depot draws its personnel from the
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Mineral County, Nevada, region of influence. Recalculation
of economic impact in the appropriate region of influence
and with correct personnel figures yielded a 37 percent
negative impact to the county, the largest impact én this
BRAC round.

The staff found that environmental cleanup costs

may reach as high as $708 million if the depot closes.

Current estimated restoration costs are $

In addition, an estimate of between $§

and Commissioners, we found that
recommendation there were

ria 1, 2, 3, 6 and 8. This

PRINCIPI: Thank you. There's a

ings associated with closing this depot, of

00 million net present value, which I certainly

don't want to take lightly here. Is there excess capacity

at the receiving location to absorb this workload? I also

want to -- let's assume that the Department is not going to
bring back these munitions and leave them in theater, which
I believe there's been some testimony to the fact that a
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lot of these munitions are not coming béck, they'll stay in
Iraq, Afghanistan, and other locations. If they don't, if
they don't come back, is there excess capacity at the
receiving location to absorb this workload.and to store the
current ammunition and to demilitarize the existing
stockpile?

MR. DELGADO: Qur review, Mr. Chairman, shows

that there would not be.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: There wou
MR. DELGADO: There would . Tooele Army
Depot in Utap does not have sufficient orage capacity.
They have sufficient demilitarization capacity, but not

storage.

CHAIRMAN PRINCID , how did they arrive at

this -- how did

afy.arrive at this recommendation?

Part of the reason that they

re ig an expectation that there will

million that will help to reduce the
f obsolete ammunition by around 21 percent. The
comes will that money be available, will‘they be

able to do this during these time frames?

In addition, with the closure of Deseret, which
we will talk about in a bit, there are 909 igloos that
would transfer to Tooele. But it's still not sufficient.
Hawthorne has somewhére around 2,400 to 2,500 storage,

92




munitions storage buildings. It is now filled to about 56
percent.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.
Further discﬁssion? Admiral Gehman.
COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

How did the Hawthorne Army Depot rank i ilitary

value for storage and distribution of conventio
munitions?

MR. DELGADO: 8ir, for demilitabization they were

number one. For storage they were number tw

value.

And yet ey still came

on, notwithstanding those

militaiy values?

£

MR. DELGADO: That is correct, sir.

RINCIPI : Commissioner'Coyle.
COMMISSEQONER COYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Delgado has pointed out, this is a site with

cary value for its migsion. The cost savings have
ated. But he also pointed out that theie is an
important amount of training going on at that site.

Did Hawthorne get any credit for this training
activity in the DOD analysis?

MR. DELGADO: Sir, our review shows that they
received very little credit. Quite a bit of the training
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mission was started in]2004 at Hawthorne. The data was
j
collected in 2003.L |
COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Thank you.
I went to Hawthorne and it was a quite
enlightening trip, and I just wanted to mention for my

fellow Commissioners. One of the issues that we gle

with with some of these closures is, well, coul

property, if one of these recommendations were uphel

the Commission, couldn't the property be“@onverted to

economic use? Right alongside the town of ithorne is an

area where the Navy used to be. ink they call it

Babbitt; is that correct? Am I rememb

MR. DELGADO: leve sd, sir.
COMMISSIONER GEH Which the Navy left 10 or

12 years ago, ou would t:ink, well, if there was

potential for it development in that region that

happened there. As T wvisited, what I

tﬂ_ e, buf nothing has happened. It is totally bare and
flat, “he community has not had either the reséurces
nor the interest to develop this property at all.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: I would certainly concur with
you, Commissioner Coyle, having visited Hawthorne. I would
suggest that economic redevelopment would almost be

impossible.

94




COMMISSIONER COYLE: Mr. Chairman, I have a
motion to strike at the appropriate time.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Please read your motion.

COMMISSIONER COYLE: Mr. Chairman, I move that
the Commission find that when the Seéretary of Defense made

industrial Joint Cross Service Group recommendati 12,

Hawthorne Army Depot Nevada, he substantially dey rom

Final Selection Criteria 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, and the Fo

Structure Plan; that the Commission stri the

recommendation; and that the Commisgion fin is change is

consistent with the Final Selectiomn iteria and Force
Structure Plan.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER HILL: Second.
CHAIRMAN BRINCIPLs, Are there any recusals?

COMMISSIONER BRAY: One.

PRINCIPI: Omne recusal.

e in favor of the mofion to strike,
please indicate by raising your hand.

(A show of hands.)

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Mr. Chairman, I recuse.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Two recusals.

All those opposed?

(No response.)

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven
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yeas, no nays, and two recusals. The motion passes.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.
J
COMMISSIONER BILBRAY: I understand, Mr.

Chairman, that means Hawthorne remains open, right?

MR. VAN SAUN: Yes, sir.

Chemical Depot in Oregon.

George.

(8lide.)

MR. DELGA] Thank you. I believe your

in. You'll probably get tired

try to summar#ze it as opposed to go through the whole
script. It is a very similér situation as the Néwport
Chemical Depot, the same issue: conclusion of the demil
mission. The information as far as the COBRA is concerned
is the one-time cost is $15.5 milliqn and it generates a
zo—year net present value savings of $681.1 million, with
an immediate payback. According to the Department, this
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closure affects 512 pFrsonnel positions.

The issues élide is the same as we had with
Newport: closure upoh completion, adjustments to the COBRA
data for recapitalization, and also a reduction of the
personnel for military personnel that were provided for
protecting the site after 9-11.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any questions,

discussion?
(No response.)
CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Mr.
amendment?

COMMISSIONER COYL

Umatilla Chemical Depg he substantially deviated

from Final Selection Cripéri 4, and the Force Structure

Plan; that £ Commission strike the language "close" and

insert i jce the language "on completion of the
chemical demi?itarization mission in accordance with treaty
obligations, close™; and that the Commissioﬁ find this
change and the recommendations as amended are consistent
with the Final Selection Criteria and Force Structure Plan.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER BILBRAY: Second. Mr. Chairman, I

want to mention that both Commissioner Coyle and I went
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there. This was one of those places where everybody wants
it to close. There is no opposition. Theléuestion is can
it close in the time, the 6-year time limit. That's why
the motion has been made.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All those in favor of the
motion, please indicate by raising your hand.

(A show of hands.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed

{No response.)

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman th yote is unanimous.

The motion passes.

CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: here any further motions
tc amend this recommendation?

(No response.)

CHAIR PRINCIPI: Hearing no further motion to

amend, we will vote approve the Secretary's

recommendation s ded and find that it is consistent

Final Selection Criteria and the Force Structure
here a second?

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Second.

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor?

(A show of hands.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?

(No response.)

MS. SARKAR: The vote is unanimous, Mr. Chairman.
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The motion passes.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

Mr. Van Saun.

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The next
recommendation for your consideration is found in chapter
6, section 161. This recommendation covers the proposed

disestablishment of the depot maintenance capabilities of

the Cryptological Systems Group at Lackla
Texas, and the relocation of the capabil

Army Depot, Penusylvania.

This action has a direct act on two other DOD

recommendations being reviewed. The fodlowing slide better

illustrates the intera these.
{Slide.)

This

from Lackland{ San Antonio, Texas, to Tobvhanna,

turn precipitates two other

Yare recommendations 176 and 179 and we'll discuss
row. The stofage and distribution functions of
the Cryptological Systems Group remains at Lackland.

I introduce the senior analyst Tom Pantelides to
discuss this.

(Slide.)‘

MR. PANTELIDES: Mr. Chairman and Commissicners,
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recommendation 161 was justified on the bééis that
consolidation and elimination of the dupliéate overhead
structures achieves synergy and savings. The COBRA data
for this move, movement of function, has an estimated one-
time cost of $10.2 million, a 3-year payback, and a 20-year

net present value savings of $28 million, and aff 76

civilian positions.
Next slide.

(slide.)

This slide summarizes the key issueg, that were

developed during our analysis. ecommendation --
these recommendations are

selection criteria.

captured. Thi

We also found the cost estimates used in this

tion do not represent fairly the costs associated
eakup of the Cryptologic Systems Group at
Lackland. Additionally, we found potential costs outweigh
savings with no payback of investment.

Staff assessment reveals there was deviations
from criteria 1, 4, 5 in this recommendation.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared
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presentation.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any discussions and
discussion? Admiral Gehman.
COMMiSSIONER GEHMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
As the brief indicated, this recommendation

breaks up a one-stop shopping center for non-avia

analysts have done and as best we can tell there is no

payback here. They're taking a perfectly fine depot level

function tha ‘working fine the way it is. The customers
't £find that there's any payback, and
therefore I‘ going to propose a motion to strike this when
you're ready for the motion.

COMMISSIONER HILL: Mr. Chairman, I visited
Lackland and looked into this. Admiral Gehman understates.
This is a one of a kind organization that, if we took the
little piece parts of it, we would break that up and we

would have no cryptological system, and the people that
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they service would not get the service, period; It needs
to be taken and stricken.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.
Admiral Gehman, do you wish to offer your motion

at this time?

COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Thank you. Thank Mr.

Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Commi

that when the Secretary of Defense made industrial

Cross Service Group recommendation 15 land Air Force

Is there a -second?
Second.

Any further discussion?

PFRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any recusals on
this motion?

(No response.)

CHATIRMAN PRiNCIPI: All those in favor of the
motion to strike?

(A show of hands.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?
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(No response.)

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman,‘the vote is unanimous.
The motion carries.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: We don't need a second vote.

Mr. Van Saun.

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The next

recommendation for your consideration appears in chapter 6

Utah.

MR. DELGADO: _f ank you, Mr. Van Saun.

hairman, Commissioners, I will summarize

e same situation as far as completing the
chemical demfm mission. The COBRA information is a one-
time cost of $4.37 million, generates a 20-year net present
value savings of $356.4 million, with an immediate payback.
The closure affects 208 personnel positions.

In similar fashion, we had adjustmenfs to COBRA

data for recapitalization costs and personnel numbers,

again reductions of military personnel that have been
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provided for protection for 9-11.

The different twist that Mr. Van Saun referred to

is that we had communication from the community, which
expressed an interest in trying to convert the chemical
demilitarization plant to a conventional ammunition
demilitarization mission once its chemical demil mission

was completed. At this point the information that we have

from the Army, of course, indicates that apt was not
designed to handle that and that it woy

significant amount of money to do

I know, Commissioner 4%

disagree with that.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank %ou.

Are theregany questions, discussion?
- Commissioner Covyle.
COMMISSIONER @QYLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As Mr. Delgado explained, the community has put

forwa¥d, an intriguing proposal here, which looks quite

We did not have the time to pursue what the
commu.n@§'oroposed and so, in addition to the modifying
motion which I will make in a minute, I'm also going té
include a requirement for the completion-of a study to
evaluate Deseret Chemical Depot as a site for conventional
weapons demilitarization.

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Commission find
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that when the Secretary of Defense made industrial Joint
Cross Service Group recommendation 17, Deseret Chemical
Depot, Utah, he substantially deviated from Final Selection
Criteria 1 and 4 and the Force Structure Plan; that the
Commissiocon strike the language "close" and in;ert in its
rlace the language "on completion of the chemical

demilitarization mission in accordance with treaty

obligations, and if after completion of a
study to evaluate Deseret Chemical Def
for conventional weapons demilitari it is shown that
such a use 1is not feasible, cloge! "hat the Commission

find this change and the recommendationpjas amended are

consistent with the Fi ction Criteria and Force
Structure Plan.

CHAIR PRINCIPI: ' Is there a second?
ER BILBRAY: Second.

CHAIR PRINCIPI: Is there any further

discuSsion on this? Admiral Gehman.
_OMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Mr. Delgado, did we not
justh ] ﬁd decide that the Army has a great excess of
conventional ammunition demil capability?
MR. DELGADO: Yes, sir, to a certain extent you
have.
COMMISSIONER GEHMAN: Thankryou very much.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there any further
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discussion? i
(No response.) |
CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any recugalsg?
(One raised hand.)
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing no furtﬁer

discussion, we'll vote on this motion. Those in

please indicate by raising your hand.
(A show of hands.)
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Those oppo

{One raised hand.)

MS. SARKAR: Excuse me forthe delay, Mr.

Chairman. The vote is seven vyeas,

abstention. The vote The motion is approved.
CHAIRMAN PRINCI

MR. VAN, SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The next

item we'd likeé,to comgider today is found in chapter 6,

ommendation covers the Navy business

reengiheering proposal to streamline the way Navy air
ma tenangw is accomplished. The proposal transforms and
blends«gg depot and intermediate level maintenance in
order to position depot level maintenance closer to fleet
concentrations.

The recommendation can be summarized into three
types of reorganizations. The first type of reorganization
combines existing depots with collocated non-deployable
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SR T
intermediate maintenance activities andVd§31gqates;these
i : '

activities as the six fleet readiness ¢en%

|
.

Lors : ’
Secondly, the recommendation combines célﬁocated non-

ooy
iersﬁ or FRC's.

deployable intermediate maintenance activﬂfies and augments
the majority with depot personnel and desibnates these 16
- a

N : . . Lo,
activities as fleet readiness center sitesg

the fleet readiness centers. Thirdly, the

closes six other intermediate maintenance activiti

i 1

transfers associated workload to fleet r
and FRC sites.

The next two slides Qrap
proposed reorganizations.

.(8lide.)

Although this ar contains a

I

number of moving.elements, it  illustrates the proposed

reorganizatiorn of thésfleet readiness centers, color coded

with associated dtes. The assumption jused in this

proposal is that workload transferred to cdnsolidated sites

will result in a reduction of 697 civilianwequivalent

pesitions at the East Coast depot locations| as indicated

i

by the red arrows in this slide. ';

(slide.)

This slide illustrates the proposed reduction of
490 civilian eqguivalent positions at the three West Coast
depot locations.
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Tom Pentelides is.back and he will give you the
detailed, more detailed information on this item.

MR. PANTELIDES: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners:
This recommendation was justified on the basis that
consolidation and reorganization is expected to reduce

maintenance repair time, reduce supply inventory

reduce the number of items sent to depots for

This slide sumrarizes the key issues that were

developed du g our analysis. This recommendation --
these recémme ons are grouped with associated selection
criteria. Wevfound the relocation of the ALQ-99 workload
from Crane tc Whidbey Island suboptimizes the mission
valué, capacity, and cross-service capabilities. Wé also
found the costs associated-with the closure and movement of
the Naval Support Activity Crane to Whidbey Island is not
cost effective because it requires duplication of

facilities, with a net present value cost of $163.9

108




million. Additionally, the ALQ-99 supports the EA-6B
aircraft that is being moved out of the inventcry in about
10 to 15 years.

We also found the cost saving estimates of this
recommendation do not represent fairly savings that will be
obtained. We found errors in fhe estimation of

construction costs and the saving projections _as a result

of personnel eliminations.

4 -- I'm sorry -

hairman, this concludes my presentation.
%SAﬂN: Mr. Chairman, I would like tc add
one point, thét this is the number one saving item on the
DOD list. Even though we question whether the savings were
calculated exactly right, it is still the number one
savings onrthe list.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: How many people are involved
in the Crane move to Whidbey Island and how does it

suboptimize the remaining missions at Crane? How did that
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impact on the cost savings?

MR. PANTELIDES: There's a couple of elements to
that question. The cost savings actually favor -- because
in eliminating the Crane move you initially avoid having to
construct é new facility at Whidbey.

The first part of your question I believe

mentioned the synergy of the facility at Crane, and by

pot maintenance situation. We really
are going to replicates would replicate it would be

the entire system that they use now. It's very complex

and, as _was ointed out, the ALQ-99, while still an active
and valua of the Navy, will gradually phase out as
the aircraft "*fhat it currently is deployed on phases out.
So I think»this is -- while the overall goal here
of consoclidation as part of the Navy and Secretary
Rumsfeld's transformation, I think this one is probably one
-that they didn't visit, and if they had they probably would
not have included it. So at the appropriate time I have an

amendment to remove that.
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CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Do you have a motion,
Secretary Skinner?

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: I do. I move that the
Commission find that when the Secretary of Defense made
industrial Joint Cross Service Group fecoﬁmendation 19,
fleet readiness centers, he substantially deviated from the
Final Selection Criteria 1, 3, 4, and 5, and the Force

Structure Plan; that the Commission strike<para raph N of

chapter 6 of section 165 of the bill;
Commission find that this change i

Final Selection Criteria and F

Washington." With this motion, it

will strike théﬂ nment of Crane and will leave that at

Cranéﬁhout the rest of the fleet readiness recommendation

wot orward.
SO move.'
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: 1Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there any further
discussion?

(No response.).
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CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Are there any further

amendments?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing none, we will vote on
the motion by Secretary Skinner. Are there any recusals on
this?

(A show of hands.)

CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Two recusals.

All those in favor of the motion

(A show of hands.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All thgse opposed?

(No response.)

MS. SARKAR:
no nays, and two abstentioh due to recusals. The vote

carries. The mo%%gn is approved.

(No response.)
sHATRMAN PRINCIPI: Hearing no further motions to
amend, vote to approve the Secretary's recommendation
and find that it's consistent with the Final Selection
Criteria and the Force Structure Plan. Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second.
CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All in favor?

(A show of hands.)

112




CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?

(No response.)

CHATRMAN PRINCIPI: I'd like to go back for a
moment to the industrial Joint Cross Service Group
recommendation 17, the Deseret Chemical Depot Utah. We

voted on the amendment. I want to ensure that we

vote on the recommendation as amended.

Hearing no further motion to amend, we VO

approve the Secretary's recommendation a _mended and find

that it is consistent with the Final Selectiom, Criteria and

the Force Structure Plan. Is thef second?

COMMISSIONER NEWTON: Second

All in favor?
“All opposed?
Thank you.

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, I believe I'm
reportir ut on two votes. One is the motion to approve
the fleet readiness matter as amended. The vote was éeven
yeas, zero nays, and two recusals. Therefore the vote
carries.

CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

We had one nay.
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MS. SARKAR: I'm sorry. 1I'll cofrect the:vote,
I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.

MR. VAN SAUN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That
completes chapter 6 of the industrial Cross Service Group.

I'd like to move to one small chapter for one moresitem to

finish this out for today. That item is in ch rom
the supply and storage cross-service group,
bill, depot level reparable procurement

consolidation.

(Slide.)

11 specific realignm

the next slide.

»the slide. I will lead the realignments.
Realign Lackldnd Air Force Base, Texas; realign Soldier
Systems Center, Nadic, Massachusetts; realign Detroit
Arsenal, Michigan; realign Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois;
realign Fort Huachuca, Arizona; realign Naval Support
Activity Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania; realign Marine Corps
Base, Albany, Georgia; realign Naval Support Activity,
Pennsylvania; Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma; Hill Air
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Force Base, Utah; and Robins Air Force Base,%éeorgia;
realign Redstone Arsenal, Alabama; realign Wright Patterson

Air Force Base, Ohio; realign Fort Belvoir, Virginia.

Next slide.

(8lide.)

This proposal moves select inventory.c 1
point functions to DLA. A number of the inventg contxol

functions will remain by the services to maintain |

appropriate critical mass to perform requirements and

engineering.
I'd like to introduc iexMills again to
further discuss this item.

MS. MILLS: Thank you, Da

The Department of Defense justified this

recommendation on tt sigsaof assigning the responsibility

for consumable and depot level reparable item management

across the artment of Defense to a single DOD agency.
COBRA rep ‘ one-time cost of $127 million to
implementvthf% recommendation. The net present value of
this recommendation through 2025 is $1,889.6 million.
This recommendation eliminates approximately 130

positions.

Slide.

(Slide.)

This slide sﬁmmarizes the key issues developed
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during analysis of this recommendation and are grouped by
their associated selection criteria. Rock Island issues.
The installation was concerned that Detroit Aréenal's
military value was lower and the number of positions to
transfer from Rock Island was incorréct. The Commission
staff found there were aiscrepancies in the number of

positions identified and the costs associated, A rerun of

COBRA reduced the total recommendation ne t value by

3 percent.

Lackland issues. Lacklant es involving the

Cryptology Systems Group were . discussed under
section 161.

Mr. Chairman, this concludés my prepared

presentation. The glaff is prepared to answer any

questions you may ha , to any motions you might have.

CHATIRMAN PRINEFPI: Thank you.

iscussion, any questions for staff?

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Yes. Ms. Mills, you
visited Rock Island and I think you alsc visited Detroit
Arsenal. At least I did, and I think you've been there.
MS. MILLS: Yes, sir.
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: As you know, there's other
recommendations to move from Rock Island ﬁo the Detroit
Arsenal. The buildable space issue, maybe you can explain
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that. It's my understanding that in the other
recommendation that we'll probably get to tomorrow it deals
with moving the surface,rthe vehicle combat -- not the
combat vehicles, but the motor wvehicles.

What is the exact situation as is cgrrently
. proposed and will be proposed tomorrow as it deals with the

was an issue

Detroit Arsenal and its capacity, because th

when we visited Rock Island together?
MS. MILLS: Yes, sir. What
explained affects this recommendatigr 1] . That was

alsc one of the concerns, was gf

buildable space to accommodate ~additional people moving

from Rock Island to Detroit. We visdited Detroit and we

were -- it was confipymed by the installation that they do

have the requi accommodate the 1100 people that

CMMISSIONER SKINNER: Well, it's my
ﬁnderstanding that when we say they have space, they have
land inside a periﬁeter that they're going to have to build
a new building.

MS. MILLS: That's correct, sir.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: One or more buildings.
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MS. MILLS: Yes, sﬁr.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: And this is tied
indirectly. Without that new building, they don't have
enough space for this.

MS. MILLS: That's correct.

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: With this new building and

the tank efforts that are moving there, they will have

it?
to is

the

giDetroit. This is the recommendation here.
COMMISSIONER SKINNER: And this is now -- and we
also thought there was maybe 900 instead of 700. There was
some kind of a disconnect on people.
MS. MILLS: That's correct, sir. There are an
additional 300 people that are moving. The entire TACOM
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Rock Island organization is moving, or proposed.
COMMiSSIONER SKINNER: Would you -- with the new
numbers that you've put in there for the cost of the new
building, which_was about twice, as I recall, what they
initially had in there, how does that come out from a

payback viewpoint?

MS. MILLS: Karl, would you like to t?

MR. GINGRICH: Commissioner Skinner, mil

the net present value, but insignifiygantly. Payback with

the new scenario, new MILCON, is $1.8 b3llion savings over

20 years, still a largey
COMMISSIONER SK Okay, good. I just want

to make sure that.we got that new cost structure, which was

twice. What saying is, given its personnel savings,

it really doesn t the payback in the long run.

MR. GINGRICH: Commissioner Skinner, that's a
cOfrect statement.
"COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Okay.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: General Hill.

COMMISSIONER HILL: Sir, I have a motion based
upon the cryptologicél unit that 1I*'d like to submit. I
move that the Commission find that when the Secretary of
Defense made supply and storage Joint Cross Service
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recommendation 7,'d%éot level reparableﬁprodure@ent and
management consolid%tion, he substantially deviated from
Final Selection Criieria 1, 3, 4, and 5, and the Force
Structure Plan; that the Commission -- I read the wrong

thing, excuse me -- that the Commission strike paragraph A,

chapter 9, section 176 of the bill; and that the ommission

find this change and the recommendation as ame
consistent with the Final Selection Criteria and

Structure Plan.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Is there a se
COMMISSIONER NEWTON:
CHATIRMAN PRINCIPI:
COMMISSIONER

Could you explain the eco

A, similar to wh

you did? Maybe General Hill's going to
address that. «didn't see in your presentation a lot
of discussi I did see a lot about Rock
 Island. e missed it.

MS ¥MILLS: What happened when we removed
Lackland from out of this recommendation, it affected the
net present value overall by 3 percent, I think it was,
either 3 or 1 percent. It was a really small percent that
was affected from this recommendation.

COMMISSICONER SKINNER: - And the basis for that?

MS. MILLS: Was because that was the cryptology
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section that was --

COMMISSIONER HILL: The basis of that is that
this unit needs to stay together.

MS. MILLS: Yes.

COMMISSIONER HILL: It makes no sense to do any

of us anywhere but within that cryptological unit

COMMISSIONER SKINNER: Now I ﬁnderst

that now. Thank vyou.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: 1Is there any, further
discussion?

(No respconse.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI:¥ e, there any recusals on

this motion?

PRINCIPI: All opposed?
(ﬁ» responée.)

MS. SARKAR: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The vote
is seven nays, zero nays, two abstentions. The motion
carries. It's adopted.

With your indulgence, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to
report back on two pfevious votes for the sake of clarity

of the record, if that would be all right. The previous
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vote to accept Motion 163 as amended was adppFe

1

i i
RN
| -- that

concerns Deseret -- at 7-1-1, meaning 7 yeas,!|l1 nay, and 1

abstention. With regard to previous Métion;lss_as amended,

it has been adopted by a vote of 7 yeasf zero nays, and 2

i
abstentions.

£

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you for th

clarification.

On this recommendation, are

motions to amend?
(No response.)

vote to --

Selection Criteria

a second?

SSIONER NEWTON: Second.
PRINCIPI: All in favor?

(A “8how of hands.)

L
i

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: All opposed?

'

(No response.)

MS. SARKAR: Mr. Chairman, the vote %% seven
yeas, zero nays, and two abstentions. I? carrf%s. Thank
you. ! ‘ !

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you.,
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%
Are there any further recomméﬁdations to come
before the Commission? |
MR. VAN SAUN: Mr. Chairman, just as a quick
summary, we completed today Joint Cross Service Group
vchapter 6 for industrial chapter 7 for intel, chapter 9 for
supply and storage. Tomorrow morning we'll address chapter

4; education and training; chapter 5, support activities;

chapter 8, medical; and chapter 10, techn

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: Thank you

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PRINCIPI: We'll stand in recess until
8:00 a.m. tomorrow.

(Whereupon, at 4:38 p.m., the Commission was
recessed, to reconvene at 8:00 a.m., on Thursday, August 25,
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EVENING SESSION
Chairman Principi: The commission hearing will come
to order. Fellow Commissioners, we're going to build on
what we started earlier today. In some instances, we will
revisit actions already taken doing so is consistent with

our rules.

And -

units that are before us fo ure or realignment. You

saw earlier the distribution of airgraft in the Guard and
Reserves, you have those charts in front of you. We will
now deal with the motions that if approved will produce the

results refle d on those charts.

These are ations, units and issues that we have

discusg;

Sd individually with the staff many times. In many
i issioners and staff have visited the
insta tiens. Each of us has a binder with five Tabs
behind which are motions.

Tab 1, Reserve and Air National Guard, KC-135
aircraft, Tab 2, Reserve and Air Natiocnal Guard A-10
aircraft, Tab 3, Air National Guard F-15 aircraft, Tab 4,

Reserve and Air National Guard F-16 aircraft, Tab 5,
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'i6h51 Guard C-130 aifﬁrafﬁ. We will

S
Regerve and Air Na

discuss each motioﬁ as necessary. We're not in a hurry if
b B :

a vote is required)for an individual motion we will discuss

and vote on it. A#‘the end of each group however we will

vote on all of them together.
!

At Tab 1, the%e are eight motions which implement the
|

|
lay down the staff|has recommended for KC-135 aircraft.
(-

They are before us:for consideration and v
s
motion has a separate number which I wil%

I

identify it. So létfs turn to Tab 1, and t

4(a). Portland Inﬁernational Air rd staticon, Oregon Air
il

Force 41. Are theﬁe any questions or

i.scussion for staff
on this motion?

[No response]ﬂ

on: Mr.

General Ne Chairman, can we just have the

staff share with us this particular motion what aircraft

are moving in, ircraft are moving out very quickly.

Mr. regor if you would share that with us.

Gregor: Yes.sir. Within one of the portions of
the tion/there are'Air Fofce Resexrve tankers, that will
be distributed. There are also the F-15g, which initially
were listed in here as will be discussed during the F-15
portion. The major portion as it rélates to tankers is
those primary authorized aircraft, will be distributed

essentially at the discussion of the Secretary of the Air
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Force, in accordance %ith the BRAC recommended language.
General Newton: ;Thank you.
Chairman Principi: Are there any additional questions
or comments?
[No response].

Chairman Principi: Number 82. Motion 82-4(A Beale

Air Force Base California. And Selfridge Nati
Base, Michigan, Air Force 10.
Number 83, March Air Reserve Base,

Force 11. Motion Number 83-4(a).

establish with the tanker recémmendations as we will follow

recommendations. When you look at

We wanted to give that discretion to the Secretary of

Defense in order to meet the Commission's intent.
Therefore when you go through many of these

recommendations, what you're going to see is we in

accordance with the plan approved by the Commissioners will




‘ b
strip all or g port%onkpf the aircraft away, and they
! L '
essentially go into what we just call the bucket, and then
i
o
throughout the rest?ofithese motions, as was briefed with

Grand Forks this moﬂhihg we established a primary aircraft
authorization and sqkength. We don't tell the DoD from

b

where to where to pu% the aircraft, but when taken in the
| )

e C.

these are all displayed o rtg in front of us,
correct? These charts.
General Newton: All of these that we're listing for

existence? airchild Air Force Base wasn't listed in the

chart an iswer to that is yes; it is.

Mr. McGrggor: Yes sir, and you'll see with some of
these there are active Reserve, or Guard components at the
same Base. So in that particular instance, it deals with
an Air National Guard KC-135 Unit, on an active duty Air
Force Base, Fairchild.

Mr. Bilbray: Mr. Chairman, on Fairdhild‘it's noted

the state of Washington has no Air Guard planes at all.




ﬂ{
‘%tates, now Washington and Connecticut
|

that have no Air\G@érd flying missions.

One of I think two"

]
’ !!\‘; !
1

Mr. Small: ‘ft's a case of do they possess aircraft.
There's a little difference Washington and Connecticut.
The Guard at Fairchild will associate with the 92nd Air

Refueling Wing. It's a full strength Air Force Air

Refueling Wing. The gentlemen in the Guard th

tanker unit. There are a lot of:reas

it would be useful if someont

airplanes.

The other item I like to note in the motion -

before you i, that there are two small combat COM sguadrons
that are ly dependent on this unit. We tweaked
the words to%gause them to move on the Fairchild Air Force
Base, what we've deleted when we were doing the edit, was
into -- the words into availéble facilities. In this
particular case the available facility was a 1942
warehouse. And so I took out the word available facility

to force the issue on the facility site.

Chairman Principi: Thank you.’




A
Mr. Bilbray:%'Eor staff again Mr. Chairman, in doing
‘
this T understandgtﬁat you worked constantly on finding
planes. There was no immediate planes, or any, even a
small amount, two, three, four units that could be provided
for Fairchild, for the Washington National Guard?

Mr. McGregor: Sir, what we did when we helped assess

the Force Structure bed down as facilitated by the

Commissions decisions is we started with t strength

the case of the Guard 135s, the Air ' e mmendations

left a 172 KC-135s we used tha

Reserve proportion ‘thefsame and have a reasonable balance

geographically.

were to contipue to have aircraft locking at the list in
front of you, or oh the screen in all likelihood somebody
else there WOuld not. And the decision to which Bases to
populate was made through the coordination of the
Commissioners.

Mr. Bilbray: Somewhere I think there's an amendment

out there that I have that I would bring up at the end of
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this. I was lookingj&br it on Fairchild. TI think I found
i

it here. ’

|

L

Mr. Chairman, whbp would I offer this amendment, now?
Or at the end of the kC—135 discussion.

Chairman Princip&; Do you have a written amendment?

Mr. Bilbray: Yeg, I think it's inrhere.

Chairman Princip%t Well why don't we finish through

all of this section a%d then at the end yo
|

motion.

|
]

Mr. Bilbray: Th%nk you.
{

General Newton: |Mr. Chairmtan, I wauld like to comment

[

i
i

on this particular oné; becat e question was asked, why

not a small population of airplanesihere. As we follow the
1 .

criteria of determindrng where the Secretary may have

what that drove us in|

staff. i
\‘ .

The other thing I would say, is there were times when

Homeland Defense. As Well as what other assets were
|

located in that partic?lar region of the country.
So we've tried to consider the total National Security
|

and our Homeland Secur&ty and Homeland Defense when we were
!

considering the criteria and evaluating the Secretary's




recommendation against that criteria.

Chairman Principi: Thank you.

Admiral Gehman: In support of the master plan that
the staff is proposing to ﬁs which I think makes very, very
gocd sense. I would offer to my colleague the following
rational. There are one or two other states that do not
have any manned flying missidn, nor do they have a Reserve,

”If we could

or Active Wing that they can associate wit

Number 78,

, International Airport, Air Guard Station, Air
Force s r 5. 97, Key Field, Air Gﬁard Station,
Mississippi, Air Force 28. Number 101, Niagara Falls, Air
Reserve Station, New York, Air Force 33, Number 87, Robins
Air Force Base, Georgia, Air Force 16. Congressman
Bilbray, would you offer your amendment at this time.

Mr. Bilbray: Yes Mr. Chairman, I think it is Motion
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16-4(a). 1Is that thé‘one I requested. Ifﬁitrying”to read
it, it has so many technical things in it. If staff could
be sure this is the one I wanted. |

Chaifman Principi: Your amendment is to 16-4{a)?

Mr. Bilbray: That's correct. I move the Commission

ce

find that when the Secretary of Defense made Air F

recommendation 116, Fairchild Air Force Base Was he

substantially deviated from the final selection crii

and 3, and the Force Structure Plan. ThésCommission strike

detects that the entire recommendation and Idsert in it's
place realign Fairchild Air Force e, Washington.

Distribute the 141 Air Refueling WingsUK-135 R/T aircraft

red to the aerospace maintenance and

regeneration center, A mark at the Davis and Monthan Air
Force Base Arizona for appropriate disposal, as
economically unservable. Establish 8 PAA KC-135 R/T
éircraft at the 161 Air Refueling Wing in Phoenix Guy

Harbor International Airport, Guard Station Arizona. If

10




'[ : K 1, !
i |
the state| of Wa

: ]‘ :i“ S
SFinFOn decides to change #he organization
at

v
¥

' |

. 4 :
composition the qssdbi?tion of the Air Refueling Wing to
I S
integrate the unit into the future total force, they would

establish the 141 Ai& Refueling Wing as an associate flying

wing of the 92nd Air| Refueling Wing, Fairchild Air Force

Base Washington, with the 92nd, Air Refueling Wing

Expeditionary Combat

Base, all other personnel

interest of theWstate of Washington and consistent with the
integration of the u%its into future total force, including
but not. limited to ai% mobility, C4ISR, engineering, flight
training, or unmanhed%aerial vehicles. Where appropriate
unit personnel would ge retained in skills relevant to the
emerging mission.

This recommendation does not effect, or change the

authorized end strength of the Washington Air National

Guard. The distribution of aircraft currently assigned to

11
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the 14lst<Air Réﬁueling Wing is based upon resource
constrained dete?mination by the Department of Defense.
That the aircraftgwill better support National Security
requirements and other locations, and not conditioned upon

the agreement of the state. The Commission finds this

change and recommendation as amended are consistent with

the final selection criteria in force.
My question to the staff, is does it do what it
to do?

Mr. McGregor: Yes sir.

Mr. Bilbray: This was me by outside counsel.
Mr. McGregor: Yes sir.

Chairman Principi: Is

ree hands].

ChairmamyPrincipi: No not yet, we're voting on
Congressman Bilbray's amendment.

Mr. Bilbray: I appreciate that support Admiral.

[Laughter] . |

Chairman Principi: This is the same as motion 116-
4 (a) that is being congidered by everyone, it's in your

book. We're on the amendment by the Congressman. 116-4(a)

12




all in favor?

[A show of two hands]. | .

Chairman Principi: All opbosed?

[A show of seven hands].

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven in favor
- I'm sorry, excuse me, two in favor,lseven against. No
recusals, the motion is rejected.

Mr. Bilbray: I liked your first coun

[Laughter] .

Chairman Principi: Do I hear
recommendation for KC-135 airc
contained in your binders?
Fairchild Air Force.Base Washingtoﬁ

which we wvoted upon.

Admiral Gehman?

Admiral Gehma il_ make that motion. What we are

voting on here ig a gr of individual recommendations

which establjsh two Air National Guard, 135 flying

squadrons an what the Secretary of Defense had in

his plan. are essentially putting two back that he
recommended closed and the rest are in accordance with the
plan. I tﬁink this is a good plan, it follows the guidance
that we gave to the staff, and I move that all of the
sections that the chairman has read off conform with the

guidance and the criteria and that we accept them.

Mr. Hill: Second.

13




Chairﬂ%n%Pri%ci%ﬂé All in favor?

[A show of eigpétﬁands]

Chairman Princigig All opposed?

[No response].

Ms. Sarkar: Beg your pardon Mr. Chairman, I couldn't

read Commissioner Hangen's vote,

Chairman Principi: I'm sorry.

Ms. Sarkar: I beg your pardon Mr. Ch
couldn't read Congressman Hansen's vot
Mr. Hansen: I abstain.

Ms. Sarkar: Thank you fo our i

Chairman, the vote is eight Eavor, none opposed, one

abstention. The motion is approve

Chairman Princij Thank you. We will now proceed to

ment the laydown the staff has

the sixth motion whiighédmpl

recommended for A-10 aft. If there are specific

amendments féany of these six recommendations as you noted
Bilbray's amendment, they are very lengthy
difficult to“understand, we can dispense with the reading
of the amendment subject to any objection to have it read
in its entirety. It will be recorded as if it is read and
the mover of the amendment can describe the amendment in
common lay language so we understand precisely what is

being done. Every amendment is contained in the binder.

But again anyone who objects to a dispensing of the reading

14




of the amendment w# &ill read the entire amendment.
|
L ‘
Mr. Bilbray: ﬂMF' Chairman, I was wondering when we do
Lo
4 |
the A-10 basis on the Willow Grove Pennsylvania that's a

very contentious position. I would like to see if we could
i

have a separate voﬁeéon that particular item, before we

vote on all the items.

Chairman Principi: Well we certainly will. Let me go

through these six. And at the very end we ke up the

Guard Station, Connecticut, Ai Number 81, Fort

Smith, Air Guard Station, A Air Force 8. Number

88, Boise Air Terminal, Guard Station, Idaho, Air Force

17. 91, NAS New Orleans,

o you have an amendment, on number

ilbray: I just want to vote on it separately?
an Principi: We will now take up a motion on
number 68, Naval Air Station Willow Grove Pennsylvania. Is
there any discuésion'on this motion?

Mr. Bilbray: Just a point Mr. Chairman, this is the
one subject to the lawsuit that's going on in the Federal

District Court in that area of Pennsylvania. And I think

15
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everybody shouia be‘%ware of that.

Chairﬁan Princﬁ%i: Is there any furthef discussion?
Admiral Gehman? |

Admiral Gehman: Mr. Chairman, what the motion that -
before the Commission that we're going to vote on proposes
to do, is to take all of the Air Guard and Reserve
airplanes on this Willow Grove Air Station and sweep them

into this bucket to be redistributed some other time by -

in accordance with the plane. It also egtablishes at

Willow Grove Joint Reserve Base, an enclave correct me,

N
and I'm trying to - it establishes enclave, and that

enclave will have Army Guard, and a newWr Army Reserve Center

which we approved, whic ve already approved in

. N ;
another motion, Mr. Hannay correct?

Mr. Hanna: Yes sir, that's correct.

Thank you, thank you very much. And

Hanna: As a point of clarification sir, the

“mdgion s not disestablish the A-10 organization, it
remove aircraft, and makes them available for other
uses by the Governor, as the Governor sees fit.

Mr. Bilbray: I have one other question. Why under
the A-10 Bases, A and G does it say closure after it. It's
going to be an enclave, but if I cQuld'be clear it is not

closure. I mean this is wrong?

16




Mr. Hanna:'Né sir, it closes - it's somewhat
convoluted in that it is a Naval Air Station administered
by the Navy, it's also a Joint Reserve Base on which our
marine aviation assets Air Force Reserve organization lift
asset, the aircraft have been transferred because of their

age, and the Air National Guard the 111th Fighter Wing, A-

established at Maguire, Fort Dix, and

Aviation reserve moves likewise. The Mari viation

Jersey.
The Air Force Reser ad its aircraft taken

away, that is moved. The A- ds that belong to the 111th

this group of airplanes to be

Spriate. But the organization stays
of future missions. Also the enclave, for the

locations onto the formal ground - the grounds of Naval Air
Station, Willow Grove.

Mr. Bilbray: Thank you very much.

Chairman Principi: Thank you.

General Newton: Mr. Chairman, I just want to be sure

17




that we hévéit vefy Cléar here, and we've used a couple of
terms that may confusé folks when we speak about these
airplanes are in a bucket, what we've really done is
exactly in this case,.is exactly what the Secretary's

recommendation said. We took the airplanes away, and we

have reassigned them already to other locations. In that

Secretary, if the Préfiden “He Congress passes this,
you will distribut raft as we have indicated?

Mr. Hanna: That more accurate and complete

Thank you.

»Principi: Secretary Skinner?

Mr. Skinner: I wonder if when you read them, I'm
going to read these motion numbers off, and just to make
sure that we've got the right numbers at the top that we‘re
voting on. Why don't we do that one first. And then maybe
you could read ﬁhem. I just want to make sure I've got

them both, and it looks very well organized. And I want to

flt



make sure that I've got the right motion in the book that
we're voting on.

Chairman Principi: Motion 68-4(a).

Mr. Skinner: Thank you.

Chairman Principi: I make a motion to approve the

recommendations for the A-10 aircraft. For - excuse me,

for number 68 Naval Air Station, Willow Grove,
- Pennsylvania, and 21 as recommended by staff. Is

second?

Mr. Bilbray: I second.
Chairman Principi: All i

[A show of eight hands]

Chairman Prin ill now move -

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. tman, I would like to report the i

vote.

> 1

cipi: Yes please. I'm sorry.

The vote was eight in favor, one opposed,
no abstentions, the motion is approvedf

Chairman Principi: Thank you. Council, I will not
move the approval of the staff recommendations for number
85,781, 88, 91, 95, the remaining A-10 aircraft. 1Is there
a second?

General Newton: Second.

19
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Chairman Principi:
SR o

t

[No responSéj..

Lo
| g
Are there any recusals?

|

Mr. Skinner§ Mr.;Chairman, I want to make sure we do
this right again. I hate to be picky like a lawyer. We're
on voting on 85-4{(a)?

Chairman Principi: That's correct.

Mr. Skinner: 81-4(a).

Chairman Principi: That's correct.
Mr. Skinner: 88-4(a).
Chairman Principi: That's cor;
Mr. Skinner; 91-4(a).
Chairman Principi: C(Cor

Mr. Skinner: We've already voted on 68-4(a).

Chairman Princ' '. That's correct.

Chairman Principi* at is correct. Basically all of

Thank you.

ChairmanikPrincipi: All in favor?

[A show of nine hands].

Chairman Principi: All opposed?

[No response] .

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chairman, the vote is unanimous, the
motion is approved.

Chairman Principi: Thank you. Commissioners, we have

20




before us three motﬂ%nSH
b
staff has recommendedﬁfor F-15 aircraft. These are

\'» i‘
i

which implement the laydown the

contained in Tab 3, 94, Otis Airport, Air Guard Base,

P

|
i
1
b
r
1

N
Maine, Air Force 25 Number 108, Portland International

Ajrport, Air Guardﬁstdﬁion, Oregon, Air Force, 41. Number
P

98, Great Falls International Airport, Air Guard Station,
¢ 3 ‘ )

S '
Montana, Air Force 30. | Are there any questions?

Mr. Cirillo: Iibeiieve there's one mg
Chairman Priﬁcipi:j Okay. Let me add
grouping, and additional motion.
Air Force Base, Nellis Air Forc
Force Base, that is contained

on that? Excuse me. 89-4(a),

Mr. Bilbray: ; Chairman, how do we want to handle
it on 89, these are hat effect Nellis Air Force

Base, Nevada. ' :Eo recuse myself from that.

rkar: Mr. Chairman, one option you may want to

conside s to vote on Motion number 89-4(a) separately.
Mr. Bilbray: That's fine with me.
Chairman Principi: So we should vote on Nellis Air
Force Base separately?

Ms. Sarkar: It's at your option, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Principi: Okay. We'll do it that way, all

21
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Ehé approval of theistaff f

)

right. I will moﬁe?

oo
recommendation. qub%r!94, 98, 108, and 89,‘with the
exception of Nellﬂg iif Force Base. Again, 94, 108, 98,

Mand 89 with the e#ceﬁtion of Nellis Air Force Base.

Mr. Bilbray: Mr. Chairman, I think what the Council
is advising is that Section 89, just be voted on separately

because they're all kind of intertwined. And that we vote

on 94, 108 and 98.

Chairman Principi: Very well, Congres bray,

we'll do that. So I would move the approval of “the staff

recommendations for number 94, 98 1d 108. Is there a
secbnd?
Admiral Gehman: S
Chairman Principi: any recusals?

General Newton: Mr. Chairman, when you get to the

e to make a comment please.

Certainly. All in favor?

Sarkar: Pardon me, Mr. Chairman was there a

irdl Gehman: Yes, I seconded.

Chairman Principi: 1Is there any discussion?

General Newton: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Mr.
Chairman, I wanted to say a comment on number 108-4, which
is pPortland International. Portland International Airport,

Air Guard Station in Oregon. If you will notice that the

22
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Department and: thf

%cretary recommend that those aircraft
be removed. The s %y by the staff, and the Commissioners
who visited the North West and our regional hearings that
we had in that area,.clearly pointed ocut to us that the

community was concerned about National Security, Homeland

Security, and Homeland Defense. BAnd after studying that,

we saw where the staff recommended that criteri

had been deviated from and therefore they recomme

we place aircraft back out at Portland A4 Force Base, or

Portland International Airport. And that's “why you will

note that we went from 0 to 15.

Chairman Principi: Thank you.

General Newton: also like to note Mr,

tts also has F-15s8. If

Air thfeats, in that area.
ircraft and this location provided that

oppof i And so it was a staff recommendation that
"placing these airpianes at Barnes, and transitioning them
to F-15s vice the Secretary's recommendation would be a
better fit. And as a result that's why that proposal is
there.

Chairman Principi: Admiral Gehman?
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Admiral Gehman: Since General Newton}é onVa éoll'
here, let me just continue with Great Falls, Montana.
Which the DRD recommendation had removing the F-16s and
enclaving Great Falls. When we get to F-16s you will find
that we recommend taking the F-16s out of Great Falls, but
this recommendation puts F-15s in Great Falls. Essentially
for the same reason General Newton just talked «

Chairman Principi: Indeed.

Mr. Small: Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Principi: This is Ken Small.

Mr. Small: Just as an obser ion sir, you have

already considered and voted on Motio 08-4. That was one

of the first group, fir that appeared under the

tanker distribution.

711 vote it again, thank you

ill move the approval of the staff

Second.

Chéirman Principi: All in favor?

[A show of nine hands].

Chairman Principi: All opposed?

[No response] .

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chairman, the vote is unanimous,

therefore the motion is approved. Thank you.
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Chairﬁan Princib’ I will now move the appfoﬁal of
Motion 89-4(a), Mouﬁgalﬂ Home Air Force Base, Nellis Air
Force Base, and Elmepd?rf Alr Force Base. 1Is there a
second? |

Mr. Coyle: Second.

Chairman Principi: Are there any recusals?

[A show of one hand].
Chairman Principi: All in favor?
[A show of eight hands].

Chairman Principi: All opposed?
[No response] .

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chai eight in favor,

10 minute break to upda he balance of the Tabs, and

moticns in Commissioner's binders and we will proceed

as soon : plete that. I think this process is going

along very G;Jl. My compliments to the staff, and to

counsel for.truly organizing this in a manner that is easy

to understand and aliows us to truly see what we're voting

on, so we will recess for 10 minutes. |
[Recess] |

Chairman Principi: The hearing will come to order.

We have before us 13 motions which implement the laydown
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the staff has récommended for F-16 aircraft. Number 113,

[ i
Hill Air Force Basei Utah AF47. Number 107, Springfield,

Beckly Municipal Ai%port, Air Guard Station, Ohio, Air
Force 40. 89, Mounﬁain Home Air Force Base, Idaho, Air
Force 18. Number 115, Richmond Internétional Airport, Air
Guard Station, Virg%nia.

Mr. Small: Mr% Chairman, I would just like to note

this is the organization that's aligning i

22s at Langley.

Chairman Principi: Thank you

Number 98, Great Falls Internatifpnal ort, Air Guard

Station, Montana, Air Force

Mr. Small: This was a redistribution to put the F-15s

in Montana, it's an cellent place for them, sir.

Chairman Prin Number 94, Otis Air National Guard

Base, Air Force 25. N r 95, WK Kellogg Airport Air -

Guard Stat Michigan, Air Force 27.

Mr. Mr. Chairman, that's not an F-16 Base,

do we need mething there?

Mr. Small: Gentlemen, and General Turner, you have
voted on Kellogg previously when you congidered the A-10s.
I'm sorry sir.

Mr. Skinner: Go ahead. I think it's completed,

action's been taken on it.

Mr. Small: Yes sir, to my understanding, I've
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reviewed the motién and I think it contained the ianguage
that you preferrea this afternoon.
Mr. Skinner: Well we'll vote on it in a few minutes.
Chairman Principi: We will withdraw number 95, number
111, Ellington Field Air Guard Station, Texas, Air Guard
Station - yes Congressman Hansen?

Mr. Hansen: I wonder if it would be permissible to

suspend with the Ellington Field. I have
is being prepared that should be done j
Chairman Principi: We will ce

Mr. Cirillo: I'm sorry Mr« Chairm on 95, I think

you don't want to withdraw

again. It is the motion, if you're ‘dpmfortable with that

motion, it is the gQOn that you offered this morning.

Mr. Skinner: that's fine then. I thought we

had already rolled it -4 when we A-10s a couple of

minutesdago.
ncipi: All right. We'll vote on it
ort Smith Municipal Airport Air Guard Station,
Alr Force 8.

Mr. Small: This is a conversion from F-16s to A—lb in
a excellent location right next to Fort Chaffee, and the
ranges at Fort Chaffee.

Chairman Principi: Excellent. Number 90, Capital

Airport Air Guard Station, Illinois, Air Force 20. Number
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115, Richmond, Air Guard Station, Virginia, Air Force 50.
Number 105 Hector International Airport, Air Guard Station,
North Dakota. Number 38, Number 96, Duluth International
Airport, Air Guard Station, Minnesota, Air Force 28. Are
there any questions.

Mr. Skinner: I would ask we also just vote separately

on 90-4(a) please?

Chairman Principi: Is that the Kellog§

separately, if that's all right.

Chairman Principi: Which number was that, Secretary?

Mr. Skinner: 90‘4,'.-

Chairman Principi: " Okay. I move thé

approval -
General Chairman, excuse me, can we have a

you tabled, we're going to discuss

man Principi: I move the apprdval of motion 113-

Force Base, 107-4(a) Springfield Beckley. 89-

4 (a) Mountain Home. .115-4(a) Richmond International. 98-
4 (a) Great Falls. 94-4(a) Otis. Kellogg we're going to

vote on separately correct?

Mr. Skinner: Kellogg can be included. 95-4(a) can be
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included. We're just voting separately on 94;4(a).
Chairman Principi: 95-4(a), 8l1-4(a) Fort Smith. 90-
4(a) - no we're getting this one aside. We're voting on
Capital separately. I'm going to table 90-4(a). 105-4(a}
Hector. 96-4(a) Duluth. Is there a second. |

Mr. Coyle: Second.

Chairman Principi: Are there any recusals?
[A show of one hand].
Chairman Principi: All in favor?

{A show of eight hands].

Chairman Principi: All oppose;

[No responsel.

Ms. Sarkar: Thank & Chairman, the vote is eight

in favor, none opposed, © The motion is

approved.
Chairman {Principi: I now move motion 111-4(a)
Ellington Air ! gtation, Texas.

Hansen: Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment. And I

& that we dispense with the reading of this entire
thing 41'11 just say where it plugs in, if that's all
right with your permissiqn?

Chairman Principi: Yes sir.

Mr. Hansen: Mr. Chairman, this is Ellington Air Guard
Station in Texas, and just béfore the third‘dot going down

on the left side, we insert the words establish 15 primary
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aircraft authorization PAA F-16 aircraft at the 147th
Fighter Wing, Air National.Guard at Ellington Air Guard
Station, Texas and if I could speak to the motion briefly.
Let me say this, I was the member who visited that
area, and boy my thoughts went back to 9-11 at the time.

After we did a post mortem in Congress we kept saying, why

~“there was. And as I was

tate and the Mayor, and a few

0 be Houston, Texas. Boy that could just bring
America to its knees almost. And those folks down there,
they all brought that up and they pointed to those F-16s,
and they - admittedly théir old ones, their Block 25,
they're not the new Block 508 or anything but their capable

and their pilots are absolutely awesome.
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These are guys| who've won a red hat every time they
i i

w'ii

fly, they're older bilots, most of them are airline pilots

but they're very cabdble. Most of them have seen military
' &

[ .
action. And I really think that it would be kind of foolish

for us at this poinF to leave Houston and that part of

i
America down there in the Gulf to leave it without

type of protectibn.EAnd so Mr. Chairman, I res
]

offer this amendment hoping we can help out in thi

that I think is very critical to the defense of this

country.

Chairman Principi: Thank youy)y, Any further discussion
on this amendment.

General Hill: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the

area and the Housto ip channel and the Corpus Christi

chemicals in that region. As we
look at the distribut ®f aircraft under this BRAC round

and trying t€,place them in the right places, this

put aircraft into Kelly Field, 18 F-16s
that can resppnd. The other thing that I would like to say
very clearly, is as we have placed aircraft throughout the
United States in regional - in different regions all of
those aircraft in the air sovereignty role are controlled
by, and assigned by the North COM Commander. They sit in
different alert stages throughout the United States, in a

very classified plan, and at different times and in
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different places under different conditioﬁs in order to
meet the threat that Congressman Hansen isltalking about
today.

When we first began discussing the entire issue of
this air sovereignty thing, my first question was, had the
North COM Commander blessed this plan. And the answer was

yves. And that is what we need to do. We need:

North COM Commander.

Chairman Principi: Thank here any further

discussion?

General Newton: Yes Mr. Chairman, I would like to

make one point. I 'tainly want to align myself with

Commissioner Hill, xt point I want to make is if

we look at the criteriadand the military value numbers that

you see on chart before you. The other location which

Commissi mentioned Kelly Field, is ranked in
military valug higher than Ellington, and so that was one
of the factors as well that we used. This was not a matter
of casually taking a look at this. The staff studied this
very, very thoroughly and we talked to a lot of people and
as Commissioner Hill mentioned, we talked to North COM

Commander, and we talked to the services as well. So I

would support this. The aircraft remaining where they are,
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and thank you.

Mr. Hill: I would just like to reiterate one more
time, in no way am I dismissing the concerns of the
community of Houston or any other community-around the
country. I'm simply saying we can't have air frames in
every local, and we simply have got to develop a consensus

plan and that is done by the North COM Commander.

Chairman Principi: Thank you.
further?

{(No response] .

Chairman Principi: I mowv

are voting on the motion, t

Ckay. I now move - I'm sorry.
Chairman, may have Commissioner
Turner's vote one more time?

General Turner: Against;

Chairman Principi: Counsel I keep forgetting. You
can just interrupt me, don't worry about it, just shout it
-out.

Ms. Sarkar: Thank you for your indulgence Mr.
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Chairman Principi: Thank you very much for your

I
patience with me. :
Ms. Sarkar: Tﬁé vote Mr. Chairman, is two for, and
seven against, theréiwere no abstentions. Therefore the
motion is rejected.l%
i
Chairman Principi: You're going to have patience for

another hour or two.! I now move the Motiop

Ellington Airxr Guard'étation, is there a sec

I
.

Mr. Coyle: Second.
by
|
Chairman Princiﬁi: All i

i
hl

[A show of nine hands] .6

Chairman Princibi: All oppos
[No response].

Ms. Sarkar:

motion is approved.
Okay. I now move to motion 81-
is there a second?

I think the one left is 90-4(a) Mr.

Chairman Principi: I now move to motion 90-4(a),
Capital Air Guard Station, is there a second.

Admiral Gehman: I second.

Mr. Skinner: I have a question Mr. Chairman, for

Counsel to explain this a little bit more, this motion
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Springfield I111no
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Station in Indlan

- _—-&._..-.._.-l_, B
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criteria you putglnu
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Airport ranks hlqhgr

than Fort Wayne. | T

He anticipated th?f
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and Fort Wayne was
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I wohlﬁ
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15 ajircraft,

advised by Counse% aJ

|
that if I were to
Capital Airport, I

place of the Fort|
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your own question cor

Mr. Skinner:

i
. i
advice before I came

so that everybody uﬁd

hg-Se%retary made his r
e

U :
‘gble to handle that.

u
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|

t
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gapltal Rir Guard Statlon in

rnatlonal Air Guard Station in Indiana.

anklngs and those aren't the only

to play on military value.
|
than Homan, and Homan ranks higher

The Capital

wouid be 24 aircra
i

is that correct, Mr.

Hague.
is ‘correct,

rectly.

i
That's because you gave me good legal

up here.

erstands that while military value is

you've asked and answered

But I want to make it clear,
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close, the highest ranking in this case would have been
Capital or Homan, but the recommendation by the‘Secretary
was presented td us, we cannoct and deo not have authority
under the BRAC statute to take away or diminish the number
of aircraft at Fort Wayne. So my motion would be out of

order if I made it, so I won't make it. Thank you

Chairman Principi: Is there a second?

Mr. Skinner: There's no motion, bédause it's going to

-be stricken anyway. Rather than going thro the

formality of making the motion andW ving it seconded and

then having Counsel declare it out of “‘grxder, why don't I

just not make the motio
Chairman Principi: - call for a vote. Are
you recused on this?

Mr. Skin But I think you can tell how I'm

Bilbray: This is a vote on the motion of

approval ,ais that correct?

hairman Principi: Yes. 90-4(a). All in favor?

[A show of eight hands]

Chairman Principi: All opposed?

[A show of one hand]

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight in favor,

one opposed, no recusals, therefore the motion is approved.
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Chairman Principi: Thank you. Thereiar
3
i i

ﬁaff has

at Tab 5, which implément the laydown the s

recommended for C-130 aircraft. We have them ﬁp on the
Ll

board now. 106 Mansfield Lahm MunicipalfAifﬁort'Air Guard
o
| '

Station, Ohio, AF 39. 117, General Mitchell international
H

.
3

Airport, Air Reserve Station, Wisconsin AF—sé. 101

1

ask

d N-21. General

Mr. Small: 8ir, coulg@’I maké a comment at this place
on the Boise Guard, the C-130said Boise there's been a

discussion that has rattled around informal and basically

it's reasonakily important that the Air Guard -does provide
that service. They have four units specially trained and
do have airplanes. There is a kit that provides the fire
bombing or water bombing capability, those kits are not in
Boise they're distributed by another agency, the Guard just
provides the ability to deliver. I just wanted to make

that comment, there is no direct connect to fire fighting
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and the Boise Air National Guard C-130s, tﬁe connection you
1
i
hear, is that the For%st Service runs the interagency fire
center in Boise for the Western Region.

Chairman Principi: 92, Andrews Air Force Base, AF-23.

Number 88, Boise Air Terminal, Air Guard Station, Idaho,

AF-17. Mansfield Lahm, Municipal Airport, Air Gu d

Station, AF-39. 93, Martin State, Air Guard S
Maryland, AF-24. Number 99, Reno Tahoe Internatio

Airport, Air Guard Station, Nevada, AF 110, Nashville

International Airport, Air Guard S essee, AF-44.
We've done Kulis.

Mr. Small: - We have do

Chairman Principi: We'll vote{yt again.

Mr. Small:

Number 103 -

xcuse me sir, could I just put a point of
information Were, that Schenectady C-130s has a combination
of ski birds, and what they call wheel birds. These are
the aircraft that service Antarctica, and the Arctic and
Greenland. That's a combination of National Science
Foundation airplanes and Air National Guard planes. The

crews are Alr National Guard.

Chairman Principi: Thank you. Pope, we did Pope.
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Should we do it again.
Mr. Smail: I don't think it's necessary sir.
Chairman Principi: All right. Those are the motions.
Mr. Bilbray: Mr. Chairman, on the item on the Reno,
Tahoe, Section 99, Aif Force 31, I would request a separate

vote on that, as I have to recuse myself from voting on

that issue.

Chairman Principi: Thank you. I would”like to offer
an amendment to this motion. To motion 101,
on 101-4(a) realign Niagara Falls,

I will dispense with the readi

Guard, in Niagara Fa ¥ However, I would like your

consideration to n enclave at - for the 107 Air
Refueling Wing.

Principi, if I might interrupt for a

struck the o¥jiginal recommendation so that the C-130s there
remain in place. The pefsonnel remain in place, and we
inserted the language that the aircraft of the 107th,rthe
personnel of the 107th Air National Guard, would associate
with the 914th, Air Wing there to form an Air National
Guard Reserve Associate Unit. That was the intent.

Chairman Principi: So the people of the 107th remain
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in place?

Mr. Flinn: That is-correct, yes sir.

Chairman Principi: I think this is very important and
I'll state why. I was never affiliated with the 107th, but
I know it well apart from its great history from World War
II, it's been called up in every war that this nation has
fought. There again called up, they were very instrumental,

the men and women were instrumental in 9-

York City. It's believe it or not the seco

impact. But also more

importantly from a military value. believe they're very

important and certaij fy in command and control. But if

this is taken care ‘@ what we have done, then I'm

satisfied and I will withdraw my amendment.
Mr. Flinn: Yes sir, that was the intent. &And I agree

with

gour assessment. We found several deviations in the
ecommendation.

4l Newton: Will you get closer to the mike. .I'm
not getting all of what you're saying. Just answer one
question for me and I think you can clear it up for me very
clearly. Back on thé language on the 135, for Niagara
Falls, did we leave it in an enclave status?

Mr. Flinn: We struck the entire recommendation sir,
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so that the C-130s remain in place. And wé inserted the
language to address the movement of KC—13SS and the men and
women, personnel of the 107 Air Refueling Wing, will stay
in Niagara Falls and associate with the 214th Reserve,
Airlift Wing to form an Air Reserve National Guard Unit and
we also stipulated that they would receive the necessary

training to support the 914th Air Wing.

Chairman Principi: I'm very satisfied$and I withdraw
my amendment. Thank you very much. l
Admiral Gehman: WMr. Chairman,
Chairman Principi: Yes, you

Admiral Gehman: If we refer to chart there in

front of us, we run our £ s down on the left hand side

30s at Niagara Falls. And that's what I'm

staff, without any amendments on your part, or

'se. So the system worked. The other, by the
way there are three other cases, where using our system we ﬂ
have put C-130s, squadrons in places that the Secretary of |
Defense recommended taking C-130s out of and enclaving L
them. So in the aggregate we have established more flying

units than the Secretary's recommendation, but we still
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could not get a flying unit in every éﬁafe 6f the nation.
But we went much further in that direction than the DoD's
recommendation. Niagara Falls just happened to be one of
them.

Chairman Principi: I am very grateful. Thank you

Admiral, thank you Mr. Flinn.

Mr. Skinner: Can I make an observation,

make sure that anybody watching understands our go

look at all states, to not have Air Natf@mal GQuard Units.

here is to make sure to the degree possgible, every state

have one when But they’'ve not had a history
of hafing Air Guard Units in recent history.

an Principi: All right. I'm prepared.

gl Newton: Mr. Chairman, I would like to add
some comments to Secretary Skinner as well. We followed
the criteria to ensure that we could follow the strict
procedure that the Secretary deviate from the criteria and
that is through that process that we found those deviations

as the staff evaluaté that and as a result then, we were

42




el -
S

e
[
{

P .
o L 1
t
1

able to move airplanes around to f£ill ﬁﬁeirgfeqﬁirement
which we saw at various of these 1ocati§ns. And as it
turns out, it allowed us then, because again, if you notice
several times I've gone back to Homeland Security and
Homeiand Defense, because that played the biggest role.

The requirement and responsibilities that many of our

states have, and along with the Department of
well as other agencies. 8o we really used the cri
that drove us then to have the results

front of you. Thank you.

Mr. Flinn: May I expand on t

Chairman Principi: Yes.

Mr. Flinn: I just ntiko by way of summary, the
total of C-130 recommendat

addressed, involved 21 differént installations and

approximately {156 aircraft. And it also - the C-130 E, and
C-130 J issues Fayed into this, so it was a very
coﬁplicated situation.

Chairman Principi: Thank you, very much.

Mr. Bilbray: Mr. Chairman, Section 99, is going to be
voted on separately, is that correct? That's thé Reno,
Tahoe airport, because I must recuse myself?

Chairman Principi: Yes, we'll vote on that one

separately.

Mr. Skinner: 2And Mr. Chairman, we did Willow Grove
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earlier separately, maybe we ought to do that separately

again.
Chairman Principi: We've already voted on that. We
already did 68. What I will do now is I will call for a
vote on Number 99, that is motion. What's the motion
number?

Mr. Bilbray: To approve?

Chairman Principi: To approve, correct.
Admiral?

Admiral Gehman: 99.

R ahoe International

Chairman Principi: 99,
Airport, AF-31 is there a set

Mr. Coyle: Second.

Chairman Princig#: All in favor?

cipi: I believe we have one recusal.
That is correct Mr. Chairman, the vote is
eight in favor, none opposed, one recusal. The motion is
approved.

Chairman Principi: I will now, move the approval of
the following motions. 106-4(a) Mansfield Lahm, 117-4(a)
General Mitchell, 68-4(a) no. I pulled 68-4(a) we voted on

that.

44




Mr. Bilbray: No we did not. We didn't vote on that.

Chairman Principi: 101, where's 101.

Mr. Flinn: We voted on 101, with the KC-135, you've
already voted on?

Chairman Principi: I apologize. 101-4(a) Niagara
Falls. Let me see where I am, 117-4(a) General Mitchell.

86-4 (a) Newcastle. 92-4(a) Andrews. 88-4(a) Boise. 106-

4 (a) Mansfield Lahm. 93-4(a) Martin Stat
Nashville. 102-4(a) Schenectady.
Mr. Coyle: Second.
Chairman Principi: All i
[A show of nine hands] .¢
Chairman Principi: All oppose

[No response] .

Mg. Sarkar: n, the vote is unanimcus, the

motion is approved. T you.

Chairmafy Principi: Thank you. We have completed the

‘actions National Guard and the Air Force

Reserve. Thejymotions that were passed tonight will be

posted on our website as soon as possible, tomorrow if we

can. We will stand in recess for 10 minutes.

[Recess]
Chairman Principi: The Commission will come to order,
we have several amendments, issues that we want to resolve

this meeting. We'll first take up motion 5-4(c) a motion
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to amend Army recommendation 11 Fort Monmouth New Jersey,
Commissioner Coyle?

Mr. Coyle: Thank you Mr. Chairman. This is a
clarifying amendment, to make clear how the certifications
that we called for in our votes the other day would
actually be accomplished and indicates that those

certifications would be provided to the Congressional

Mr. Bilbray: I second the mo

Chairman Principi: Is there any cussion?

[No responsge] .

Chairman Principi: Hearing nome. All in favor? I'm -

sorry. Mr. Coyle, 1d you please very briefly describe
the nature of your

Mr. Coyle: Yes.

amendmen ; &, action, Army recommendation 11, Chapter

1, Section 5%pf the Bill that we voted on the other day,
the purpose of this amendment is to make it clear how that
would be accomplished. And it explains that it will be to

the Congressional Committees of Jurisdiction that this

certification will go, the original language as we provided -

it explain to whom the certification would go.

General Newton: Some how Mr. Chairman I'm missing -
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Mr. Dynsk: Mr. Chairman, I believe the first one we
want to talk about is 4-C that has to do with breaking out
the people at Fort Belvoir, who are going to Aberdeen, the
second amendment thét follows is a perfecting amendment is
what Mr. Coyle just said.

Mr. Coyle: I beg your pardon Mr. Chairman, I got them

in reverse order. The first one indeed is to make it clear

that the project manager for night vision 1 stay with
other chief or ISR activities woul
changes fall below the BRAC th

of people involved. But the felt that it would be

helpful if we would cla : at thf e moves are not
constrained in any way b
day on Fort Monmouth.

that's motion 5-4(c).

-4{c). I'm sorry I got them out of

an Principi: Hearing no further discussion, all
the amendment by Mr. Coyle, please indicate.

[A show of eight hands].

Chairman Principi: All opposed?

[No response] .

Admiral Gehman: And one recusal.

Chairman Principi: And one recusal.
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Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chairman, the vote is eight in favor,
none opposed, one abstention. The motion is approved.
Thank you.

Chairman Principi: Thank you. I now offer an motioh
number 193-4(a) (v) (1) regarding Oceana Virginia. I
apologize I thought we were completed.

-Mr.-Skinner: We've approved an amendment to
recommendation 11, that is contained in motion 5-4(c), Mr.

Coyle I think has another motion which i§:stoc make regarding

Fort Monmouth and maybe we could continue cniwith the Fort
Monmouth motions and that 5-4(4).

Mr. Coyle: That is correct. you Commissioner

Skinner. As I was star say a few minutes ago. This

provide copies of such certification to the Congressional
Committees of jurisdiction, just to make it clear how those
actions would be concluded.

Mr. Bilbray: 1I'd like to second that motion.

Mr. Skinner: I would like some discussion on that
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motion. This one really gets to a consistency, we've
directed the Secretary to do a number of things and I don't
think we have asked thé Secretary to certify anything, any
actions. And I question whether this is a precedent that

we want to go forward. I think we can assume that the

Secretary will comply in good faith and I think h g him

certify to Congressional committees on somethir
and also to the President, goes a little far. And

not support that.

And it's not that I don't understand wh Mr. Coyle

“a number of different motions, where we've
required actions by the Secretary of Defense cr a service
Secretary where we have made it clear how those actions
would be concluded. We have not done that in this
particular instance. And so this language is not intended

to constrain the Secretary of Defense in any way, simply to
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make it clear how it'is:brought to conclusion.
Mr. Skinner: Wellémaybe I'm just troubled by the word
certification. So méyb% if we said, will advise. I jﬁst -
|
- I guess I'm a little érouble by certification. Maybe
shall report to the Congress, and to the President and the

Congress, something like that I probably could live with.

But the certification language is what disturbs

Mr. Bilbray: If the gentlemen would yield.

that correct?
Mr. Coyle: Mr. Di
Mr. Dinsick:
Mr. Coyle: W

Mr. Hood: The cu amendment says the Secretary

cannot move thing from Fort Monmouth until certain

conditiomns en met. But it does not tell him that he

has to cerfﬁ r that to anyone before he can do it.

Mr. Coyle: I don't know whether it changes anything
to say report, or certify. I think the effect would be the
same Commissioner Skinner. But I'm flexible about the
wording. I'm certainly no lawyer.

Chairman Principi: Would you feel comfortable with

the word report?
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Mr. Skinner: I would like to hear what other
Commissioners have to say, really this is the first time
we've dealt with that. And I think what Mr. Coyle is
trying to do is to make sure that the activities that have
been requested, that if they have in fact been requested

and he decides to make the move, that they be done

did that. And I know Congress lov
the Secretary the benefit of t
operate in bad faith. This %&
and we ought to make sure that he.aagsn't and I guess

that's why I'm trou ‘%ﬁ with it.

somebody, would you envision he report this to?

Mr. All of this reporting is relatively new
in this amén‘“ent, I have no problem with the first one,
but the second one, I jﬁst wonder because then where does
it stop. Did he report on this, did he report on that. We
probably could go back and find 150 things we've asked the
Secretary to do, is he going to report and certify on each.

I think that's a little bit beyond the BRAC. But maybe to

satisfy everybody that the Secretary doesn't operate in bad
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faith, maybe somebody could éome up with a better
suggestion.

Chairman Principi: Well I would like to speak to
this, I understand your concern about the word certify.
Certainly as the Secretary and I think prcbably the same
for you Mr. Secretary, I was asked to report to Congress on
various issues more than I wanted to on various matters,

provide a report on this issue or provide ‘report on that

issue. I think if we can modify this
Secretary of Defense shall submit President

and copies of such report to theyOversight committees, that

the direction of the BRAC ha¥ n fulfilled. I think

that that would be - well -

he Congress. Shall submit a

Principi: Mr. Coyle would that be acceptable

he Secretary submit a report to the

Mr. Coyle: Yes Mr. Chairman, it would be and if you'd
like I could read the full amended as suggested.

Chairman Princiﬁi: If you would please.

Mr. Coyle: Mr. Chairman, I move that the Commission
find that when the Secretary of Defense made Army

recommendation 11 Fort Monmouth New Jersey, he
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substantially deviated from final selection criteria, 1, 2,
3,'4, 5, and 7. And the Force Structure Plan that the
Commission add to the recommendation language, quote " The
Secretary of Defense, shall submit a report to the‘
President and provide copies of such report teo

Congressional Committees of Jurisdiction that movement of

the organizations functions, or activities from Fort

Ghairman Principi: Mr. Coyle, I think what was asked

Secretary of Defense would submit the report to
the-O er ‘:ht committees of jurisdiction or Congressional
Committees of Jurisdiction; however you wish to say it, and
nqt to the President. Obviously most reports would go
through the Office of Management.and Budget. In any event,
would that be a¢ceptab1e?

Mr. Coyle: Of course. And perhaps I misunderstood
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how many places the word certify was to be changed.

Mr. Skinner: All.

Chairman Principi: It shall read the Secretary of
Defense shall submit a report to the Congressional
Committees of Jurisdiction.

Mr. Coyle: Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Principi: Secretary Skinner is that

acceptable?

Mr. Skinner: I will second the motion
amendment ,

Chairman Principi:
recusals.

General Hill: Mr
record. I didn't like t

day but I went along with

¥, but I'1l go along with it

Chairman Principi: Thank you. All in favor of motion

5-4D, as amended.
[A show of eight hands].
Chairman Principi: All opposed.

[No response].
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Chairman Principi: One recusal.

Ms. Sarkar: Thank you Mr. Chairman, the vote tally is
eight in favor, none opposed, and one abstention, therefore
the motion is approved. Thank you.

Chairman Principi: I now offer an amendment to motion

193-4(a) (b} (1) . Regarding additional recommendati three

‘Naval Air Station Oceania. In paragraph A wil
wording: It shall be deemed that the actions pres

be taken by the Commonwealth of Virginias:and the Cities of

Virginia Beach, and Chesapeake resgpectively,{by the end of

March 2006 have not been taken in their entirety, unless

the comptroller general of the gover nt accountability.

office certifies in wri the President and Oversight

Committees of Congress, 7 2006.

be the words at the end of

ksonville respectively by the end of 31 December 2006

of Ja

been taken in their entirety unless the
Compt¥pller General of the Government Accountability
Officer, certifies in writing to the President and
Oversight Committees of Congress, by June 1, 2007.
Is there a second.
General Newton: Second.

Chairman Principi: All in favor?
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[A show of seven hands].

Chairman Principi: All opposed?

[No response] .

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chairman, the vote is seven for the
amendment, none opposed, and two abstentions. Therefore
the motion is approved.

Chairman Principi: Thank you. General Hi

General Hill: Yes Mr. Chairman, as a matter ¢

's the six dot,

specificity when we did this motion and

the paragraph starts: Enact, state and loca legislation

in order to establish a program tosgondemn and purchase all

the prcperty. That sentence is more ﬁ%rectly read,

purchase all the non conform g property located within in
all the accident potentia e We're agking way to

much of them if they purchase¥all the property. It should

be in fact, a \on conforming property, in fairness.

e're going to amend by adding the

General“Hill: That is correct. Just add non
conforminé.

Mr. Skinner: I second the motion.

Chairman Principi: All favor?

Mr. Bilbray: Mr. Chairman, we're not supposed to
discuss when we recuse, but non conforming as to what?

General Newton: Why don't you go ahead, Bill.
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Mr. Fetzer: Mr. Chairman, in the ACUS manual and also
the JLUS, the terms are incompatible use rather than non-
conforming. So I think in order to make it clear to those
who have to sort out what that means I would say
incompatible use, rather than non-conforming.

Chairman Principi: General Hill?

General Hill: Terrific.

Chairman Principi: All right, so we have inc
uses, is there a second.

General Newton: Second.

Chairman Principi: All ingfavor?

[A show of six hands]. -

Chairman Principi: All oppos;@

[A show of one %hd].

Ms. Sarkar: airman, the vote is six in favor,

one opposed. Two recu

y: I think we need seven votes for that if
I recall

Chairmanm}Principi: Change please.

Ms. Sarkar: The amended vote. The aménded vote Mr.
Chairman, is seven in favor, none opposed, and two
abstentions. The motion is approved.

Chairman Principi: Vefy good. I have one further

motion. I failed to include it when we were approving the

Air Guard recommendations. It was not in the book. We
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covered it. 1It's motion 115-4(a). Richmond Air Guard
Station, and Des Moines International Air Guard Station.
Mr. Skinner: "Second.
Chairman Principi: All in favor.
[A show of nine hands].
Chairman Principi: All opposed.

[No response].

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chairman, the vote igitinanimous the

motion is passed.

Chairman Principi: Okay. I asmall ditional
motion. A motion to amend Navy, ecomme

Reserve Centers DoN-37. I

apter Two, Section 76 of the Bill be

sion find this changé is

selection criteria and Force

i assume this is something that has been

agreed uppn? you explain?

Yes sir, If I may. When we closed the

Reserve Centers, that particular one was supposed to move

to Brunswick Naval Air Station. Brunswick we later closed.

Naval Air Station Brunswick. So we're leaving it open.
Chairman Principi: Thank you. Is there a second.
General Newton: Second.

Chairman Principi: All in favor.
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[A show of nine hands].

Chairman Princibi: 'All opposed.

(No response] .

Ms. Sarkar: Mr. Chairman, if I may report out the
vote. The vote was unanimous. The motion is approved. And
for further clarification, did you have a second to this

motion.

Mr. Coyle: I seconded.

Mr. Cirillo: The title of the paragrap
Reserve Centers.

Ms. Sarkar: Thank you Mr.,
suffix, 76-something yocu're .

Chairman Principi: Say again?

Ms. Sarkar:

76-3 is what we just voted omne.
Thank you very much,
@Principi:‘ I ask the approval of the
Commi. rs to aﬁthorize all eminently capable staff, and
they are truly emineptly capable to make corrections of a
technical nature to the record of our proceedings. To make
changes to conform. To substantive issues and resolve
conflicts. These are all of a technical nature, and to

conform the substantive issues and resolve conflicts.
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Admiral Gehman: I second that.

Chairman Principi: All in favor?

[A show of nine hands].

Chairman Principi: All opposed.

[No response].

Ms. S8arkar: Mr. Chairman, the vote is unanimous your

motion is passed.

Chairman Principi: That really comple
Mr. Cirillo: There's one more Mr
believe, with regard to section 186
Chairman Principi: What is the amendment? I thought

create and integrated weapons an armament specialty site

for armaments and ammuni

Mr. Van Saun: For ion, I can give you a

sure that the right pieces end up in the right places.
It's three components that were removed from the DoD
recommendation in that amendment. One component was the
special operations gun folks. And in Crane Indiana, one

component was a large gun over water piecé at Dahlgren, and

60




the other component was the energetic specialized; The
energetics need to stay, a large cbmponent stays in China
Lake because they make big explosions there. A small part
was goes to the part existing in Indiah Head needs to stay
in Indian Head, and the part of done of energetics in
Picayune New Jersey, needs to stay in Picayune the rest of

the motion was carried to create the integrate

armament specialty site for guns and ammunition.

Chairman Principi: Is there a secd

General Newton: Second.

Chairman Principi: All in fa

A show of nine hands].

the vote was unanimous, the

Are thgre are any further motions
or a dments to come this evening?
rillo: That would be all that we have.
n Principi: Are there any other motions?
[No response] .
Chairman Principi: The Commission will stand in
recess until 9:00 a.m. tomorrow morning. For those

Commissioners who can be here we will close out the

business of the Commission and offer closing statements and
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we should be completed.

General Newton:  Mr. Chairman I'd like to have jﬁst
one comment, and I want to align myself with you and just
really say thanks to the staff, this is probably the last
opportunity we may have in public to say thanks to the

entire staff, they've done an extraordinary job for all of

us and for the nation. And certainly have kep
during this process and I just want to say thanks
on behalf of all of colleagues.

[Applause];

Chairman Principi: Thank you neral Newton, your

thoughts are shared by everyone. I p . to go on at some

length tomorrow to thanks« taff. I would expect they
will all be here tomorrow ’ I hope as many

Commissioners as can be, but know some need to return to

their homes. [Are there any other closing comments by any

Commissioners?

Skinner: Yes Mr. Chairman, I will not be here I

rrowsaso I just want to take this opportunity to thank

again after four wonderful years of service, in the last N

you dr leadership. You have been called to duty ]

four for our country, and you certainly lead the Commission
and the membership as well as the staff, and I think all of

us in this country owe you a round of applause as well.

Thank you.
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{applause] .

Chairman Principi: Thank you very much. Thank you.
I thank my fellow Commissioners. It's been an
extraordinary privilege to serve with you on this
Commission, it truly has been. Thank you all. Good night.

Tomorrow morning, 9:00 a.m.

[Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 9:40 p.m
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Questlons
For the State and L.ocal witnesses: :
Does the Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) ensure fhat[ a process can be initiated by the Navy and
‘Local Governments to stop the encroachment by developers in the Accident Potential Zones
(APZs) and designated high Day-Night Average Noise Level (DNL) areas depicted on the

Navy’s 1999 Air Installations Compatible Use Zorl1es (AICUZ) pamphlet?

How do the state and local govemments plan to stop the encroachment by developers and
landowners who use “by right” or “prior use’ arguments to thwart the Navy and City planners
from preventing residential and other incompatlble land use in the APZs and high DNL areas?

Please outline the specific measures that the cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake, VA plan
to take to limit or reverse the encroachment of NAS Oceana and Fentress Field.

What does the city or state government plan to do about the new homes presently approved for
construction now in the Oceana area APZs?

Please outline the specific measures that the State of Virginia plans to take to limit or even
reverse the encroachment at NAS Oceana and Fentress Field.

Is the Governor’s Office prepared to work with the General Assembly to put state pass-through
funding to the cities that would tie Virginia Beach and Chesapeake to long term compliance and
implementation of the JLUS provisions and recommendations?

For DoD Officials:

Why is it operationally and economically important to the Navy to have all the Strike Fighter
assets located in the same place?

Since the Navy decided to stand up two F-18 Super Horet Squadrons at Marine Corps Air
Station Cherry Point, NC to alleviate noise issues at Oceana, would you consider relocating
additional squadrons at Cherry Point to reduce the noise levels even more? What are the
operational and economic advantages or disadvantages to such a decision?

What is the status of the present litigation regarding the Navy’s plan to construct a new outlymg
field in Washington County, North Carolina?

What are the risks associated with the Washington County plaintiffs’ success in winning a
permanent injunction that would stop the Navy from building the new OLF? ‘Would additional
squadrons of F-18 Super Hornets need to be relocated to Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point
to alleviate the noise issues at Oceana?
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If the Washington County, NC Outlying Field becomes a reality in the future, could that site
become a potential new Navy Master Jet Base if Oceana and the City of Virginia Beach are
unable to stop the encroachment?

Are there any other lawsuits pending or filed against the Navy regarding operations at NAS
Oceana or Fentress Field? ‘

We understand that because of noise abatement and safety reasons, new aviators must comply
with local course rules at NAS Oceana and Fentress Field, flying different altitudes and landing
patterns than they would when flying around the aircraft carrier. Does that introduce a negative
aspect to their initial skills training? How do the instructors compensate for the differences in
land based training and the actual carrier landings? '

Have there been any Naval Aviation mishaps attributed to negative training introduced by Field
Carrier Landing Practice at Fentress Field in recent years?

It appears that Cecil Field does not suffer from as much land encroachment around their main air
field and outlying field boundaries. When the Navy developed the F-18 Super Hornet Final
Environmental Impact Statement, was Cecil Field considered as a potential home basing site for
the east coast Super Hornets?

Understanding that the Department of Defense made a decision in the 1993 BRAC round to
close NAS Cecil Field, what is your opinion of the potential operational benefits of reopening
Cecil Field?

What are the operational disadvantages of establishing Cecil Field as the east coast Master Jet
Base?

What are the economic considerations regarding relocating the Master Jet Base from Oceana to
Cecil?

The land around Naval Air Station Kingsville, Texas has thousands of acres of un-encroached
areas. What are the operational and economic considerations regarding moving the Master Jet
Base from Oceana to Kingsville, Texas? Is it feasible from an operational and economic
standpoint to move the F/A-18 Fleet Replacement Squadron to NAS Kingsville to relieve the
noise and encroachment issues surrounding NAS Oceana?
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Questions

For DoD Officials:

If DoD or Navy officials testify that to open Cecil Field would be too expensive, ask the
following questions?

1. Does the Navy know what the State of Florida will offer regarding land and facilities re-
acquisition orthe costs of relocating present commercial and industrial activities?

2. Does the Navy have an accurate estimate of the hangar, ramp and administrative and
support spacel(by square feet) that would be needed to host all the Navy’s east coast
strike fighter assets and supporting aircraft, personnel and equipment?

3. Does the Navy have an accurate estimate of what facilities improvements have been
made in and around Cecil?

If DoD or Navy officials testify that the airspace around Cecil Field is encroached by
commercial activity, ask the following questions?

1. Is that view of encroachment shared by the FAA in the Jacksonville Area?

2. Please compare the airfield departure restrictions between Oceana and Cecil for jet
departures from Cecil to the Whiskey offshore training areas? '

a) What are the restrictions or course rules that Oceana aviators must use to depart
from Oceana to limit noise levels?
|

b) What were the restrictions or course rules in place at Cecil Field in the late 90s?




2005 BRAC COMMISSION REGIONAL HEARINGS

THURSDAY, AUGUST 4, 2005

1:01 PM

ANTHONY PRINCIPI, CHAIRMAN
L. HAROLD GEHMAN, USN (RET.)

SAMUEL SKINNER

PRESIDING COMMISSIONER:

ANTHONY PRINCIP]




MR. PRINCIPI: Good aftenoon. I'm Anthony Principi, and I'm pieased to be joined by my

fellow commissioners, Admiral Harold Gehman and Secretary Sam Skinner, for today's session.

Bre

T
St

I believe Senator Warner has an opening statement or introduction of oursfi

Senator Warner?

delay,
MR. PRINCIPI: Yes, sir.
SEN. WARNER: Mr. Chaif

opening comments. My first

t1al for this country that this process be completed, and completed in a way that it
fulfills the goals of the legislation, which are goals that are in the best interest of our security

interests of this country. And 1 commend you for undertaking this operation. I wish you well.




But I just recall a few nights ago -- well, go back a week ago. The defense bill was on the
floor. We simply could not move that bill, primarily because of the deep concern -- and I'm not
faulting any of my colleagues; they have justification, they have their own reasons -- the BRAC

process.

There are several amendments on file, and there are likely to be more wh

d there r@l turn to the specific provision in the

@ hereupon any senator can call upon the

forward.

Now, in no way do I challenge the right -- because I participated and led the effort to write

this statute -- the commission has a right to add bases and installations. And that's an important




one. But I say to you rhetorically, does not the community have the right to have the full body of
factual evidence so that we can rebut it or otherwise examine it that led to the decision to add a base
or an installlation?

And that issue is before Senator Ensign and his committee, and [ hope it's resolved in a

manner that in no way will impede the progress to go forward. But the citizens

question.

Let me just point out the followi

Kavy, Gordon England, any suggestion of a "¢lean sheet" as he referred to it to
solve Oceana's problems should also apply to the overwhelming majority of other military bases in

this country which face a range of encroachment issues.




As we all heard from Navy representatives during the site visit to Oceana earlier this week,
no viable options exist in their judgment to replace Oceana.

And with continued community support, none will be needed. I received a letter from the

Department of Defense, which I will ask to put in the record, yesterday. It states in its conclusion,

have no way of reviewing how that all took place and what's behind it, and absent
the supporting data, how do we explain to the people of Virginia, how do we, the distinguished
governor of Virginia, Senator Allen, and others, come before you today and give us our best

presentation?




I really feel that we've got one hand tied behind our back, and it concerns me.

So Mr. Chairman and members of the commission, ] understand the desire of the
commission to want to help the Navy. 1believe that's a phrase that the commission has used from
time to time. I also believe that you want the best military advice that's available.

Therefore, based on the commission's practice that a senior senator for a g

CIPI: Without objection.

SEN. WARNER: And unless you have(questions for me at this point, I ask that the chief of

naval operations be given the opportunity to testify.




MR. PRINCIPI: Thank you, Senator Wémef. I very much appreciate your comments and
your concerns. 1 want to assure you that this commission is committed to being open and
transparent, and have taken unprecedented steps, and I would venture to guess, much more so than
any previous commission, to ensure the public is aware of our deliberations, our meetings.

We have been subjected to the most intense lobbying effort by members of

; conﬁ%ga 1ns, and ensure
A part of the public record.
%%’gt tegrity is critical to the

3 3, 0f our national security.

anthe record, that this commission has taken

meers of Congress, state and local officials, have

today as to whether or not we, and perhaps the CNO who is trying to defend the position, are being
able to do it I guess without the full knowledge of maybe all the facts, but led to the perfect right

you have under the statute to add an installation.




1 thank the chairman.
MR. PRINCIPI: [thank you very much, Senator.

We are honored that Governor Warner, Senator Warner, Senator Allen are with us for this

afternoon's hearing, and will follow Admiral Mike Mullen who will testify for the Navy.

Sothcials who

I also want to welcome Congresswoman Drake and the many state and 1

are with us today.

action not becau:
indeed not, b
uniformedk wometl defending our freedoms.

ake the best possible closure or realignment decisions consistent with the

military eria established by the Congress in the BRAC law.
Training and readiness are critical components of military value. On Monday, August 1st,
commissioners visited NAS Oceana and met with representatives of fleet forces command, the base

commanding officers, representatives of naval air force, and the air wing commander.




We also spoke with several FA-18 instructor pilots who described the effects of flight
restrictions and noise abatement procedures with which they must comply.

We heard that operations at Oceana are not consistent with operations at sea. For example,
we heard that the ﬁrét time new pilots in the fleet replacement squadrons can fly the pattern that

they would around a ship is when they fly to the carrier for the first time.

A consistent comment from the students is that they wished they cog
soonet.
I cannot help but note the analogy of a lieutenant co

in the September, 2004 article published by the Hampton R

recognize the very recent steps taken by local government to control future
encroachment, the past record of development creates a sense of uncertainty with respect to
consistent enforcement as well as a sense of uncertainty with property owners who have

development rights that predate the 2000 agreement with the Navy.
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For example I learned this week that there are currently néarly 200 residential buildings
E
approved for development in the accident potential zones around ENAS Oceana,.
. ' 5
In addressing these questions we must all, every one of us, remember that everyday we send

young men and women to sea wearing wings of gold. They acceﬁt an obligation to place their lives

on the line for us, and we have a reciprocal obligation to them to c{:nsure that the
L

training possible, not unnecessarily limited by artificial or unrealigtic cons

I .
ant them to know that their inputs are
|
@eview process. ;
, :
enator Allen, Governor Wamer, Admiral' Mullen, again, [ welcome you

RNER: Mr. Chairman, for the record, I reaffirmed under the same oath the
statements I made prior to take it.
MR. PRINCIPI: Thank you, Senator Warner.

Admiral Mullen.




ADM. MULLEN: Mr, Chairman, members of the commission, good afternoon.
It is both an honor and a privilege to be given this opportunity to appear before you, and 1

am very grateful for your time.

I am also grateful for the critical work you are doing on behalf of the nation, and fully

United States military.
It is a great service this area pro;

in the Hampton Roads area for al

to my family.

As you know,
Station Oceana ingVi ch. et me say right up front that I fully support the DOD
recommenck " “ ; need for an East Coast Master Jet Base.

naval air Créws for the threat they face today and the ones they will face in the future.
In fact, in our ranking of bases in BRAC, Oceana ranked number five of 23 Department of

the Navy air stations in military value, and also number five of 60 DOD air stations overall.




To be fair, and quite honest, we looked at alternatives, and we studied other options. None
of them made much sense.
If the Navy were to leave NAS Oceana, a base valued at over $1.4 billion, it would require

our departure by 2011 in this process, which is simply unachievable.

Departure options include building a new base or split basing, which wo

and Fentressger croachment remains a problem and has grown worse over the last few years.
Dealing with encroachment is a dual responsibility shared by the community of Virginia
Beach and the Navy. I am increasingly troubled over a trend in recent years by local government to

turn a blind eye to Navy concerns in favor of housing developers.




I will say that the recent adoption by local communities along with the Navy of the 2005
Hampton Roads joint land use study recommendations is very encouraging. Ibelieve this study
marks a point of departure. It is about the future; not about the past.

If implemented by those governments, the study's recommendations would allow us all to

work more closely together so as to prevent future incompatible growth.

Master Jet Base.
That said, I intend to, as a mini

circumstances warrant.
Bottom line, Mr. Chai

find a viable alternative

Our sailors and their families -- and I include my own family on that list -- enjoy living in

the wonderful communities of the great state of Virginia.

Mr. Chairman, I need now -- your Navy needs now -- Naval Air Station Oceana.




Again, thank you for the chance to be here, and I look forward to your questions.

MR. PRIN CIPI: Thank you, Admiral Mullen.

I'll begin with a few qﬁestions. Can you tell me what the status is of the current litigation in
Washington County, North Carolina, with regard to the Navy's plan to build an outlying field at that

location?

to pursue that,
It has been a challenge in terms of mow§§

optimistic.

MR. SKINNER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral Mullen, thank you for your comments. To give you a little history, you've

probably seen the transcript, but the process of discussing Oceana really began as we reviewed the




recommendations by the secretary in our first meeting. And I believe if we look at the transcript,
you'll see that, as someone who was involved in transportation and has been involved -~ who has
had the opportunity to fly several times with, in the right seat, of airplanes doing the maneuvers that

we talk about, and knowing the airspace around there, and having helped build a couple of brand

new facilities, I was concerned as to whether or not we were missing an oppo

observati ¥ began the process by this commission to make sure in this very unique
opportunity that we were doing everything we could to facilitate the United States Navy and

Marine Corps and naval pilots to get the absolute best training while at the same time protecting the




citizens around that area, not only from noise, but from safety issues. And that's how that process
began. I just want to give you a history for that.

We also understood that on several occasions there were discussions with the Air Force
about other fields that might be available, and those fields were not available, at least from the Air

Force's viewpoint. The BRAC process obviously has the opportunity to make t! ga’é%?gﬁnw% available

to think that we have anything but

A

¢ Navy in preparing the analysis, nor the

conclusiof¥ they were available, putting aside they may be with another branch, that they

could alleviate the problems that -- the challenges -~ they're not problems; they're challenges -- that

face naval aviators at Oceana?




ADM. MULLEN: 1 think what is probably most representative of all of them in the process
was Moody. And I have looked at analysis and recommendations with respect to Shaw, Seymour
Johnson, Moody and those options considered in the BRAC process. And Moody, as I think you
alluded to, certainly looked like it was the most viable, and it was a combination of, quite frankly,

the investment required as well as the changes that needed to be made, which es

up to $2 1 A submarine is north of $2 billion. I've got numbers all over the world what it

costs us to build and equip and maintain a new aircraft carrier, which some people say is north of
$10 billion. The billion and a half dollars for a world-class -- $2 billion for a world-class Master

Jet Base on the East Coast, in the whole scale of things, does not seem to be abnormal. And so --




| and [ don't think I've heard anybody say it, but on occasion people say it would cost us a billion and
a half. Well, frankly, as Senator Dirksen said, a billion here and billion there, pretty soon it's real
money. But compared to what's being spent on other parts of the budget, it's not as real as it is on
others. And I hope that doesn't -- whatever the planning and whatever the results here, I hope that

doesn't get in the way.

And then one final question: Cecil Field -- as you know, the BRA

to. But they talk about -- and

Aw.naval aviator said it was different at

, let me -- can I respond to a couple of your points, commissioner?
MR. SKINNER: Sure. Thank you.
ADM. MULLEN: Secondly --

MR. SKINNER: Take as long as [ did to answer -- ask the question at least.




ADM. MULLEN: No, I won't do that. You know, the billion here, billion there piece, back
to sort of -- back to the priorities that I talked about when I come in when -- this is just when I
happen to be in the position as a CNO -- the re-capitalization in the future Navy is really at the top
of my list. And when I compare that versus the risk that we're taking in the training and readiness

side of this, the balance is I come out in the re-capitalization piece. And there i

participated and h

airport in

as some havgsindicated, it would be nice if we don't do sométhing -- wherever it is -- Virginia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida -- if we don't do anything to capture the land now and
prevent it from being further encroached, we will have the same situation. And by the way, the

federal government has done a lot. I think the military has done a lot to try to convince the people




in that area of Oceana to do something. And unfortunately, the citizens -- and it's not uncommon --
have decided, you know, to build instéad of to reserve. And that kind of has caused our interest
because it's getting worse not better, and (inaudible) I think some plans have been in step.

So thank you very much for your testimony. ‘

ADM. MULLEN: Thank you, sir.

MR. PRINCIPI: Thank you very much, Admiral -- Admiral Mull

%}}} of these local and state officials

boorth of 90 percent of the community

cooperationibefween the community and the Navy.
I would add, I got some information at {east handed to me here that one of the -- for
example, one of these examples you cited, Mr. Chairman, of the 200 additional housing units put in

the potential crash field. My understanding is that was a larger development where actually the city |




bought down 205 housing units. Yes, there are some that remain, but I think, again, shows a

renewed vigo.r from the city to be proactive in assuring that there is no additional encroachment.
Secondly, I would add that the state has taken steps, as well. The Commonwealth of

Virginia passed legislation this year looking at the best anti-encroachment legislation around the

country -- I think we picked it from Georgia -- to ensure that every military installation

the late '70s. This is not some new action that has come about because of recent encroachment.

Again, I could stand to be corrected, but that is my understanding.




I also think that one of the points that we do need to continue to raise is -- and this came
clear, loud and clear, from the naval aviators who we spoke with -- the value of the unrestricted air

space; the fact that within five minutes of taking off from Oceana these aviators can be in totally

unrestricted air space to do their mock combat, wonderful access to the Dare County ranges. And

I would also simply add in a final point that the other issue that was raised at our testimony
on Monday of the value of having the jet base adjacent to the carriers. The value to the military

families' morale I think is a factor that also should be factored into your decision-making.




Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to answer any of your questions. Thank you very much.
“MR. PRINCIPI: Thank you, Governor.

Senator Warner.

SENATOR JOHN WARNER (R-VA): In the interest of time and recognizing that we are

to have another session in classified, I'm going to submit the balance of my rem make a

remark at the end of my distihguished colleague, Senator Allen. But it wa

Senator Allen,

SEN. GEORGE#

The testimony you've heard this week and today and through the weeks point out several

key points. Oceana has high military value. It serves the Navy very well. The challenges

concerning and regarding sustainment of operations, as far as encroachment, are manageable, that




moving the jets would be harmful to our military and would be costly to the taxpayers, and finally,
that Oceana is the best option for Master Jet Base on the East Coast of the United States.

Now what are the salient factors for a jet base? What do you need? You need air space for
training and flying. You need safe places to land. It is important operationally to be able to be near

the fleet and, to the extent possible for synergy, have a jointness with other servj

Vit %pensive, to duplicate this air space,

which is unfettered, unimpeded b POr Sl viation anywhere else.

high military valug g fifth o of 60 of all Department of Defense airfields on the East --

across the vguale ‘ ness and proximity to the fleet provides a unique synergy that

issue and how that may hinder the training and readiness of our pilots. As was stated by the

governor, though, the difference is in turns and altitudes and the approach routes that the pilots are




presently taking at Oceana and Feniress are exactly the same movements and utilization of
mdvements that they used back in 1979.

And the bottom line is that they do not impede fhe mission. We heard from Admirals
Willard, Turcotte and now the CNO, Admiral Mullen, that there will be more cooperation in the

future. But, the bottom line is is that the encroachment at Oceana is manageablg nk, in the

future there will be even more of a cooperative effort with the local governmen

country,
And I also want to su

Scott as well,

amount of*iiyndreds of millions of dollars that is, to have them there just temporarily while a new,
from the ground up, Master Jet Base is being built. It just doesn't make any sense. In fact, the

Navy concluded that even with a $500, excuse me, $500 million investment in another existing




base, Naval Air Station Oceana would still continue to be the best option for the Master Jet Base on
the East Coast.

In fact, and this is the most salient point in evidence. The Navy ran scenarios for every
aviation base, taking into account all branches. Not just the Na\&, but the Air Force, Marines,

Army, whatever Department of Defense air bases on the East Coast. And none “She of them

met all the needs of a Master Jet Base, nor could they provide the positive gitributes that Oceana

ort service to our country.

l\%@%ﬁ%ﬁgﬁmﬂﬂz Thank you very much, Senator Allen.

Secretary Skinner, do you havel any qugstions?

MR. SKINNER: I would just -- thank you very much. I would want to make one comment.

It's really not a question but a comment.




First of all, Senator Warner, there wouldn't be a BRAC if it weren't for you and we all know
that. The nation should know that. |

SEN. WARNER: I'm just part of a team. I thank the leadership.

MR. SKINNER: When it came time to step to the plate, when there were questions of

whether these nominations would get through on time, you stepped to the plate. A

should, I know we appreciate it, and I hope the nation does as well.

you know it well. And it is now a thriving -- it's done great

was a no-brainer, given where it was located. And yet, the Defense

fhat that if the time ever were to come that the Navy were to decide to build a new
Master Jet Base in Virginia that, for example, if you could figure a way to capture the value of that
land around there and transfer that to the cost of a new facility, wherever it is, it could go a long

way, given the value of some of these properties in areas like that to pay for that base.




But, other than that, we did have the opportunity to see ourselves down there at Oceana. |
They're obviously doing great work down there. And I don't want anyone to believe that this is the
U.S. noise commission. It's the U.S. Defense Base Alignment and Closure commission. And our

mission is to make sure that we understand the military value these facilities are providing. That

8 in oﬁ%gtln we will use to

make a decision will be all certified data. And all théio ation we see is nice, but we have

that representation to you, Senator Wa

Thank you.

€ been privileged to work with you in your official capacity as a secretary of a
cabinet and officer serving this country well. You bring to the table a great deal of experience and

background how government should work.




On your first point, I assure you that we have in drafting -- this is the fifth statute we've had
on BRAC -- we've looked at how the government should deal with the excess property. And there
are many, many factors that are brought to bear on that decision process. And it evokes some of
the fiercest debate in both houses of the Congress as those provisions are drawn.

I bring to your attention -- there's a provision in some instances where

b

cguldn't provide

communities in situati s, we need all the facts at hand so that we can, in an

informed way, reb)

ou again, gentlemen, and your able staff for helping us.
an, I'm going to recommend that if it's the chair's desire, we'll go immediately to
the closed session next door. I serve on the intel committee and I've got that room. And then ifit's

desirable that members here or others want to meet the press, we'll do it at a stakeout immediately

following that.




MR. PRINCIPI: Iagree. Ijust have one or two very, very brief comments.

I just want to thank the panel. I consider this a serious issue. And I believe that Governor
Warner, Senator Wamer and Senator Allen also recognize the importance of this issue, the |
importance of Oceana, the importance of working with the Navy, and local officials, too, to address

the encroachment issue to ensure that we have the best training possible. So if; j

%ns of encroachment. There's probably

B%aeiicd on your air space and your ability to

public record.

And I want to thank you very much.




' SEN. WARNER: Thank you. Because I very much want you to have a successful

commission. And it's in the interest of the country.
MR. PRINCIPI: Iknow you do.
SEN. WARNER: Thank you very much.

MR. PRINCIPI: This hearing is adjourned.




