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Dear Mrs. Steele, 

This letter responds to the issues you raised during our 
discussion on 31 March 1995 in Hawaii. 

I have discussed the issue of the Ship Repair Facility (SRF)  
closure with the Chief of Naval Operations. He does not believe 
there would be a negative impact if all the SRF functions and 
facilities were lost. Prior to the Navy's September 1997 
termination of SRF operations, CLNCPACFLT will pursue GOVGUAMt8 
"WIN-WIN-WIN" scenario of commercialization of the SRF. 

Regarding the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) fuel 
facilities, I recommend the following alternative language to 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) recornrnendationa 
that allows for retention of the FISC Guam fueling system 
facilities and capabilities: "Retain the FISC fuel facilities, 
including piers D/E, tank farms, and associated pipelines/purnping 
systems under DOD operational control to support military service 
fuel requirements." If that recommendation is acceptable, 
recommend you delete the following from the FISC environmental 
impact section: "A significant factor further contributing to an 
overall positive impact on the environment in Guam is the 
shutdown of the fueling facilities at Guam, specifically at Saaa 
Valley and Tenjo. Not only does thie action eliminate the need 
for continuous monitoring of fuel tanks but it also removes the 
potential for a fuel spill in an area that has been designated as 
part of the Guam national wildlife refuge." 

During our diacussion, my Logistics Director, Brigadiex 
General Tedrow, met with two of your representatives, Mrs. King 
and Mr. Lindenbaum. The two issues raised during their 
discussion were: should the officer housing at Naval Air Station 
( N A S )  Agana and the land parcels identified in the Guam Land Use 
Plan (GLUP) 94 be included as part of the BRAC 95 
recommendations. 



BRAC 95 redirect recommendations for NAS Agana personnel 
could reduce the need for officer housing. Housing requirement8 
on Agana, Nimitz Hill, and Andersen South on Guam are still under 
analysis; however, I assure you we will not retain any housing 
that w e  will not use in the foreseeable future. A majority of 
the people housed at Agana work at the Naval Hospital and Naval 
Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station. Since the 
BRAC 93 language r e f e r s  to NAS housing, we can still excees 
officer housing using BRAC 93 authorization. This leaves us time 
and flexibility to more adequately assess our position on Guam 
housing. 

I encourage your looking at the possibility of including the 
8100 acres of land identified by the GLUP 94 process into the 
BRAC 95 recommendations. The 8100 acres includes 2258 acres from 
NAS Agana which w e  w i l l  return using the BRAC 93 authorization. 
The BRAC process would expedite the return of the remaining 5,842 
acres (3,553 acres Air Force and 2,289 acres Navy) by offering a 
direct funding source for Environmental Baseline Surveys and 
cleanup actions, which we do n o t  currently have programmed. 
Secondly, disposal through BRAC would avoid further Congressional 
legislation delays as we have experienced with the return of the 
3,200 acres of GLUP 77 land parcels. Finally, execution by DOD 
instead of the General Services Administration (GSA) may help 
overall coordination of the land return proceee on Guam and allow 
DOD more control over the process. One caveat to this 
recommendation must be that each Service will administer and 
budget for  the return of its individual l and  parcels ,  ra ther  than 
all of the parcels being transferred to the Navy for disposal. 
From the GOVGUAM point of view, t h i s  is a more routine approach. 
GOVGUAM stands to gain more land, more quickly, at less coat 
through BRAC than through the normal GSA disposal process. 

We w i l l  continue with our concerted and aggressive effort to 
promote resolution of Guam BRAC issues while working to promote 
harmonious relations with the people of Guam. 



A similar letter has been sent to Mr. A1 Cornella. 

R .  C .  MACKE 
Admiral, U . S .  Navy 

The Honorable Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base C l o s u r e  

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 16, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Admiral R. C. Macke, USN 
Commander in Chief 
U. S. Pacific Command 
Camp H.M. Smith, Hawaii 96861-5025 

Dear Admiral Macke: 

Thank you for your letter responding to several issues I raised during our 
discussion on March 3 1, 1995 regarding Navy facilities on Guam. It is important to have 
the benefit of your views regarding the recommendations on the Ship Repair Facility and 
the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center as we enter into the final deliberation phase of the 
base closure process. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
you have provided concerning officer housing at Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam and the 
land parcels identified in the 1994 Guam Land Use Plan. I have also shared your letter 
with each Commissioner for their review. 

I appreciate your thoughts on this important matter. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have additional information to bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Wendi L. Steele 
Commissioner 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1760 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142s 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 10, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Peter J. Calinski 
REDCAP F d t y  Manager 
CALSPAN Corporation 
P.O. Box 400 
BuEalo, NY 14225 

Dear Pete: 

I want to thank you for your assistance during my recent visit to the REDCAP fkdity. 
The briefings and discussions with you, and your &provided me with a great deal of valuable 
infoxmation about the operations of REDCAP as well as the s p d c  concerns of CALSPAN. 
This information will be very helpfbl to the Commission as it carries out the review of the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the weeks ahead. 

Please thank Major Myers as well as the CALSPAN/REDCAP staff  for their assistance. 
Specifically, please extend my appreciation to Dr. Dave Culp for his fine briefing and to the 
superb staff members who gave up a portion of their holiday to support the visit and carry out the 
very informative system demonstration. 

A; Force Team Leader 
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SECRETARY O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As you know, the Department of Defense and the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission agreed with a City of Chicago proposal to close the Air Force Reserve 
Station at O'Hare International Airport (IAP), provided the City pay all of the costs to move the 
Guard and Reserve activities to either the Greater Rockford Airport or another location 
acceptable to the Air Force. Since that time, the City has been exploring a number of alternatives 
and has been working closely with the Air Force in an effort to find both an affordable and 
acceptable solution. While we have found some solutions acceptable to the Air Force, none are 
considered affordable by the City of Chicago. The City remains most desirous of obtaining the 
property held by the Department of the Air Force at O'Hare IAP. 

The Secretary of Defense recommendations presently being considered by your 
Commission include the closure of one Air Force Reserve C-130 installation at the Greater 
Pittsburgh IAP. The Commission has also added several alternative Air Force Reserve C-130 
locations, including O'Hare IAP, for closure consideration. In view of these circumstances, it 
would appear that inactivation of the Air Force Reserve C-130 unit at O'Hare IAP instead of the 
C-130 unit at Pittsburgh IAP is a reasonable alternative. The Air Force Reserve squadron at 
O'Hare could be inactivated under BRAC 95 and the aircraft appropriately distributed. The Air 
National Guard activities at O'Hare could be relocated at the expense of the City of Chicago to 
other locations within Illinois acceptable to the Air Force. It is my understanding that this would 
make the closure of the Air Force Reserve Station at O'Hare IAP affordable to the City of 
Chicago. 

Should the Commission desire to explore this alternative, the Air Force will be pleased to 
provide hrther details and work with the Commission staff to develop an appropriate 
modification to the 1993 Commission recommendation concerning O'Hare IAP. This would 
include additional time beyond the July 1995 deadline established in the 1993 recommendation for 
exploration and implementation of the movement of the Air National Guard mission. 

I believe it is important to stress the point made to you in a recent letter from the Chief of 
Staff and the Chief of Air Force Reserve. While there is justification for the inactivation and 
closure of one Air Force Reserve C-130 installation, closure of more than one is inappropriate. 



Apart from capacity considerations, the closure of more than one C-130 base would cause 
unacceptable harm to recruiting and retention efforts as well as our efforts to maintain presence in 
as many locales as possible. Should the unit at O'Hare IAP be inactivated, no firther actions on 
Reserve C-130 bases should be considered. In addition, movement of the Air National Guard unit 
from O'Hare IAP is for the benefit of the City, not the Air Force and, thus, should continue to be 
at the City's expense. 

Sincerely, 
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DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCV 
nf AOQUAATERS 

CORT L t L .  VIRGINIA. 23801.6300 

Mr. Dick Helmer 
Base Realignment and Closwc Commission 
1700 North Moore Strea ,  Suitc 14U 
Arlington, VA 22209 

June 9, 1995 

D w  Mr. Hclmcr: 

This letter is in response ro your telephonic conversation with Mr. Sclater of our Lixison 
Office, concerning DeCA's plans for the Hanscom Air Force Base Commissary. w:h the 
mame nt's plans to establish an Exchange M a a  (co~bined commissary and exchange operation) 
at Fort Devens, DeCA is not considering new store construction at Hansom. The migration of 
customers From the Fort Devens area with this shopping alternative will be less than originally 
projected and thus a rlew fac;Liry will not be required. Currtnt plans are to remain in the existing 
facility with a modification project to upgrade the shopping and working e n v i r o n m ~ t  to DeCA 
standards. 

I m that this irrfonnation responds to  your concerns. 

Ronald P. McCoy 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief of S ta f f  
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ROBERT F. BENNETT 

UTAH 

Xnifab Sfafes Saxate 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20510 

June 7, 1995 I 
! 

I 

The Honorable A1 Cornella 
The Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

Thank you for taking the time to personally visit 
Hill Ax Force Base in Utah. Given the short time fiarne 
and your large work volume, I especially appreciate your 
attention. I regret I was unable to accompany you during 
your visit, but I hope you saw first-hand why Hill ranks 
so high in military value. 

Again, thank you, for visiting Hill. Please do not 
hesitate to call on me if I can provide you any additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Bennett 
United States Senator 



ROBERT F. BENNETT 

UTAH 

3iC&+fab Sfafer Sanaf e 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20510 

June 7, 1995 

The Honorable Rebecca Cox 
The Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thank you for taking the time to personally visit 
Hill Air Force Base. I hope you saw firsthand why Hill 
ranks SO high in military value. I aiso appreciate you 
meeting with the Utah delegation and your assurances 
about the integrity of the BRAC process. 

Again, thank you for your time and attention. 
Please do not hesitate to call on me $1 can provide you any 
additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Bermett 
United States Senator 



ROBERT F. BENNETT 

UTAH 

Xntab Sfatea Sanafe 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20510 

E June 1, 1995 
I 

The Honorable S. Lee Kling 
The Defense Base Realignment 

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

Dear Lee: 

Thank you for taking the time to make another trip 
to Utah to personally visit Hill Air Force Base. Given your 
work volume and short time frame, I especially appreciate 
your effort. I hope you saw firsthand Hill's unique assets 
and why it ranks in the top tier of depots. 

Thank you, again, for your serious consideration of 
the contributions of Dugway, DDOU, and Hill to our 
nation's defense. I hope you will not hesitate to call on me 
if I can provide you any additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Bennett 
United States Senator 



Xztibb Sf af es Smafe 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20510 

June 1, 1995 

The Honorable MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA (Ret) 
The Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

Thank you for taking the time to personally visit Hill 
Air Force Base in Utah. Given the short time h e  and your 
large work volume, I especially appreciate your attention. I 
regret I was unable to accompany you during your visit, but I 
hope you saw firsthand why the Air Force places Hill in the 
top tier of depots. 

Again, thank you, for visiting Hill. Please do not 
hesitate to call on me if I can provide you any additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Bennett 
United States Senator 



ROBERT F. BENNETT 

UTAH 

Xnifab Sf af e s Senale 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 2 0 5 1 0  

June 7, 1995 

The Honorable Wendy Steele 
The Defense Base Realignment 

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

Dear Wendy: 

Thank you for taking the time to personally visit 
Hill Air Force Base. Given your work volume and short 
time fiarne, I especially appreciate you making anorher 
visit to Utah. I hope you saw firsthand why Hill ranks so 
high in military value. 

Thank 
Hill, Dugway, 
call onmeif1 

you, again, for your serious consideration of 
and DDOU. I hope you will not hesitate to 
can provide you any additional information. 

Robert F. Bennett 
United States Senator 
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COMMERCE. SCIENCE. L TRAIISPORTATION 

ENERGY L NATURAL RESOURCES 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

JOINT ECONOMIC 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Attn: David Lyles 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3405 

9 June 1995 
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BISMARCK, ND 68602 

701-260-4618 
1 4 0 ( M 6 0 - 4 4 8 2  TOLL-FREE 

1 12 ROBERTS STREET, ROOM 1 10 
P.O. BOX 2260 

FARGO. ND 68107 
701-23S5389 

102 NORTH 4TH STREET. ROOM 108 
GRAND FORKS. ND 58201 

701-740-8972 

100 I S T  STREET. S.W., ROOM 106 
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7 0 1 4 6 2 4 7 0 3  

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for your gracious note concerning my remarks at 
the recent hearing in Chicago. I appreciate your thoughtful 
consideration of the presentation made in support of retaining 
the Grand Forks Air Force Base. I am enclosing copies of "A 
White Paper on United States Air Force Core Tanker Wings" and the 
letter from the Commander in Chief of the U.S. Transportation 
Command which offer further support for maintaining the Grand 
Forks Air Force Base as a core tanker unit. 

I formally request that the enclosed documents be made a 
part of the official record and that copies be promptly 
distributed to the commissioners. 

Thank you for your cooperation, 

Sincerely, 

UI s .I Senator 

Enclosures 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



A WHITE PAPER 

ON 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
CORE TANKER WINGS 



CORE TANKER WINGS 

The primary objective of the tanker (aerial refueling) forces 

during the Cold War was to support nuclear bomber forces under 

the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP). The basing 

requirements for tanker aircraft were dependent upon meeting the 

SIOP mission. Since the end of the Cold War, the size and shape of 

the Air Force has been affected by many reorganization initiatives. 

Tbese reorganization initiatives were designed so DoD could 

continue to meet our nation's military requirements despite a 

reduction in force structure and funding. At the heart of the Air 

Force's capability to meet these military requirements lies rapid 

Global Mobility. As our units return home from overseas bases and 

the defense budget decreases, America must rely on highly mobile 

United States-based forces. Without the capability to project forces, 

convebtional deterrence suffers, as does our ability to respond to 

an array of threats and conduct operations-other-than-war (OOTW). 

The core tanker wing is designed to support both the initial surge 

and long-term sustainment/resupply efforts across the spectrum of 

military operations. 

Although the Cold War is over, a major requirement of our 

core tanker (currently the KC-135) remains supporting the SIOP 

mission. A core tanker wing must be fully capable of supporting 

bomber missions in a nuclear scenario by providing large offloads 

to ensure maximum response flexibility. Therefore, the SIOP 



mission is a paramount consideration for tanker basing. When the 

focus shifts to SIOP, the core tanker wing can immediately transfer 

its resources and energy to that mission. It can ease command and 

control issues, and minimize turmoil when tanker assets are 

transferred from Air Force component commands to the United 

States Strategic Command. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

process has closed or realigned 12 tanker bases since 1988. As a 

result, three core tanker wings have emerged. They are Fairchild 

AFB, W& McComeU AFB, KS; and Grand Forks AFB, ND. 

Providing "Global Reach for hnerica" on short notice and for 

extended periods of time is the fundamental basis of these core 

tanker wings. A core tanker wing has inherent benefits not 

apparent in smaller geographically separated units. These include 

economy of force, unit integrity, and a concentration of expertise 

and experience. All these benefits complement a smaller DoD. 

These core tanker wings can support the National Military 

Strategy more efficiently than geographically dispersed smaller 

units. United States forces permanently assigned overseas have 

been reduced by six fighter wings and two Army divisions since the 
* 

breakup of the Soviet Union. Operationally, a core tanker wing can 

support simultaneous mission requirements and rapidly shift 

resources from: East to West Major Regional Contingency (MRC), 

from SIOP to OOTW deployments, and from support operations in 



CONUS or any theater around the world. Core tanker wings are 

also compatible with our shrinking defense dollars. Less personnel 

overhead is required when several squadrons are consolidated into 

a larger wing. Additionally, there's a reduction in duplication of 

facilities and equipment with larger tanker wings, which is 

consistent with most Air Force wings. 

A core tanker wing can operate more effectively by 

maintaining unit integrity within a larger force. The synergistic 

benefits of a larger wing are more apparent during long term 

deployments. Smaller tanker units must combine and rotate 

personnel more often to sustain the same long term mission of a 

deployed core tanker wing. Tanker personnel are currently tasked 

extensively and are deployed on an average of nearly four months 

per year. The pressure on these people from this high operations 

tempo. when combined with the reorganization of our forces has 

been increased turbulence in their lives. Leadership at these core 

tanker wings deploy with their units and have a better appreciation 

of their personnel capabilities and historical aircraft maintenance 

limitations. Additionally, core tanker wings provide concentrated 

expertise and experience on aerial refueling operations necessary 

-to better manage these critical resources. 

In summary, as America reduces its forward deployed forces 

and defense dollars, the DoD will rely more heavily upon highly 

mobile and highly trained forces capable of responding to 



operations across the spectrum of peace-to-war. A larger wing can 

support a long-term contingency on its own by avoiding duplication 

of equipment, supply, manpower, and more efficiently using in- 

place infrastructure to sustain a large number of aircraft. 

Obviously, the fewer locations we operate from, the less overhead 

manning, units, and facilities we need to support that operation. 

The.core tanker wing is designed with all this in mind and enables 

Air Mobility Command to craft a tailored force to deploy and 

sustain the principles of G b b a l  Reach -- Global Power. 







POINT PAPER 

SUBJECT: Grand Forks support for Integral Tanker Unit Deployment (ITUD) and additional 
taskings 

DISCUSSION: This paper evaluates the level of support by Grand Forks AFB for the ITUD 
program and additional taskings . 
- Grand Forks has provided about 20% of the ITUD support from Oct 93 through present. 

- Percent of time each ITUD was supported by Grand Forks. 

-- Deny Flight 14% 

-- South West Asia 24% 

-- European Tanker Task Force 29% 

-- Howard Tanker Task Force 12% 

-- Provide Comfort 18% 

- Grand Forks flew 34% of their sorties as lTUD employment sorties in -94. 

- Countries supported by Grand Forks from Oct 93 through present while supporting ITUD 
schedule. 

-- England, Italy, Saudi Arabia, Panama, Turkey, France . 

- Additional counties supported by Grand Forks. 
-3 

-- Canada, Spain, Japan, Portugal, China, Azores, Greece, Germany, France, Hong Kong, S 
Korea 

- Grand Forks has supported several other taskings from Oct 93 through the present. 

-- Supported 15 Air Shows in England, Canada, and the United States 

-- Grand Forks has supported over 90 Business Efforts including: Eglin, Hurlburt (Special 
Ops), Dyess, Edwards, Tinker, Altus, Charleston (C-17), Dover (C-5), Cannon, Robins, 
Travis 

I 
-- Additional Takings: Red Flags, Quick Force, Operation Restore Hope, Atlantic and 

Pacific Capstone, Uphold Democracy, Vigilant Warrior, Fleetex 93, Cope Thunder, Global 
Cruise, Global Reach, B-1 Speed Record 

-- \Supported 28 Pacific West Channel missions 

-- Supported over 20 Trans-atlantic Coronet missions 
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The Honorable Alan 3. Dixon 8 
Chairman -,. .-\: - -. sai,*, y.J., + , , . , , . . 
Defense Base Closu+s and i~fids~plin.n&':~mmi~.~i+i : , ,'$:i:k;i:;;; ,, , , 

: 
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Dear Mr. Chairman .$ .$ ;r 

U n i t e d  States Transportation Command (USTRISNSCOM) i s  concerned with 
the Defense Base Closure and ~eslignM8n~ Commis8ion'e addation o f  Grand 
F o r k 8  Air Force Bane (AFB) t o  the :list of installations for possible 
closure or realignmenL. -,:, h :-,* 

; =, * :a*  , 

Grand Forks AFB, w i t h  i t s  stratnqlc central location and extensive 
infrastructure, i s  idsalLy suited to 'support the Single Integrated 
Operational Plan (SIOP), fotce deployment8 to Europe, bouthuest Asia, 
and the eaciflc area. The w~sdom o f :  establishing a refueling wing a t  
Grand Forks was validated during. recent high priority oparationo 
including VIGILANT WPpIOEt., in,  ,Ira<?. ;!nd,. dS;UPqF,VT WPE , i n  Rwanda. This 
proven operational :caobbi 3Jty , . J :  ~rupwrts*'" ,. the 2 .  ,. retention of  t h i 8  
strategically ,located be&; --:' . - 14.- i ., ! ..,  

*,> :. 
USTRANSCOHv s tirborna tanker fbS'ae rruppartr deployment, employment, 

and redeployment of U - s .  forces worldwide. The KC-I35 portion of the 
tanker Sorco i s  locetod at three WCoreU sir refueling bases: Fairchild 
15FBt MGonnell AFB, KS; an0 Wand. Fozka AFB, ND. T h i s  mcorem brae 
concept allow8 us to censolidate ~ o ~ ~ ~ - , i n f + a a t r u c t u ~ o  and leverage our 
assets to best support the warfight3ng "Commanderr i n  Chief .  To close 
one of these "coreu bases and distribute the SC-135s t o  emallert less 
e f f i c ien t  "force packagesm will create unneaeaaary personnel turbulence 
in aurrent organLzations, roquize' force structure adjustmsn+ot end 
impair our ability to effectively execute assigned national mclbi l2 ty  
ml.ssion8. 

Request you , c a + r u + ~ ~  rq0i;lh ,thei: qnegat.i;6pi osp$y=ts ,of closing Grand 
Forks AFB with the attacffnt disrupfioc ;of , tbs, , f $o~e .~  .qiq c.'cCueling bar0 
~ o n c t p t  and decreased air  mobility eLEiofoncyi 'RR@ 'lcorfiW air refueling 
w i n g s -  offer the beat organizatiensl rfruature dlar meeting tho rigorous 
demands plaoad on this force, . Mtaining the XS-1358 a t  Orand Forks 
provides stability for our people and enhances our ability to carry Qut 
strategic mobility missions ;Ln support o£ national strategic objeativea- 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for your gracious note concerning my remarks at 
the recent hearing in Chicago. I appreciate your thoughtful 
consideration of the presentation made in support of retaining 
the Grand Forks Air Force Base. I am enclosing copies of "A 
White Paper on United States Air Force Core Tanker Wings" and the 
letter from the Commander in Chief of the U.S. Transportation 
Command which offer further support for maintaining the Grand 
Forks Air Force Base as a core tanker unit. 

I formally request that the enclosed documents be made a 
part of the official record and that copies be promptly 
distributed to the commissioners. 

Thank you for your cooperation, 

Enclosures 

- 
U.S. Sfenator 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 

post-it" Fax Note 7671 
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A WHITE PAPER 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
CORE TANKER WINGS 



CORE TANKIER WINGS 

The primary objective of the tanker (aerial refueling) forces 

during the Cold War was to support nuclear bomber forces under 

the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP). The basing 

requirements for tanker aircraft were dependent upon meeting the 

SIOP mission. Siace the end of the Cold War, the size and shape of 

the Air Force has been affected by many reorganization initiatives. 

These reorganization initiatives were designed so DoD could 

continue to meet our nation's military requirements despite a 

reduction in force structure and funding. At the heart of the Air 

Force's capability to meet these military requirements lies rapid 

Global Mobility. As our units return home from overseas bases and 

the defense budget decreases, America must rely on highIy mobile 

United States-based forces. Without the capability to project forces, 

conventional deterrence suffers, as does our ability to respond to 

an array of threats and conduct operations-other-than-war (OOTW). 

The core tanker wing is designed to support both the initial surge 

and long-term sustainmenVresupply efforts across the spectrum of 

military operations. 

Although the Cold War is over, a major requirement of our 

core tanker (currently the KC-135) remains supporting the SIOP 

mission. A core itanker wing must be fully capable of supporting 

bomber missions in a nuclear scenario by providing large offloads 

to ensure maximum response flexibility. Therefore, the SXOP 



mission is a paramount consideration for tanker basing. When the 

focus shifts to SIOP, the core tanker wing can immediately transfer 

its resources and energy to that mission. It can ease command and 

control issues, and minimize turmoil when tanker assets are 

transferred from Air Force component commands to the United 

States Strategic Command. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

process has closed or realigned 12 tanker bases since 1988. As a 

result, three core tanker wings have emerged. They are Fairchild 

AFB, WA; McConnell AFB, KS; and Grand Forks AFB, ND. 

Providing "Global Reach for hnerica" on short notice and for 

extended periods of time is the fundamental basis of these core 

tanker wings. A core tanker wing has inherent benefits not 

apparent in smaller geographically separated units. These include 

economy of force, unit integrity, and a concentration of expertise 

and experience. AH these benefits complement a smaller DoD. 

These core tanker wings can support the National. Military 

Strategy more elEciently than geographically dispersed smaller 

units. United States forces permanently assigned overseas have 

been reduced by six fighter wings and two Army divisions since the 

breakup of the Solviet Union. Operationally, a core tanker wing can 

support simultai~eous mission requirements and rapidly shift 

resources from: East to West Major Regional Contingency (MRC), 

from SIOP to OOTW deplloyments, and from support operations in 



CONUS or any theater around the world. Core tanker wings are 

also compatible with our shrinking defense dollars. Less personnel 

overhead is required when several squadrons are consolidated into 

a larger wing. Addditionally, there's a reduction in duplication of 

facilities and equipment with larger tanker wings, which is 

consistent with most Air Force wings. 

A core tanker wing can operate more effectively by 

maintaining unit integrity within a larger force. The synergistic 

benefits of a larger wing are more apparent during long term 

deployments. Smaller tanker units must combine and rotate 

personnel more often to sustain the same long term mission of a 

deployed core tanker wing. Tanker personnel are currently tasked 

extensively and are deployed on an average of nearly four months 

per year. The pressure on these people from this high operations 

tempo when corn'bined with the reorganization of our forces has 

been increased turbulence in their lives. Leadership at these core 

tanker wings deploy with their units and have a better appreciation 

of their personnel capabilities and historical aircraft maintenance 

Limitations. Additionally, core tanker wings provide concentrated 

expertise and experience on aerial refueling operations necessary 

.to better manage these critical resources. 

In summary,, as America reduces its forward deployed forces 

and defense dollars, the DoD will rely more heavily upon highly 

mobile and biglily trained forces capable of responding to 



operations across the spectrum of peace-to-war. A larger wing can 

support a long-tenm contingency on its own by avoiding duplication 

of equipment, supply, manpower, and Inore efficiently using in- 

place infrastructure to sustain a large number of aircraft. 

Obviously, the fewer locations we operate from, the less overhead 

manning, units, and facilities we need to support that operation. 

The.core tanker sing is designed with all this in mind and enables 

Air Mobility Command to craft a tailored force to deploy and 

sustain the principles of Global Reach -- Global Power. 







POINT PAPER 

SUBJECT: Grand Forks support for Integral Tanker Unit Deployment (ITUD) and additional 
tas kings 

DISCUSSION: This paper evaluates the level of support by Grand Forks AFB for the ITUD 
program and additional taskings . 

- Grand Forks has provided about 20% of the ITUD support from Oct 93 through present. 

- Percent of time each ITUD was supported by Grand Forks. 

-- Deny Flight 14% 

-- South West Asia 24% 

-- European Tanker Task Force 29% 

-- Howard Tanker Task Force 12% 

-- Provide Comfort 18% 

- Grand Forks flew 34% of their sorties as ITUD employment sorties in FY94. 

- Countries supported by Grand Forks from Oct 93 through present while supporting ITUD 
schedule. 

-- England, Italy, Saudi Arabia, Panama, Turkey, France , 

- AdditionaI counties supported by Grand Forks. 

-- Canada, Spain, Japan, Portugal, China, Azores, Greece, Germany, France, Hong Kong, S 
Korea 

- Grand Forks has supported several other taskings from Oct 93 through the present. 

-- Supported 15 .Air Shows in England, Canada, and the United States 

-- Grand Forks has supported over 90 Business Efforts including: Eglin, Hurlburt (Special 
Ops), Dyess, E:dwards, Tinker, Altus, Charleston (C-17), Dover ((2-9, Cannon, Robins, 
Travis 

-- Additional Takings: Red Flags, Quick Force, Operation Restore Hope, Atlantic and 
Pacific Capstone, Uphold Democracy. Vigilant Wanior, Fleetex 93, Cope Thunder, Global 
Cruise, Global Reach, B-1 Speed Record 

-- Supported 28 Pacific West Channel missions 

-- Supported over 20 Trans-atlantic Coronet missions 
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'W -. . 
Dear Mr. Chairman : .F+:. . .- 

United d t a t e s  ?'ransportation Command (USTRANSCOM) is concerned wi th  
the Defense Base Clssure and ~ealighhienc Commission's a d d l t i o n  of Grand 
F a r k s  Air Force Base (APB) to t h e , s _ : l i ~ t  o f  i n ~ t a l l i s t i o n 8  Ior possible 
closure or realignmenL. I. .a,-,* . .,,..aL. .-,i . . . .  

Grand Forks AFB, with it:, strat igic  central Location and axt;enaive 
infrastructure, i e  ideally su i ted  to buppoxt the Single Integrated 
Operational P lan  (STOP), force deplofl0nt8 to Europe, Southwest Asia, 
and the Pacific area. Xha viadom of:$.establishing a rcfuslihg wing a t  
Grand Fork8 was validated during recent high priority opetations 
l n o l  uding V I G I N T  WARRIOR., in . ~rag::a?,d,, dSU!$O,PT .-HOPE: I i n  Rwanda.  his 
proven operational ?ca~abii$ty < . J :  ' .huppgrts . .,>; then;i,'r.rctention of thi8 
s t r a t e g i c a l l y  ,located bas'ec; ' . . I  , . '4.- '.i . , 1 1  .+,';\ , .r.* 

.a,>. $' ,< a<,:. . 
USTRANSCOHvs si-rborne tan5sr fo&e supports daployment, employment, 

and redeployment of U-9. forces worldwide. The KC-135 p o r t i o n  of t h s  
tanker force i s  loccited at three wcorea a i r  refueling bases: Fairchild 
AFB, War ML;;Connall AFB, KB; bncl Grapd . , ._,..a .Forks 1. AFB, ND. Thia "corea b 8 ~ b  
concept allowa us to consolidata,ous,,,infrastructure and leverage our  
assotn to beat support the watfi'ghtS6q 'Commandere in Chief. To close 
one of these "coren bases and distribute the KC-1356 to smaller, less 
efficient "force packagesn will crsate unneceedary patabhnel turbulence 
Ln ourrent organizations, require- force structure sdjuatments, end 
impair our ability to efCectively execute ass igned  national mability 

:' . mj.ssions . 
% '  

Requeat you ,car$fu;$y !i$i,+h ; th% ~ ~ , ~ g ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 ~ ~ , ~ . ~ ~ 3 ~ 0 f  cl?sing Grand 
Forka RFB with the rttsnqtnt ~disrup~i~,n;o~~tha,~~~i."e:~~~'air~~~efueling bmao 
~ o n s c p t  and Qesreaaed a i r  mobility :eflAoio+i,: The ::"jjria six +af~0lin. 
wing6  ' o f f  ex the best organizatianal :;'szruatur% for meeting the rigorous 
demands placed on ' t h i s  force, , , . Rst.artning tho XC-135. . a t  drand Porker 
provides a t a b i l l t y  f o r  our people ."a';;d enhances our  ability te carry out 
strategic mobility missions in support QS nat iona l  s trategic  objeotivaa. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

- t .  

\v:, , 

June 19, 1995 

The Honorable Byron Dorgan 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Dorgan: 

Thank you for forwarding to me a copy of "A White Paper on United States Air Force 
Core Tanker Wings" and a letter fiom General Robert L. Rutherford, Commander-in-Chief of the 
United States Transportation Command expressing his support for the KC-1 35 mission at Grand 
Forks AFB. I have forwarded a copy of the materials to my fellow Commissioners and welcome 
your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon rn 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

June 10,1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The new National Guard Armory on Fort Ritchie, Maryland was not included in the 
initial data calls for property inventory. Consequently the facility was not considered in the 
development of the DoD recommendation, and no costs were associated with its continuation. 
Discussion between the Commission and your s t ,  indicates the Armory is sited on Fort Ritchie 
property, and it is the Army's desire to enclave the facility if the Commission adopts the DoD 
recommendation to close Fort Ritchie, Maryland. 

Request you iden* any one-time and recurring costs associated with enclaving the 
National Guard Armory at Fort Ritchie, Maryland, Please provide the Commission with cost 
information by element of expense and category (one-time or recurring) by June 16, 1995. 

If you need any clarification of the data, please contact Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst, 
at 696-0504, ext 197. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. I apologize for the short suspense, but 
believe you understand the accelerated time constraints under which the staff is working. 

Sincerely, 

ar A. Bro S d 3 $ M  
Army Team ~ e d e r  
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, DC 2031 0-0200 

June 12, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
ATTN: Mr Brown 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

As requested in your 10 June 1995 letter, The Army is pleased to provide the following 
information regarding Fort Ritchie, MD and the National Guard Armory. 

The National Guard Armory was only recently activated and is located on the corner of Ft 
Ritchie. It is 100% state run and is essentially self-sufficient with the exception of water. The 
enclave request allows them to retain the licensed land they occupy. The only one-time cost that 
may result from this enclave is the drilling of a well for water, if the new owners do not allow 
them to acquire the water from them. This would be an implementation issue. 

Q COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 2220Q 
703-696-0604 

A U N  J. DlXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMlSSlONERS: 
AL CORNELU 
ReercCk COX 

June 10,1995 GPN J. 8. DAVIS, UBAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROEIUZS, JR., USA (RET) 
WLNDI LOUISE STKELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The new National Guard Armory on Fort Ritchie, Maryland was not included in the 
initial data calls for property inventory. ConsequentIy the facility was not considered in the 
dcvclopmcnt of the DoD recommendation, and no costs were associated with its continuation. 
Discussion between the Commission and your staff indicates the Annory is sited on Fort Ritchie 
property, and it is the Army's desire to enclave the facility if the Commission adopts the DoD 
recommendation to close Fort Ritchie, Maryland. 

Request you idcntify any one-time and recurring costs associated with enclaving the 
National Guard Armory at Fort Ritchie, Maryland. Please provide the Commission with cost 
information by element of expense and category (one-time or recurring) by June 16,1995. 

If you nced any clarification of the data, please contact Rick B m ,  Army Team Analyst, 
at 696-0504, ext 197. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. T apologize for the short suspense, but 
bclicvc you undcmtand the accelerated time constraints under which the staff is working. 

Sincerely, 

** T O T A L  P A G E . 8 8 1  **- 
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From: Paul G. Freund To: William T. Harvey Date: 6\9/95 Time: 09:16:47 

Frlclay. Jlillc 09. 1995 R 59 51 AM lo I l l  Hrowli 

Page I of 6 

PSsasa rc:f =r b rf~:t pyxt ,-,f 
% r t > y p ~ s  r". -*-. 

P O I N T  PAPER O N  RELOCATION O F  
Crscos.\ a-2 

T H E  U.S. ARRIY DEFENSE XRIhIUNITION CENTER A N D  S C H O O L  (USXDXCS) 

Assumptions: 

The Sa\,a~uia Arm!. Depot Acti\.it!., Ilhiois, 1~111 be closed as reconmiendecl b!. tlie Sccretar!. o f  
Defense arid USADACS wdl require a new home. 

Tlit. HRAC C o n m u s s i o ~ ~  1~111 o\.erride tlie Secretar!. of Defense recomnit~ndntion to rralign Thr. 
Sierra Arm\ Depot, Califc~rnia a n d  it coidd be tlie heddown location for USADACS. 

USA LIACS Mission Elements: 

"rnurlitions training, logistics eng$rieering, explosive safet!., denulitarization research and 
cic\.elo~nient, teclirucal assistance, and career management"' 

Sierra S ~ i i  ta hilitv - Mission Support: 

,\ Iiitirt1~1ti~ Trrrrti~tis - Tlie Sierra A r n ~ v  Depot stores oirer 200,OOO short tons (-418 million 
pounds) of ni~uutions used b\. all ser\,ices. This \.ariet~. w o ~ d d  easily acconmiodate tlie rieeds to 
hain students in m ~ u u  tions characteris tics, hanriluig, and management. 

Tile extensii-e range complex includes designated areas for use h!. pistol; 50 cnliher, M- lb, 
M-203 weapons. These are the tvpe facilities requjl.ecl iri the bduling of n~unitions personncll 
and their associated st.c~u.it!. forces. 

Lo~1stri.s F t i ~ i ~ i c ~ t ~ r i ~ i ~  -Sierra has ~ u h n u t e d  expansicm capaPd~t\*,  ui aciciihon to o\,er 300 ni~lcs  
of roads, an uiternal ra11 s\.stt.m witli two locornoh\.es and 59 nules hark; and its own, CT-5 
capable airfield 

When combined witli 2 3 nxiUion ft' of ~lareliouses arid 799 weapcxis igloos, with 12 stnndard 
magazines, the USADACS s l io~dd 1ia.e nn~ple  space, i rhnshuchue,  and facilities fcx  an\. 
logistics engi,inrering exercise or scenario e\.aluation. 

Tlie above ivo~dd pro\,ide outstanclbig support to tlie a~icdlarv tasks of transportahilitv testins 

l ) c ' ~ l l ~ / ~ t r ~ r ~ : r ~ t ~ ~  Rc~~~r1rc.11 t?/iri r ) c ~ 7 ~ t 7 / o ~ v i 1 ~ ~ ~ i t  - Tlie fachties, licenses, and dailv operations at Siclrra 
\vould more robust]\ support this portion of tlie USADACS mission than a n \  ot1it.r Arm\ 
11ist,1 Llatlo~i could. 

Tlie demilitarization capacit!. of Sierra is seconcl to none in tlie Departnient of Ilt.fcrisc. I t  
inc li~cies 14 Open Detona tion Pits, each appro\.ed for 1C1,OOO pounds nct explosi1.e \vci?;ht 
(NEW).  This pro\.ides a 140,OOO p o ~ u i d  capacit! The chart helow liighliglits tlie sipiific.anc-e of 
Sierra's (SlAt)) capabilit\. . b\. - clispla\.hg it in rclationsliip to other munitions depot capal7ili tics. 
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From: Paul G. Freund To: William T. Harvey Date: 6\9\95 Time: 09:17:32 
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Pcm-r r  APEK - r ~ ~ c x  ITION OF THE L1S AT) ACS FROhl S 4\ w 4 Wan DEPOT, IL  TO THE SIERRA 4 n n  L ~ E P U I .  C A PC.. 2 

C H A K T  O N E  - D E h l l  LIT,AKIZ.ATION COhlF ,Ar \ lSONS 

I 

Conventional Ammo Demil Capabilities 
Days Required to Demil 140,000 Pounds 

1600 

1400 

1200 
73 

. 1000 
3 
CT 
$ 800 [s] 
V) 

$ 600 
n 

400 

200 

0 - 

L . .  1- 

Depot 

A h  AD - . \ ~u i~s to~ i ;  BGAD - Blue 2 t . t ~ ~ :  LEAD - LettelLeluie>: 
READ - Red RI\ el; SE.AD - Seneca; TE-ID - Toole; Sl AD - Srella 

Ln addition to tlie largest capabiht!. for denlilitarization of explosi~.es, tlie Sierra depot car1 also 
safe11 deshoi the energetic nia terials of large rocket motors. The c~urent  pernlil allows the 
Slerra depot to "static bturi" up  to 140,OCIO t~>iu ids  NEW and in J ~ u i e  tlie permit rt>ne\val \ v I I I  
in(-lease the limit to 160,OCICI poiuids. Sierra's experience h iur~ i~ ig  rocket motors ciates to 1989 
atid, wit11 sniall niodificahons cu+rer-\tl\- UI progess  to support the center srction of  he Inr!;t-st 
rockets, the depot will he  able to P ~ u n  rocket motors of an!. slzc 

Slcna also is lionie to a "one of a kuid" deactl\.ahon f~irnace for use in incinerat~ng L I ~  to 50 
t aliber niuni tions. T'liis Arnniiui~ tion Pecubar Eqiupnien t i tern is tlie 01111. one au tliot.lzrd I>\ thc 
Arm\. for use and \VLU so011 recei\.e a Part 6 Permit from tlie Statc of California Tlie new ptv.niit 
\ \ f i l l  allow Sierrn to use tlie f-~~rnace to uic-uierate sniall arms arnni~~~xition, primers, fi~./cs, and 
booster ma terial for 10 !.ears 

Tlle a h a  e denditarizatiori operating le\ els, procedures, facdities, and sites ha\ r all ncc essar! 
en\.irolmietital certihcahons 

Tlicsc assets are essential for USADACS training and huiction testing o f  explosi\.e matc>rials 
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Sierra Suitabilit~. - Facilit\. S ~ ~ p p o r t :  

111 addition to spet.ializecl i n f ~ a s h u c t ~ u e  and irdiermt capabili tics, tlie USA IIACS \trill r t .q~~irc 
at aclc>niic, restvircli, storage, nnd li\.uig facilities These were iden tifieci I>\. the IIepartnit>n t of 
tht> Armv d ~ u u i g  their BKAC 95 anal\.sis. niis Listing of fachtl. needs will be used to slit)\t' h o w  
the Slerr'l Arm\, Depot can more cost e f fe~ t i \ .~ l \ .  support tlie hcdclo\vn of the USAIIACS. Tit> 
so~ucr. of this ndc>rniation M ~ L U  be the Arni!.'s Cost of Base Realipmient Actions (CC>RI<A) Cost 
Model. 

Since the USADACS is c~urentlv located at The Sa\rn~uia Arniv Depot Activit!,, Illinois, the 
Arrn\,'s COBRA Cost Model for closuig Sa\,nlu~n contains all costs to relocate tlie school. I t  
identifies tlic nerd for $211.914 n a o n  in Militar!. Construction (MILCON) for f'ic-ilitirs to rno1.r 
USAIIACS to McAlester Army Anun~uution Plant, Oklalionia 

This cost estimate inclucles all prc>jected fiuicls riecessarv to rnoclif\. (rehab) existing facilities, 
bi~ild new facilities, and u p g a d e  facilities to nieet explosi\.e safetj. criteria. I t  also incluclcs the 
costs associated with design, site preparation, contingent!. huiding, and project 
supcr\.ision/ o\ersii$ t ,  etc. 

l i e  infc>rrnation below identifies tlie Department of tlie Arnlv's certified req~urenients for 
facilities for tlie USADACS campus and was extracted horn ;he Arm!.'s COBRA AS4--la 
Scenario Fde:-' 

TABLE ONE - USXDXCS F . 4 ~ 1  LlTY R ~ ~ U l r i E h l ~ ~ r s  

MI1 .CON for Base: McAlester, OK 

All Costs in $K 

ID T E S T  F.4C : O T H E R  

'.All b l t l c o n  C o s t s  ~ r i c l u d e  D e s t g i ,  S i t e  P r e p r a t t o n ,  C o n t t t i g e n c y  Pliuui~ng, iind SIOH Cosls w l i r r - e  a p ~ l ~ c n l - l e .  

' I ~ e ~ ~ . ~ r t r i i e r ~ t  0 1  tl ie .b711~. Ease C1c~si1t.e ruid Rerdigru~ierit C10sirr.e (6R.4C) '45. CO6R.A Reports. h l ~ i l i  !')V5. pg. 0.4. 'Tlir llat;tss 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ < l ~ ~ i t . < i  I n  1111s 1.rpo17 \ l o  riot s p e i ~ t r i d l v  i d e r i t ~ t v  t l i r  I t l ie [ten1 hI I I -CON ios ts  assoirateti wit11 l l ie  h l i . 4 l e s t ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ t 1 ~ ~ 1 1 .  ;\ 
r.e\.le\.\. 01 11it. s<>Lll.ir COBR.4 S ie r~ar io  12epirlt (454-4a.CBR) pr .o \ .~~lec l  tlir ilet.ul. 

C'OtiR.-\ Sien.u>a Report .kS-I--la.C6R. X l r l r t ; i 1 ~  COI~S~IU~~IOI~ .Assets (COtiR.4 \ .5 .OQ) - Page 2 / 3 ,  Data .As 0 1  O7:17 iIL)/;Cl/ lVc)-I. 
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As can be seen horn Table One above, the Arn~v  anticipates tlie need for 40,000 square feet of 
nerv construction to relocate the school to McAlester 

The Sierra Depot has a significant n~miher  of facilities, of the t!.pes req~Lirecl, alreadv built and in 
exc~ellent c-onciition. E\:en more space will be a\.ailable in JLLI\. 1996 ~ ~ I i e n  the \vithclra\val of a 
special mission and its associated persolme1 is conipleted. C~u.rent and Jul! 1996 facilities that 
n~ill be a\.ailahle are listed below, b!. t!.pe: 

TABLE TWO - SIERRA X R h i Y  DEPOT FxCILI'TIES 

When the facllit\. - tvpes - and space in Table T n ~ o  are applied to the USADACS req~~ircnicnts,  the 
need for new consbuclion is reduced h!, 4490. T i e  next table S ~ ~ O \ \ J S  tlie Arm\ proposal for 
n i n \ . i n ~  tlie USAIIACS to McAlester alo~igsicle the ahilit!. to house the cc~iiter and sc-liool at 

. 
T\.pe 

Applied histruction 

An~nio  Reno~.ation 
and Denul 

Gencral Adn~iri 

General Instruction 

Other Support 

Co\~crnnl t~n t 
Hous~ng  

E~ulci i t i~  
Identifier 

67 1 

403 

593 
599 
~740 
lh6 
lb7 
168 
1 f39 

597 
670 

672 

165 
144 

Anledee 
C o ~ u t  

Laliontan 
Colut 
Siena 
CoLut 

Square 
Footage 

13,6110 

2,400 
58,000 
1 1,460 

5,344 
12,118 1 
25,380 
6,932 
6,932 
h,932 

13,lOO 

7,449 
8,045 

24,410 

4,1122 
7,500 
4,671 

b0,917 

51,012 

120,080 

Use 

Adnurusba ti\,e 

Auciitori~ml 
T r a u ~ i g  
Aninlo Ren/ Denul 

A n m o  Relio\'a tion 
An~nio  Denul 
Anuno Reno1.d tion 
Dornutor~. 
Dol.nii tor\. 
Dornlitor~. 
Dormitor\,/ Achun 

Acinl i r~  

A n ~ m o  Shop 

Unung Hall 
Eating Portion 
Cuesthouse 
Portion 

I<eniar ks 

Built in 1980 ns Acinl~ri 
General I ' L L ~ ~ o s ~ . ,  Applied 
Iristruction, & Special 
Weapon Magazine 

Convert from storage 

Currentl\, \,a(-clnt 

B~ul t  as 48-man barracks 
Built as 48-man bcirracks. 
B ~ ~ i l t  'is 48-man bal-rat ks 
Riult as 80-man ba rrac ks 
with acinlin spare in 19911. 
Built iri 1957. 
B~ul t  in 1979 as Securit\. 
Read\. BtulcAh~g 
Built iri 1980 as Spt>cial 
Weapons Shop 

40 Units, l 7 ~ 1 1 l t  ui I975 

40 Uruts, L > L L I ~ ~  i n  1975 

80 Units, b ~ u l  t in 1987 
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Sic.rra. I t  rec.aps the square footage progranm~ed for rehab or neiv consh-uction at McAlestr.r 
shown in Table One and offers an alternati\.e usuig t l i c  Sierra facilities \vliicli \ % r i l l  be a\,ailahlt. 
in J u l \  1996. As tlie table will slin\v, Sierra has achi-it1istra1ii.e and t-raining ftacilitit>s in placv, 
read\. to accommodate the USADACS for less expense than t l i c b  Arni!.'s proposed ac,tic>n. 

Tliere is a cost effective option to tlie Arn~\, 's  proposal to relocate tlie USADACS to McA1cstt.r 
Army Anmiiulition Plant-it's called the Sierra Arm\  Depot. 

rlrscription 

.-\ T'I'L. I E K) I NST GLDG 

RDT& E PRL3DIICTlON 
(;EN P(.iKl'CXE .ADhllN 

(;EN INSI' 1'IL.DG 

lV.-\l<F.t lC~llS1i 

~ ~ I C ~ ~ I I L I L - . ~ I ~ ~  

-rot A I  N ~ ~ L V  CC)IISI I.LIL-I 1~311 

l i e  S ~ ~ r r a  Arm\. Depol has tlie nfiash.uchu.e, pernuthng, and facil~ hes a lreacl\. In plat e and 
a\.a~lablc to I3eddown tlie cenler and school as a world class operahon 

A nio\.e to Sierra \vo~dd reduce tlie MILCON reqiurenient b\. approxiniatel\ 4A40, sa\.ing tlic 
taxpa\,ers about $9.2 nuUic>n This represents o\?er 24% of the entire progran~nie~i  anioi~nl  for 
tlic Sn\,aniia c1osuu.e. Kecog~iizi~ig budget quahtj. estimates coudd change the abo\.e projec-tioris 

44% sii~rlllrr rrqrrirrirrri~t 

I11 addition to tlie ciu-ect nussion facilities a\:ailable for use by tlie USADACS, tlie housing 
sih~ation is excellent. 6\. Jud\. 1996, tlie prc>jected occupaticy of Mhta ly  Fanul!. Housing rzril.l be 
less than 159; and tlie bachelor quarters will he enipt\,. This means nearl\. all of Sierra's housing 
could be conunitted to tlie center's persoruiel and sh~den ts .  Since tlie Secretary of Defense 
emphasized the in~portance of housing for o ~ u  service nien-thers and their fanulies in his hudt;c~t 
subnussion to tlie Congress in Fehruarv, i t  \vould seem \vise to make use of these \.a1 ua hle 
assets. 

Tlic Sierra Arm\  Depot also Iias a complete suite of recreational and support facilities. These 
includt.: Cl~tb ,  Borzfling Alle\,, I..iPrar\,, Post Exchange, Conin~issar\., Theater, Fitness C'cntct. 
wit11 Nautilus Eq~upnient, Haseball Fields, Soccer Field, Termis Courts. 

Finall\., Sierra is located beside a nlajnr national liigliwa\., niicl\va\. between Susanvillr, 
C'alifc~rnia, the Seat of Lassen Cotuit!., and Reno, Ne\.ada. Susan\.ille is a full ~ e r \ , i c ~ ~  
c~on~ni~uut !~  offering ari ideal fanul!- envirormient and ample housuig opporhuuties \vliilt. Rcno 
affc7rcis eas! access to niajor bansportation hubs. 

S~mmlar\-:  

Aic,4lester 

Lrse 
14,000 

47,000 
14,00C, 

20,000 

0 

2s.000 

61dg 

671 

403, 599, C;(U 
16i> l Gc?, -507, G O  

672 

671 
r 2, ').XI 

Nerv 

30,000 

0 
0 

0 

20,000 

o 
-10,ooo 

S1er.1.a 

Llse 
34,000 

4S.921 
.4?,3?0 

24,400 

24,000 

5 .~1- l  

N e w  
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
.).) - r .  --,o.-o 
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and incl-eased transportation costs will e h l i n a t e  some of the reduc-tion, thr. sa\.ings \vill still hr 
substantial 
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STEPHEN HORN 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
129 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 
(202) 2 2 5 6 6 7 6  

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
4010 WATSON PLAZA DRIVE 

SUITE 160 
LAKEWOOD. CA 90712 

(310) 4 2 5 1 3 3 6  

COMMITTEE: 
TRANSPORTATION A N D  

INFRASTRUCTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

May 23, 1995 

COMMITTEE: 
GOVERNMENT REFORM A N D  

OVERSIGHT 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 

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

53 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to you today to further stress the importance of the irreplaceable contributions of 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard to the United States Navy, to the Department of Defense, and to our 
country. On April 28, 1995, officials from the City of Long Beach, Vice Admiral P. M. Hekman 
(Retired), and I testified before the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
regional hearing at the Westin Hotel in San Francisco, California. On May 8, 1995, the 
Congressional delegations from Maine and New Hampshire wrote to the Commission and raised 
issues pertaining to the addition of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard to the list of military installations 
being considered for closure. 

The City of Long Beach has carefully considered each of the issues raised by the MaineINew 
Hampshire Congressional delegation. We believe that many of the viewpoints presented by the 
MaineINew Hampshire Congressional delegation are significantly in error. We have, therefore, 
prepared a response to the MaineINew Hampshire congressional delegation's letter of May 8, 1995, 
addressing each issue. We respectfully request that the Commission andlor its staff carefully 
consider the City of Long beach response to each issue raised by the MaineINew Hampshire 
Congressional delegation. A copy of the may 8, 1995 letter and issue paper is enclosed. 

Thank you for considering the factual data which we have submitted in response to the 
MaineINew Hampshire Congressional delegation May 8, 1995, letter. If you require further 
information or have questions, please contact Vice Admiral P.M. Hekman (Retired) (703) 525-3403, 
Mr. Larry Taub (202) 546-3414, or Mr. Eric Swedlund, of my staff, (202) 225-6676. 

With kindest regards, 

U. s . Representative 

Enclosures 
cc: AZ Cornella 

Rebecca Cox 
Gen. J. B. Davis, USAF (Ret) 
S. Lee Kling 
RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret) 
MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA (Ret) 
Wendi Louise Steele 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



MILITARY VALUE ASSESSMENT 

Drydocks ; 

The Navy's military value figures regarding capabilities is essentially valid. The point 
made in the letter, using the words, "and perform work on", distorts the issue and is not a valid 
point. The fact is, work can be performed on every class of ship in the Navy's inventory at the 
Long: Beach Naval Shipyard. The shipyard need not be "nuclear certified" in the technical sense, 
since this term largely refers to personnel qualifications for working on nuclear components. The 
Navy routinely uses its inventory of qualified personnel to work on nuclear components outside 
of (so-called) nuclear certified shipyards. The Navy cannot send many types of ships to the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. Thus, the difference in military value. The Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard finishes last in every scenario. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard score is not inflated. 

Production workload; 

The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard does not possess a surface ship overhaul experienced 
workforce, and their claim to direct transferability of skills (because they work on "more 
complicated" ships) is not true. The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard does not possess the shop 
infrastructure to work on equipment normally carried by surface ships (missile launchers, guns, 
gas turbines, fire control and search radars, variable pitch propulsion systems, etc.). Nor is the 
Surface Force Type Commander anxious to expend his limited maintenance dollars in a shipyard 
with the very high manday rates characteristic of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard when the work 
can be done cheaper in the Norfolk Naval Shipyard or in the private sector, where the workforce 
and the infrastructure already exists, as well as the capacity, in a very competitive environment. 
The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard could never succeed in a publiclprivate competitive world. (as 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard can - and does). 

The City of Long Beach is correct in questioning the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard scores. The 
500 mile rule, if used for both yards, should result in a much higher score for the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard because of that yard's ability to accept every class of ship in an emergency. The 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard simply cannot do that, because it lacks the infrastructure for anything 
larger than a frigate. 

The Regional Maintenance Concept leadership resides in Atlantic Fleet Headquarters, 
Norfolk, Virginia; not in Kittery, Maine. Moreover, the PortsmouthINew London concept is 
similar to the Long BeachISan Diego concept in terms of quality of life, and is perhaps worse, 
only the Navy doesn't discuss the quality of life impact of the former; only the later. 

EXCESS NUCLEAR CAPACITY 

The Finding discussion makes no rational sense. This is the same "we don't know the future 
of submarines" argument the Navy used before, when all else failed to produce the desired result. 
It is not possible to actually quantify excess capacity in the context of total possible capacity 
because the Navy has placed restrictions on the surge factors. There is no doubt however that 



there is very little surge capacity at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. The Navy failed to consider 
private sector existing and surge capacity for submarine work as well. Yet, regardless of the 
existence or lack of merit to the argument, there exists a recognized excess of nuclear capacity 
for any rationally foreseen nuclear work, exclusive of the private sector. And no single shipyard 
had an advantage over any other as the criteria was equally applied. 

AGE AND MAINTENANCE OF THE PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD DRYDOCKS 

Drydock No. 2 was built in 1905, and still contains production systems of that era. This 
drydock was upgraded over the years, the last major upgrade occurring in 1992 - which essentially 
closed the shipyard to any meaningful work while in progress. This upgrade was facilitated by 
language in the military construction appropriations bill which directed that all shipyard military 
construction funds for two years be spent only at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. The upgrades 
went primarily into the construction of facilities and managerial offices at the head of the drydock, 
with lesser funds going into electrical and plumbing upgrades, along with the purchase of portable 
weather covers to be placed over the submarine while in dock; units already possessed by other 
shipyards. Regardless, this upgrade has done nothing to increase the militarylstrategic value of 
the yard. In actuality, the militarylstrategic value has been reduced because the upgrades further 
limited the ability to place a surface ship in the largest drydock. The improvements were for the 
purpose of improving efficiency. The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard manday rates and costs of 
overhaul remain among the highest in the nation. Its three docks are simply too small to accept 
the vast majority of the Navy's ships. 

CAPACITY TO WORK ON NUCLEAR SUBMARINES 

The Issue, as stated, is simply not true. There is no attempt to perform submarine work at 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard; and the City of Long Beach has never made this argument. 
Performing submarine overhauls is neither necessary nor desirable, and the closure of the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would not change this. 

The fact remains, however, that work on all type ships can be accomplished at the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, if necessary to do SO; simply via the temporary assignment of personnel who are 
qualified to do the work. This is a facilities argument! This claim cannot be made by the Navy 
for the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, due to the very limited nature of its infrastructure. 

Thus, these three pages can be set aside as not being relevant to the issue. 

UNIQUENESS OF THE PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is not unique in its ability to refuel 688 class submarines. 
Refueling can be accomplished at the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, at the Puget Sound Naval 



Shipyard, and (by 1997) at the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. In addition, Newport News can 
refuel 688 class submarines with little preparation. This fact was confirmed in a May 12, 1995, 
telephone conversation between VADM (Ret) P. M. Hekrnan, former Commander of the Naval 
Sea Systems Command, and the President and CEO of Newport News, Mr. Phillips. Mr Phillips 
conf i i s  the ability for Newport News to refuel two and possibly three SSN-688's simultaneously, 
and is completing a $300 million new nuclear refueling complex. Newport News designed the 
688's, is the Design Planning Shipyard for the Class, and constructed about half of these 
submarines. Their productivity and efficiency in this class is unparalleled. 

The Submarine Maintenance Engineering, Planning,and Procurement (SUBMEPP) 
organization argument carries no weight, as this is an organization totally independent of the 
shipyard. There is a consolidation decision to move SUBMEPP onto shipyard property, however, 
there is presently no useable space for them. SUBMEPP is housed in bargain rate and perfectly 
adequate offices in a complex that could not make it, economically. Their presence where they 
are is a good deal for both the Navy and the local economy. 

The "parallel refueling" claim has never been proven, and is considered to be infeasible. 
Moreover, it is not necessary, nor would it improve efficiency. In 1991, NAVSEA rejected this 
claim as Infeasible from a space/volume standpoint. In addition, the weather covers could not be 
used if a parallel docking were used. Lastly, NAVSEA (in 1990-1991) considered the concept 
to fail from a refueling safety standpoint. This idea has lain dormant since that time. 

THE PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD AS THE SSN 688 CLASS "CENTER OF 
EXCELLENCE" 

The Navy has essentially abandoned the so-called "Center of Excellence" concept as being 
incompatible with the BRAC process. Though there is merit in the idea, it doesn't fit the times. 

Newport News is the Design and Planning Yard for the SSN 688 Class. Electric Boat is a 
sub-contractor for part of this work. It is not a "sharing" arrangement. The Navy is scrapping 
all the SSN 637's. 

The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard's claim concerning "688 experience" is coincidental, and only 
holds up because Mare Island is closing. The argument has nothing to do with capability or with 
capacity. The real issues that should be considered are (1) militarylstrategic value, and (2) excess 
capacity. This is where the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard comes up short, with no way to stretch 
militarylstrategic value, and is in an obvious over-capacity position, even not counting the 
extensive capacity, capability, and experience in the private sector. 

The Mare Island Naval Shipyard actually had a much stronger case for remaining open than 
did the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard in the last BRAC round, except on the basis of excess 
capacity. The Charleston Naval Shipyard had a military value substantially higher than the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. There is no technical capability at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 



that cannot be quite easily t r ans fed  to the Norfolk Naval Shipyard or to the Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard, as is being done presently with the closures of the Philadelphia, Charleston, and Mare 
Island Naval Shipyards. 

THE PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD PERFORMING NON-NUCLEAR SURFACE SHIP 
WORK 

The discussion in the letter is based upon false premises. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard has 
never claimed to be a nuclear shipyard. 

It would definitely be expensive to perform surface ship work at the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. One need only look at their manday rate, and the fact the shipyard is already subsidized 
by higher than actual manday rates in shipyards such as the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is now scrambling (and that's the correct word) to prove they also 
have a surface ship repair capability, simply because there is not enough work in their specialized 
field to justify remaining open. The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is used reluctantly for Tiger 
Teams due to their high cost and narrow capability. The full impact of this is only now being 
recognized with the closure of the Charleston Naval Shipyard and particularly the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard, which was the favored shipyard for this work, because it was the cheapest and 
had the best quality. 

The NOTE on this page is simply a twisting of words to design a statement that was never 
made. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard never claimed an ability to do nuclear work; only that 
nuclear work d d  be performed in the Long Beach Naval Shipyard in similar manner to that now 
being performed in ports all over the world by qualified work crews from nuclear qualified 
shipyards. This is similar to the work performed at the Long beach Naval Shipyard when, for 
several years, nuclear surface ships were homeported at the Long Beach Naval Station. 

PEARL HARBOR REFUELING FACILITY 

The fact the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard doesn't like the facilitization of the Pearl Harbor 
Naval Shipyard, and cannot stop it, does not change the fact that it is occurring on schedule. The 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard didn't complain when congressional actions designated all the Navy's 
shipyard military construction funds to the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, to the detriment of other 
shipyards, in an attempt to "save Portsmouth". 

SHORT TERM WORKLOAD FOR NAVAL SHIPYARDS 

There is no statistical basis for the statement that Naval shipyards will be fully loaded with 
nuclear work through the next century. This is pure speculation, not supported by the Navy's own 
data base. Moreover, once again private sector capacity exists. 



ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT 

We are not able to assess this area of the letter as we have no access to the numbers used by 
its authors. We project that the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard would have similar or 
even greater economic impacts. 
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The Honorable Stephen Horn 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Horn: 

Thank you for your letter which responds in detail to issues raised by the Maine 
and New Hampshire congressional delegations about the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I 
appreciate the information which you have provided to us and welcome your comments. 
You may be certain that a copy of your letter and the supporting information on the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard will be provided to each Commissioner as well as the Commission 
st& for their review. 

I was pleased that you were able to participate during the Commission's June 13 
congressional hearing recently. I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted 
to this difficult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have 
additional information to bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
!Arlington, V A 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

During the last several weeks the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has been receiving 
indications that some on the Commission are concerned about the potential impact on 
readiness of the large scale reassignment of management responsibility for items of supply 
inherent in the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to disestablish the Defense 
Industrial Supply Center (DISC). These concerns were laid out in a package prepared by 
the DISC chapter of the Federal Manager's Association (FMA), which your staff pro- 
videded us on 1 June 1995. Specifically, the FMA contends that the rate at which items 
must be transferred in order to meet the "proposed" schedule imposes unnecessary and 
substantial risk; and that this transfer of item management responsibility cannot be done 
without significantly degrading readiness. The FMA also contends that DLA overlooked 
appropriate "lessons learned" from Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 93 and the 
reorganization of the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC) in making our recom- 
mendation. In addition, the FMA questioned the economic viability of the recommenda- 
tion because they feel that the costs of effecting the item transfers have been significantly 
underestimated. 

The following paragraphs will briefly address the FMA's principal concerns and their 
underlying assumptions. However, before proceeding, it is worth stressing that DLA 
holds no mission or objective higher than supporting the readiness of the armed forces. 
Neither the Agency nor the Department would propose any action we felt had the poten- 
tial to impair or compromise military readiness. DLA is confident that consolidating items 
by the type of management required can be accomplished without adversely affecting 
readiness. 

With regard to the rate of transfer, the FMA contends that the timeframe proposed for 
moving the approximately 1 . 1  million items managed by DISC to the Defense General 
Supply Center (DGSC) is unrealistic. By their calculations, this will require relocating 
approximately 41,000 items per month, which, predicated on historical data (most notably 
the Consumable Item Transfer (CIT) Program Phases I and 11), the FMA asserts is about 
four times what is achievable. Using the same precedents, they suggest that a minimum of 
an 8 to 10 year period is required. 
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The FMA concern appears to be founded on .a misinterpretation of preliminary analysis 
and planning documents, and incomplete information. In particular, the 41,000 per month 
transfer figure presumes the bulk of the BRAC 95 reassignments will take place in only 
2 years, 1998 and 1999. Apparently, this was assumed to be the "proposed time frame" 
because it is what is reflected in a "notional" transfer schedule distributed by this 
Headquarters at a BRAC 95 implementation planning meeting in early May 1995, and 
because DLA made a corporate decision that the CIT Phase 11 item transfers planned for 
1996 and 1997 will take precedence over the BRAC 95 transfers. Neither the "notional" 
schedule nor the CIT decision were intended, or should be construed, as establishing a 
definitive time line. Giving CIT Phase I1 precedence does not mean that we will not also 
avail ourselves of the opportunity to start BRAC 95 item movements as soon as possible, 
nor does reflecting a notional end date of 1999 in preliminary planning documentation 
indicate that we will not use the full 6-year transfer period allowed by law if the need 
arises. 

It also needs to be understood that there is a considerable difference between reassigning 
active and inactive items. Of the I .  1. million items managed by DISC, over 600,000 are 
inactive and, consequently, involve minimal effort and negligible risk to relocate. Pre- 
dicated on 400,000 active items, there is adequate time to complete the recommended 
action even at the very conservative 10,000 items a month figure proposed by the FMA as 
a realistic transfer rate. However, we are confident that we can proceed faster without 
having to accept any undue risks. As relayed in our 25 April 1995 letter to the 
Commission, we have a wealth of experience in conducting large scale item transfers, 
having just completed the successful assimilation of over 750,000 CIT Phase I items from 
the Services, and will be applying the lessons learned from that evolution to the BRAC 
transfers. Just as importantly, we are taking advantage of improvements in information 
technology and the adoption of new business practices to significantly reduce the risks 
involved with conducting massive item transfers. The following subparagraphs speak 
briefly to each of these points: 

a. In analyzing what could have worked better in the CIT Phase I program, we 
discovered that most of the problems we encountered were directly related either to 
receiving items that were not properly prepared for transfer (insufficient technical inforrna- 
tion or other data, deficient asset position, etc.), or to Automatic Data Processing (ADP) 
system incompatibilities between the transferring Service and DLA. As the BRAC 95 
recommendation involves an internal reassignment action, the ADP system incompati- 
bility problem clearly does not apply. We are taking care of the preparation problem for 
both CIT Phase I1 and our BRAC 95 recommendation by establishing an organization to 
serve as an impartial "hub" to determine the fitness of an item to be transferred. We have 
also budgeted substantial sums to provide the labor and support necessary for the 
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transferring Inventory Control Point (ICP) to ensure that items are properly prepared. 
Simply put, an active item will not be reassigned unless it is supported with adequate 
technical documentation, appropriate contracts, and a full "pipeline." This should 
minimize the universe of items requiring immediate action by the receiving ICP and thus 
the potential for disrupting Service support. 

b. With respect to technological improvements, most of our business, both internal and 
external to the ICP, is now done electronically. In the past, transferring items required 
sorting, packaging, and moving huge amounts of hard to use paper records (item manager 
folders, contract correspondence, drawings, specifications etc.) needed to fill out the basic 
management information available in computer files. In contrast, for this transfer much of 
the critical ancillary data will be passed electronically using digitized images that are 
indexed and cross referenced to greatly simplify their employment by the receiving ICP. 
Furthermore, if the need should arise, the capability exists for us to quickly create 
llvirtual" organizations to access expertise wherever it may reside. This is being made 
even easier by the relocation of all our ICP data processing to the Columbus, OH, 
Megacenter this summer. 

c. As with the use of a "hub" and improved technology, our shift in business processes 
significantly abates the risks associated with reassigning items. More specifically, we are 
placing much more reliance on direct commercial support and on establishing long term 
contractual relations with our suppliers. We already have a broad spectrum of coverage in 
both areas and expect them to expand rapidly over the next several years. The effect is to 
substantially decrease the likelihood that transferred items will require near term procure- 
ments or other immediate corrective actions. This in turn gives the receiving ICP more 
time to familiarize itself with the new items, and the ability to concentrate its attention on 
what will be a much smaller universe of items requiring near term actions. 

As many of the concerns about the rate of transfer are unfounded, so is the attempt to 
extrapolate the problems encountered during the Defense Construction Supply Center 
(DCSC) reorganization along weapon system lines to our BRAC 95 recommendation. 
While it is true that DCSC's Supply Material Availability (SMA) rate declined after its 
reorganization, that did not translated into degraded readiness. If one looks at Mission 
Capability (MC) rates for the individual weapon systems one will find that they did not 
suffer any precipitous decrease due to DCSC managed materiel. This is due to both the 
ability of the ICP to differentiate between critical and non-critical items (and consequently 
focus its efforts on the important items), and DoD's multi-echelon supply system which 
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makes allowance for momentary interruptions in the wholesale level of support. It is also 
noteworthy that DCSC's SMA rate is rising rapidly and will soon be back to where it was 
before the reorganization approximately 18 months ago. 

The preceding is not intended to imply that the DCSC reorganization did not encounter 
some problems. However, the problems were largely internal management issues, and the 
Agency learned valuable lessons from those failures which, we believe, will assist us in 
assuring the movement of item management does not impact support to the Military 
Services. 

In the same vein, DLA does not believe, as asserted by the FMA, that the BRAC 95 
recommendation to transfer item management responsibilities is inconsistent with our 
decision in BRAC 93 not to propose merging DISC with DCSC in Columbus, OH. The 
concern in BRAC 93 was that the workforce would not transfer with the workload. The 
BRAC 95 recommendation was constructed to take maximum advantage of our trained 
workforce where it currently resides. Trained individuals would manage different items, 
but their experience would be retained. 

The FMA also expressed concern that the cost to transfer items was not considered. 
Discreet item transfer costs were not included in the Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) model runs. Such costs had not been separately recognized by DoD in the past. 
DLA also did not know the magnitude of the costs, given all the improvements anticipated 
in the transfer process. However, even using a worst case estimate, the General 
Accounting Ofice (GAO) concluded that the difference in Net Present Value would not 
be sufficient to change the recommendation. For your information, transfer costs have 
been included in the BRAC budget currently being developed, and the revised COBRA 
run provided to you. 

The FMA also appears to imply that a simple merger of DISC and DPSC, without 
transferring item management responsibilities, would have less impact on readiness than 
the Secretary's recommendation. On the contrary, the span of control and management 
problems inherent in overseeing two large and diverse management systems with little 
commonality in customers or vendors are far more likely to adversely affect readiness. 
Nor would such a merger allow DLA to take f i l l  advantage of the increasing emphasis on 
separating commercial type practices and materiel from weapon system related require- 
ments. As pointed out in the 24 May 1995 Report of the Commission on Roles and 
Missions of the Armed Forces, only by taking full advantage of commercial practices and 
putting greater reliance on the commercial sector, where feasible, can the DoD sustain 
readiness of forces and weapon systems in today's fbnding climate. 
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We do not mean to imply that there is no risk involved with our proposal, or that we can 
guarantee there will be no impact. It is readily admitted that transferring so many items 
will be a complex affair and require the utmost in carehl planning to ensure it is com- 
pleted without disrupting support. However, we firmly believe: we have the requisite 
expertise and skill to successhlly conclude this ICP consolidation; that the risks are well 
within acceptable bounds given the reduced threat environment; and that our assessment 
of what is prudent is in keeping with the Secretary of Defense's priorities. 

In closing, it is important to remember that with acquisition reform, new business 
practices, and the drop off in business attendant to the force structure reductions we 
simply no longer require three weapon system oriented ICPs. It would be regrettable to 
forego the savings available from our recommendation, and the direct contribution these 
savings could make to readiness, because of concerns about our ability to manage a 
process where we have repeatedly demonstrated our proficiency. We are certain we 
should proceed. 

Sincerely, 

Ly&LL# 
GEORGE . BABBITT 
Major ~ e n u l ,  USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 



06-12-1995 08:10 703 274 3966 DLA BRAC O F F I C E  
P. 02 

IN RLPLY 

R c p L R T o  CAAJ(BUC) 

DEFENSE LOC18TICS AGENCY 
HKADQUARTERB 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-1100 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

During the last several weeks the Defense Logistics A~ency (DLA) has bean receiving 
indications that some on the Commission are concerned about the potential impact on 
readiness of the large scale reassignment of management responsibility for items of supply 
inherent in the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to disestablish the Defense 
Industrial Supply Center (DISC). These concerns were laid out in a package prepared by 
the DISC chapter of the Federal Manager's Association (FMA), which your staff pro- 
videded us on 1 June 1995. Specifically, the FMA contends that the rate at which items 
must be transferred in order to meet the "proposed" schedule impoms unnecaoaary and 
substantial risk; and that this transfer of item management responsibility cannot be done 
without significantly degrading readiness. The FMA also contends that DLA overlooked 
appropriate "lessons learned" from Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 93 and the 
reorganization of the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC) in making our recom- 
mendation. In addition, the FMA questioned the economic viability of the recommends- 
tion because they feel that the costs of effecting the item transfers have b m  significantly 
underestimated. 

The following paragraphs will briefly address the FMA's principal concern and their 
underlying assumptions. However, before proceeding, it is worth atregsing that DLA 
holds no mission or objective higher than supporting the readiness of the armed forces. 
Neither the Agency nor the Department would propose any action we felt had the poten- 
tial to impair or compromise military readiness. DLA is confident that wnmlidating items 
by the type of rnanasernent required can be accomplished without adversely affacting 
readiness. 

With regard to the rate of transfer, the FMA contends that the timefiame propored for 
moving the approximately 1 . 1  million items managed by DISC to the Defense Genera) 
Supply Center (DGSC) is unrealistic. By their calculations, this will require relocating 
approximately 4 1,000 items per month, which. predicated on historical data (most notably 
the Consumable item Transfer (CIT) Program Phases I and II), the FMA w r t s  is about 
four times what is achievable. Usiny the same precedents, they suggest that a minimum of 
an 8 to I0 year period is required. 
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The FMA concern appears to be founded on .a misinterpretation of preliminmy analysis 
and planning documents. and incomplete information. In particular, the 41,000 per month 
transfer figure presumes the bulk of the BRAC 95 reassignments will take place in oniy 
2 years, 1998 and 1999. Apparently, this was assumed to be the "propoaod time frame" 
because it is what is reflected in a "notional" transfer schedule distributed by this 
Headquarters at a BRAC 95 implementation planning meeting in early May 1995, and 
because DLA made a corporate decision that the CIT Phase I1 item transfors planned for 
1 996 and 1 997 will take precedence over the BRAC 95 transfers. Neither the "notional" 
schedule nor the CIT decision were intended, or should be construed, as establishing a 
definitive time line. Giving CIT Phase I1 precedence does not mean that we will not also 
avail ourselves of the opportunity to start BRAC 95 item movemente aa soon ae possible, 
nor does reflecting a notional end date of 1999 in preliminary planning documentation 
indicate that we will not use the full 6-year transfer period allowed by law if the need 
arises. 

It also needs to be understood that there i s  a considerable difference betwmn reassigning 
active and inactive items. Of the I .  1 .  million items managed by DISC, over 600,000 are 
inactive and, consequently, involve minimal effort and negligible risk to relocate. Pre- 
dicated on 400.000 active items, there is adequate time to complete the recommended 
action even at the very conservative 10,000 items a month figure proposed by the FMA as 
a realistic transfer rate. However, we are confident that we can proceed faster without 
having to accept any undue risks. As relayed in our 25 April 1995 letter to the 
Commission, we have a wealth of experience in conducting large scale item transfers, 
having just completed the successfhl asrsimilation of over 750,000 CIT Phuse I items from 
the Services, and will be applying the leasons learned from that evolution to the BRAC 
transfers. Just as importantly, we art taking advantage of improvements in information 
technology and the adoption of new business practices to significantly reduce the risks 
involved with conducting massive item transfers. The following subparagraphs speak 
briefly to each of these points: 

a. In  snalyzin~ what could have worked better in the CIT Phase I program, we 
discovered that most of the problems we encountered were directly related aither to 
receiving items that were not properly prepared for transfer (insufficient technical informa- 
tion or other data, dcflcient assot position, etc.), or to Automatic Data Processing (ADP) 
system incompatibilities between the transferring Service and DLA, As the BRAC 95 
recommendation involves an internal reassignment action, the ADP system incompati- 
bility problem clearly does not apply. We are taking care of the preparation problem for 
both CIT Phase 11 and our BRAC 95 recommendation by establishin8 an organization to 
serve as an impartial "hub" to determine the Atncse, of an item to be transferred, We have 
also budgeted substantial sums to provide the labor and support necessary for tho 
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transferring Inventory Control Point (ICP) to ensure that items are properly prepared. 
Simply put, an active item will not be reassigned unless it is supported with adequate 
technical documentation, appropriate contracts, and a full "pipeline." This ahould 
minimize the universe of items requiring immediate action by the receiving ICP and thus 
the potential for disrupting Service support. 

b. With respect to technological improvements, most of our business, both internal and 
external to the ICP, is now done electronically. In the past, transferring items required 
8orting. packaging. and moving huge amounts of hard to use paper records (item manager 
folders, contract correspondence, drawings, specifications etc.) needed to fill out the basic 
management information available in computer files. In contrast, for this transfer much of 
the critical ancillary data will be passed electronically using digitized images that are 
indexed and cross referenced to greatly simpli9 their employment by the receiving ICP. 
Furthermore, if the need should arise, the capability exists for us to quickly create 
"virtual" organizations to access expertise wherever it may reside. This i s  being made 
even easier by the relocation of all our ICP data processing to the Columbus, OH, 
Megacenter this summer. 

c. As with the use of a "hub" and improved technology, our shift in buainesa processes 
significantly abates the risks associated with reassigning items. More specifically, we me 
placing much more reliance on direct commercial support and on establiahina long term 
contractual relations with our suppliers. We already have a broad spectrum of coverage in 
both areas and expect them to expand rapidly over the next several years, The oRkt is to 
substantially decrease the likelihood that transferred itcms will require near term procuro- 
ments or other immediate corrective actions. This in turn gives the receiving ICP more 
time to familiarize itself with the new items, and the ability to concentrate ite attention on 
what will be a much smaller universe of items requiring near term actions. 

As many of the concerns about the rate of transfer are unfounded, so ia the attempt to 
extrapolate the problems encountered during the Defense Construction Supply Center 
(DCSC) reorganization along weapon system lines to our BRAC 95 recommendation. 
While it is true that DCSC's Supply Material Availability (SMA) rate declined after its 
reorganization, that did not translated into degraded readiness. If one looks at Mission 
Capability (MC) rates for the individual weapon systems one will find that they did not 
suffer any precipitous decrease due to DCSC managed materiel. This is due to both the 
ability of the ICP to differentiate between critical and non-critical items (and consequently 
focus its efforts on the important itcms), and DoD's multi-echelon supply system which 
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makes allowance for momentary interruptions in the wholesale level of aupport. It ie also 
noteworthy that DCSC's SMA rate is rising rapidly and will soon be back to where it was 
before the reorganization approximately 18 months ago, 

The preceding is not intended to imply that the DCSC reorganization did not encounter 
some problems. However, the problems were largely internal management issues, and the 
Agency learned valuable lessons fiom those failures which, we believe, will assist us in 
assuring the movement of item management does not impact aupport to the Military 
Services. 

In  the same vain, DLA does not believe, as asserted by the FMA, that the BRAC 95 
recommendation to transfer item management responsibilities is inconsistent with our 
decision in BRAC 93 not to propose merging DISC with DCSC in Columbus, OH. The 
concern in BRAC 93 was that the workforce would not transfer with the workload. The 
BRAC 95 rccornrnendation was constructed to take maximum advantage of our trained 
workforce where it currently resides. Trained individuals would manage differant items, 
but their experience would be retained, 

The FMA also expressed concern that the cost to transfer items was not considered. 
Discreet item transfer costs were not includad in the Cost of Base Realignment Actiona 
(COBRA) model runs. Such costs had no1 been separately recognized by DoD in the past. 
DLA also did not know the magnitude of the costs, given all the improvements anticipated 
in the transfer process. However, even using a worst case estimate, the Guneral 
Accounting Ofllce (OAO) concluded that the difference in Net Present Value would not 
be sufftcient to change the recommendation. For your information, transfer cost8 have 
been included in the BRAC budget currently being developed, and the r e v i d  COBRA 
run provided to you. 

The FMA also appears to imply that a simple merger of DISC and DPSC, without 
transferring item management responsibilities, would have less impact on readineaa than 
the Secretary's recommendation, On the contrary, the span of control and management 
problems inherent in overseeing two large and diverse management systems with little 
commonality in customers or vendors are far more likely to adversely affect readiness. 
Nor would such a merger allow DLA to take full advantage of the increasing emphasis on 
separating commercial type practices and materiel from weapon system related require- 
ments. As pointed out in the 24 May 1995 Report of the Commission on Rolee and 
Missions of the Armed Forces, only by taking fi l l  advantage of commercial practices and 
putting greater reliance on the commercial sector, where feasible, can the DoD austain 
readiness of forces and weapon systems in today's funding climate. 
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We do not mean to imply that there ia no risk involved with our proposal, or that we can 
guarantee there will be no impact. It ia readily admitted that transfemng so many items 
will be a complex aflhir and require the utmost in careful planning to ensure it is com- 
pleted without disrupting support, However, we firmly believe: we have the requisite 
expertise and skill to euccesshlly conclude this ICP consolidation; that the risks are well 
within acceptable bounds given the reduced threat environment; and that our assessment 
of what is prudent is in keeping with the Secretary of Defensc'a priorities. 

In closing, it is important to remember that with acquisition reform, new business 
practices, and the drop off in businesa attendant to the force structure reductions we 
simply no longer require three weapon syatem oriented ICPs. It would be regrettable to 
forego the savings available from our recommendation, and the direct contribution them 
savings could make to readiness, because of concerns about our ability to manage a 
process where we have repeatedly demonstrated our proficiency. We are certain we 
should proceed. 

Sincerely, 

Cw&~i* 
G ORGE . BABBITT 
Major ~ o n u ,  USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 

- -  - - 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
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June 12, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay Blume (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

I am forwarding three items that require your assistance. 

First, I need Air Force comments on the attached "City of Sumter and Sumter County" 
briefing forwarded to the Commission on June 12, 1995. 

Second, the ICBM force structure provided to the Commission by the Air Force is 
inconsistent with the Nuclear Posture Review and the DoD recommendation to inactivate one 
ICBM field. . The North Dakota Congressional delegation has raised the issue of this 
inconsistency. The reason for this has been explained telephonically to our general c o n ~ l ,  but I 
need written documentation that it is the Air Force's intent that the ICBM force structure should 
be consistent with the Nuclear Posture Review and the DoD recommendation. 

Finally, what plans does the Air Force have for the Titan I missile hangar that presently 
houses Detachment 1, Space Systems Support Group, at Lowry AFB, since the DoD 
recommendation says nothing about closing this facility. It is our understanding that it is Air 
Force policy to avoid the creation of "islands of operations" within closed bases where 
alternatives already exist. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review, I would appreciate your written comments 
on these items no later than June 16, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 
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SUMTER BASE DEFENSE COMMllTEE 

TELEPHONE 
(803) 773-3371 
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(803) 778-2025 

Mr. Frank A. Cirillo, Jr., Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission i 

1700 N.Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

FROM : Mr. Thomas R. Olsen, Executive Director 

DATE : June 9, 1995 

SUBJECT: Reassessment of the BRAC 95 Recommendation to 
Redirect the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) 

The Sumter Base Defense Committee (SBDC) reviewed the 
recommendation of the 1995 Department of Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Report to the Commission regarding the 
recommendation to redirect the 726th Air Control Squadron 
(ACS). It was determined that the recommendation of the 1993 
BRAC Commission should not be changed and that the 726th ACS 
should be retained at Shaw AFB, South Carolina. 

The attached report presents rationale and data to support 
the SBDC recommendation not to change the 1993 BRAC 
Commission recommendation to assign the 726th ACS to Shaw 
AFB. The report highlights positive rationale regarding 
Military Value, Costs and Manpower, Return on Investment, 
Economic Impact, Community Support and Environmental Impact 
for the retention of the unit. 

Thank you for considering this report. We hope it will assist 
you in your deliberation on retaining the 726th ACS at Shaw 
AFB . 
Sincerely, 

Thomas R. Olsen 

THE FIRST COUIJCIL~MANAGER ML NlClPAl GOVERNMENT 



SUMTER BASE DEFENSE COMMITTEE 
REASSESSMENT OF THE BRAC 95 RECOMMENDATION 
TO REDIRECT THE 726TH AIR CONTROL SQUADRON (ACS) 

I, PURPOSE: To reassess the recommendation to redirect the 
726th ACS from Shaw AFB, SC to Mountain Home 
AFB, ID. 

11. BACKGROUND: 

A. The 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) was 
temporarily relocated from Homestead AFB, FL to 
Shaw AFB, SC in the aftermath of Hurricane Andrew. 
The 1993 BRAC Commission agreed with the Secretary 
of Defense recommendation to permanently assign the 
726th ACS to the 363rd Fighter Wing [now the 20th 
Fighter Wing (FW)] at Shaw AFB. 

B. On March 1, 1995, the Secretary of Defense 
recommended a change to the 1993 BRAC commission 
recommendation regarding the 726th ACS. The Sec Def 
recommended that the 726th ACS be redirected from 
Shaw AFB to Mountain Home AFB, ID. The stated 
justification is to provide adequate radar coverage 
of training airspace to support training mission 
and sustained combat readiness. 

As a result of Air Force proposed force structure 
downsizing for FY 1996, the 726th ACS will be 
reduced to an Air Control Element. The assigned 
personnel will be cut from 241 to 123. 
Commensurately, the vehicle and equipment 
assignment will be cut in half to approximately 100 
pieces. When the BRAC 95 COBRA computations were 
run, the data unfavorably compared MILCON 
requirements for a squadron against an element 
sized unit. 

D. Much of the operational requirements rationale used 
by the 1995 BRAC must have been based on incomplete 
inputs from when the 726th ACS was in temporary 
assignment status and does not reflect the impact 
of unit initiatives to facilitate and provide for 
adequate unit training to support combat readiness. 
The 20th FW operational plans integrate the 726th 
ACS to support the Wing's mission, specifically 
focused on the USCENTAF mission in Southwest Asia 
(Persian Gulf) region. According to verbal 
responses from 20th FW/726th ACS personnel, the 
unit is able to maintain combat ready,status. 



111. FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

A. Mission Requirements: 

Recognizing the challenges to meeting training 
requirements, the Wing and Squadron, in 
coordination with HQ 9th Air Force (AF) and HQ 
Air Combat Command (ACC), has aggressively 
pursued initiative to provide adequate radar 
coverage of available training airspace in 
order to provide required training capability 
from both on-base and deployed locations. 
Since Warning Area 177 (W-177) and Warning 
Area 161 (W-161) east of Shaw AFB (adjacent to 
South Carolina Atlantic Ocean coastline) ' 
provide the nearest and largest training 
airspace, the wing/squadron have installed 
remote radio communication relay capability on 
Charleston AFB, SC at the Gator Communications 
Site. This installed capability allows the 
726th ACS to maintain radio contact for 
control of aircraft operating within W-177 and 
W-161 from Shaw AFB. 

2. The 726th ACS currently has the capability to 
provide radar coverage of local training areas 
from home station (Shaw AFB). The squadron can 
illuminate significant portions of W-177/W-161 
above FL 130 to the limit of its radar 
coverage. The Wing/Squadron have developed an 
HQ ACC approved plan to link Jedburg, SC FAA 
radar coverage to Shaw AFB to expand the radar 
coverage below FL 130 to improve training 
throughout the area. HQ ACC directed the plan 
be held i n  abeyance u n t i l  the 1995 BRAC 
process is completed. Additionally, the units 
radar and communication can provide coverage 
for training in the Gamecock Alpha, Charlie, 
Delta and India Military Operating Area (MOA) 
near Shaw AFB. 

3. Realistic training can be conducted at 
several deployed locations in South Carolina: 
1) Florence Regional Airport, 2) Myrtle Beach 
Jetport and 3) North Field Auxiliary. Other 
deployed locations could be available at Fort 
Bragg/ Pope AFB, NC and Seymore Johnson AFB, 
NC for training in Gamecock Alpha MOA. An 
alternate operating location at Fort Gordon, 
GA could provide coverage of Bulldog MOA and 
Hunter Army Airfield/Fort Stewart, GA could 
provide coverage of Bulldog MOA, Fort Stewart 
MOA, W-74, W-133, W-134, W-132A and W-161. 



4. The 20th FW (F-16/A-10) conducts local 
training in W-177, W-161, Gamecock MOAs 
(A,C,D,I) and Bulldog MOA. However, aircraft 
from other Air Force, Navy, Marine, Army and 
Air National Guard units also conduct training 
missions in these same training areas. The use 
of this airspace by other DOD units offer 
multiple opportunities for the 726th ACS to 
conduct training and participate in joint- 
service training programs on a regular basis. 
A wide variety combat aircraft conduct 
training in these areas, to include, A-6, AV- 
8, A-10, F-14, F-15, F-16, F-18, B-52, C-130, 
C-141, C-17, E-3A, KC-10, KC-135 and P-3. 

6 

In 1994, 7356 aircraft sorties utilized 
W-177/W-161 of which 4910 (67%) aircraft 
sorties originated from Shaw AFB and other 
South and North Carolina bases. When aircraft 
sorties conducting training in Gamecock and 
Bulldog MOAs are included, the total sorties 
available for radar surveillance and control 
equal 24,849. Over 77% (19,082) of these 
sorties were generated from Shaw AFB and other 
South and North Carolina bases. Therefore, the 
training opportunities for keeping the 726th 
ACS combat ready were abundant and probably 
exceeded the sorties available to an air 
control unit assigned to any other base. 
Similar sortie counts are expected for 1995 
and beyond. 

FACILITIES: 

The 726th ACS is currently operating from 
semi-permanent facilities in the northeast 
portion of Shaw AFB. These facilities do not 
adequately support the unit operations, 
maintenance and administrative requirements. 
Prior to March 1, 1995, a new $8,500,000 
combined operations and maintenance building 
was programed and at 100% design, awaiting Hq 
ACC approval to invite contractor bids for 
construction. The building was designed for a 
squadron sized unit. The construction process 
as been placed on hold awaiting completion of 
the 1995 BRAC Commission process. 

2. In anticipation of BRAC Commission approval to 
relocate the 726th ACS from Shaw AFB, Hq ACC 
conducted site surveys and planning for the 
move. In accordance with BRAC procedures and 
COBRA analysis, the MILCON (building/facility) 
requirement was identified to meet mission 



requirements for an Air Control Element sized 
unit. The estimated MILCON cost for this 
building is $5,000,000 ($3,500,000 less than 
a squadron building). With the programed unit 
downsizing, the MILCON cost for construction 
at Shaw for a similar sized building could be 
the same. Therefore, the COBRA analysis for 
the relocation of the 726th ACS represents an 
erroneous conclusion by comparing MILCON for a 
squadron requirement against those needed for 
an element sized unit. 

C. CONTINGENCY AND MOBILITY: 

1. Currently, the 726th ACS(ACE) is fully ' 
integrated into Contingency Plans in support 
of the mission requirements of the 20th FW and 
HQ 9th AF/USCENTAF. The unit is also available 
for worldwide deployment in support of U.S. 
military commitments in any regional crisis. 
However, the unit is optimally positioned for 
rapid deployment to Southwest Asia (Persian 
Gulf) or to Europe (NATO) via airlift from 
Shaw AFB/Charleston AFB or sealift from the 
Port of Charleston, SC. 

2. The 726th ACS(ACE) is fully equipped and 
trained to meet mobility requirements and for 
operations in an austere combat environment. 
Deployment training to alternate operating 
locations in South Carolina and in support of 
CONUS-based exercises allow the unit to 
maintain full combat readiness. 

D ,  COST AND MANPOWER: 

1. A review of the COBRA Realignment Summary for 
the realignment/redirection of the 726th ACS 
from Shaw AFB, SC to Mountain Home AFB, ID 
identify the following concerns: 

a. It appears that cost comparisons were 
made on the full size squadron at Shaw 
AFB vs a much smaller unit, an element, 
which would be about one-half squadron 
size, at Mountain Home AFB. 

b. Greater cost savings could be realized if 
the 726th ACS was downsized to an element 
and remained at Shaw AFB. The MILCON cost 
would be the same at either base, down 
from $8,500,000 to $5,000,000 (a savings 
of $3,500,000). 



c. The PERSOWNEL cost savings realized by 
downsizing the 726 from a squadron to an 
element, for the period 1996 through 
2001, would remain at $1,352,000. The 
savings would be the same Shaw AFB as at 
Mountain Home AFB. 

d. The MOVING expenses of $1,214,377 
(composed of Military Moving $654,849, 
Freight $348,528 and One-Time Moving Cost 
$211,000) could be saved by keeping the 
unit at Shaw AFB. 

e. The OTHER expenses (Environmental 
Mitigation Costs and One-Time Unique T 

Costs) of $1,650,000 could be saved by 
keeping the unit at Shaw AFB. 

f. The OVERHEAD expenses (Program Planning 
Support) of $31,307 could be saved by 
keeping the unit at Shaw AFB. 

A total savings of $7,747,684 could be 
realized if the 726th ACS was downsized to an 
element (726th ACE) and retained at Shaw AFB 
vice moving to Mountain Home AFB. A 
comparative analysis of the two options 
indicated an overall cost avoidance of 
$2,895,684 (Moving, Other and Overhead Costs) 
by retaining the unit at Shaw AFB. 

a. Total Savings Analysis: 

MI LCON $3,500,000 
PERSONNEL 1,352,000 
MOVING 1,214,377 
OTHER 1,650,000 
OVERHEAD 31,307 

TOTAL $7,747,684 

b. Total Cost Avoidance: 

MOVING $1,214,377 
OTHER 1,650,000 
OVERHEAD 31,307 

TOTAL $2,895,684 



E. RETURN ON INVESTMENT: 

The total estimated One-Time Cost of NOT relocating 
the 726th ACS could be $5,000,000 (MILCON Cost). 
The net of all costs and savings derived from NOT 
implementing this move is a savings of $2,747,684 
vice $2,300,000. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are not changed, $0.23 million, with 
an immediate return on investment. The Net Present 
Value of the costs and savings over 20 years should 
remain close to the projected $4,166,000 in the 
COBRA summary. 

F. IMPACT: 
I. 

A decision NOT to implement the redirection of the 
726th ACS(ACE) would result in a potential saving 
of 163 jobs (126 direct jobs and 37 indirect jobs) 
over the 1996 to 2001 period in the Sumter, South 
Carolina Metropolitan Statistical Area (0.3 percent 
of the economic area). Environmental impact from 
NOT implementing the proposed action should remain 
minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

G. COMMUNITY: 

A decision NOT to implement the redirection of the 
726th ACS(ACE) will not impact the support provided 
by the Sumter community for the Air Force mission 
at Shaw AFB. The Sumter community will continue to 
improve cooperation and support for Shaw AFB. 

IV. SUMMARY: 

The retention of the 726th ACS(ACE) a t  S h a w  AFB is 
operationally sound and will represent a significant 
saving to the Air Force and the DOD. Since the unit has 
developed positive initiatives to correct training and 
combat readiness concerns, the unit does not need to be 
disturbed at a time when its combat ready capability 
could be needed to meet worldwide U.S. military 
commitments. The cost of not moving represents a 
significantly increased saving over the proposed 
savings. Therefore, it does not seem prudent to change 
the recommendation of the 1993 BRAC Commission. KEEP 
THE 726TH ACS(ACE) AT SHAW AFB. 

V. RECOMMENDATION: 

Do not change the recommendation of the 1993 BRAC 
Commission regarding the assignment of the 726th Air 
Control Squadron (ACS) to Shaw AFB, South Carolina. 



REFERENCES: 

1. Recommendation; Homestead AFB, Florida, 726th Air 
Control Squadron; Department of the Air Force Analysis 
and Recommendations (Volume V), DOD Base Closure and 
Realignment Report to the Commission; February 1995; 
page 55. 

2. COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 ) ~  Data as of 
08:59 05/05/1995, Air Force, 726 ACS, 2 pages; with 15 
Reports, Data as of 08:59 05/05/1995. 



UNCLASSIFIED 

. - 
, ' 'HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 

726th Air Control Squadron 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the1993 CommMon regarding the 
relocation of the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) from Homescad AFB to Shaw AFB, 
South Carolina, as follows: Redirect the 726th ACS to Mountain Home AFB, Idaho. 

Justification: The 726th ACS was permanently assigned to Homestead AFB. In the 
aftermath of Hunicane Andrew, the 726th ACS was temporarily moved to Shaw AFB, as the 
first available site:for that unit. In March 1993, thc Secretary of Defense reconrmended the 
closure of Homestead AFB and the pexmanent beddown of the 726th ACS at Shaw AFB. I 

Since the 1993 Commission agreed with that reammendatin, &ce has shown that' 
Shaw AFB does not provide adequate radar coverage of training airspace needed to support 
the training mission and sustained combat redness. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
xecommendation is $7.4 million. The net of a l l  costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $2.3 million. Annual reaming savings aRa implementation are $0.23 
million with an immediate ~ t u m  on investment. The net present value of the costs and 
savings over 20 years is a savings of $4.6 million. 

Impad: This action affects temporary relocations resulting from prior BRAC 
reconnnendations. Assuming no cconornic recovery, this recommendation could ~ e s u l t  in 
a potential reduction of 163 jobs (126 direa jobs and 37 indirect jobs) over the 1996 to 
2001 puiod in the Sumter, South Carolina Mempolitan Statistical Area whicb is 0.3 
percent of the economic area's employment. Environmental impact h this action is 
minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

UNCLASSIFIED 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SWRY (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 112 
Data A 8  Of 08:59 05/05/1995. Report Created 09:23 05/09/1995 

Ospartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 ACS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COY-AUOT\SS-~~~.CBR 

\ Std Fc t rs  F i  Le : C: \WBRA\REPORT95\RECOLENO\FINAL .SFF 

S ta r t ing  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
R O I  Year : Inasdiate 

Not Costs (Qo Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Ui LCon -8.000 4,500 
Parson 0 -270 
Ororhd 18 153 
Yovi ng 21 1 81 0 
Yiss io  0 0 
Other 510 1,140 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
-3.500 
-1.352 

338 
1.021 

0 
1.650 

Beyond 

T OTAL -7.261 6.333 

1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 
En 1 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

Tot. 1 - - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 13 
En 1 0 11 0 
Stu 0 

-. 0 
, Civ 0 0 

', TOT 0 123 

-'. Surmry: - - - - - - - -  
Uovo 728 ACS t o  Mountain Home 



COBRA REALIG)(YI(T S U Y U R Y  (COBRA v5.08) - PASO 212 
Omta A. O f  08:59 05/05/1995, Roport Created 09:23 0510911995 

Oopartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 hCS 
b n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\COY-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 

\: Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECWND\FINAL.SFF 

costs (SK) constant Ool lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 500 4,500 
Parson 0 453 
Ovorhd 18 153 
Yovi ng 21 1 1,003 
Missio 0 0 
Other 510 1.140 

TOTAL 1.239 7.249 607 607 

Savings (a) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi [Con 8,500 0 
Person 0 723 
Ovorhd .O 0 
Yov i ng 0 193 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 8,500 91 6 836 836 

T o t a l  Beyond ----.- 
0 

453 
154 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
I a 
723 
113 
0 
0 
0 



. 
4 

NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  
0.t. AS of 08:59 OSlM11895. Report Created 09~23 05/09/1995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : 726 ACS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\WBRA\REPORT9S\COU-AUOT\SS-726.CBR '1 Std F c t r t  F i  Le : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\RECOLIEND\FIML.SFF 

Year - - - - 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
201 2 
2013 
201 4 
201 5 

cost (S) - - - - - - -  
.7,261,110 
6,333.296 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228.61 2 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228.61 2 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228.612 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228.612 
-228.61 2 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228.612 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-7,163,283 
6,080,748 
-213,621 
-207,904 - 202,339 
-196,924 
-191.653 
-186.524 
-181,532 
-1 76.673 
-171,945 
-167,343 
-162,864 
-158,505 
- 154,263 
-150,134 
-146.116 
-142,205 
-138,399 
-134,695 



TOTM ONE-TIE COST REPORT ( # I B a  ~5.08) 
Data As Of 08:59 05/05/1995. Report Created 09:23 a10911995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 *CS 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \WBRA\REPORT~~\COU-AUOT\SS-~~~ .CBR 

') Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORTSS\RE-uO\FIUAL.SFF 

(ALL values i n  Do1 Lars) 

category ----.--- 
Construct ion 

Mi L i ta ry  Construct ion 
F u i  l y  Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construct ion 

Persanne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i res  
El iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp l o p e n t  

f o t a l  - Personnel. 

Overhead 
Program P tanning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

~ o t a l  - Overhead 

Cost - - - -  

Moving 
C i v i  Lian Moving 0 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 0 
Mi L i ta ry  Moving 654.849 
Freight  348.528 
One-Tiw Moving Costs 211,000 

Tota l  - Moving -. 
,. 1 Other 
. HAP I RSE 0 
. /' 

-d Envi rocurnta l  Mi t i g a t i o n  Costs 510.000 
O n e - T i n  Unique Costs 1,140,000 

Tota l  - Other 1,650,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  One-Time Costs 7,895,684 ________--___-_---_-~--~~-------.-~----~~------------------------------------- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 8,500.000 
F u i l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi L i ta ry  Moving 193,110 
Land Sa les 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 _-__--_---___-_-------------------------------------------------------..------ 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 8.693,110 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs -797,426 



L I 

TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (WR* ~5 .08 )  
oat. AS of  m:59 05/M/1995. Report Cr-t.d 09:23 DS/09/1995 

Oep8rtment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 ACS 
Scenarlo F i  Le : C: \COBRA\REPORT~~\COU-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 

" Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RE##IENO\FINAL.SFF 

A L L  Costs i n  SK 
Tote l I MA Land Cost Tot. 1 

Base Name M i  (Con Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
WNTAIW HOME 5.000 0 0 0 ' 5.000 
S I U W  0 0 0 -8,500 -8.500 



. 
PERSONNEL SULYARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 

D a t a  AS O f  08:59 05/05/1895, R w r t  C r e 8 t . d  W:23 05/09/1995 

O q a a r t a e n t  : A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  Package : 726 ACS 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\mBR*\REPORTgS\m-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 

'\ S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\~BRA\REPORT95\RECD(ENO\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL S U W R Y  FOR: MOUNTAIN HOME, I D  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

350 2,824 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGXLIENTS: 
F rom Base: SHAW, SC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---- - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
E n l i s t e d  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i m n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 123 0 0 0 0 123 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  MOUNTAIN HOLE. ID) :  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a t  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - * -  - - - -  - - - -  - ----  

O f f  i c e r s  0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
E n l i s t e d  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 123 0 0 0 0 123 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  

- PERSMNEL SUYlARY FOR: SHAW, SC 

) U S E  POPULATION (F I  1996. P r i o r  t o  BRLC A c t i o n ) :  
4- of f iear t  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

710 4,531 0 

C i v i  l i m n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
496 

C i v i  ll8ns - - - - - - - - - -  
579 

PERSONNEL REALIGNYENTS: 
To Base: WUNTAIN HOLQ, I D  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t 8 1  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - * - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
E n l i s t e d  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 123 0 0 0 0 123 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
S t u d e n t s  0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

(Out  o f  
1997 

SHAW, SC) : 
1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t 8 1  

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC A c t i o n ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  S t u d e n t s  C i v i  l i a n s  -------.-- 

579 



C * -  
TOTAL PERSOUNEL ILPACT REPORT ( C O W  vS.08) 

oat. AS of  08:59 05/05/1995, R-rt C r u t o d  09:23 05fw/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 ClCS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRI\REPORT95\COY-AUDT\SS-726.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBR*\REPORT95\RECO#ND\FIWAL.SFF 

- - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear Ly Retirement* 10.00% 
R q u  Lar Ret i  r e ~ n t *  5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.002 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear Ly Retirement 10.00% 
Rogular Retirement S.OOX 
C f v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ - 
p r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  Liens Avai Lable t o  Move 
C i v i  Lians Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIOUS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
N r  C i v i l i a n s  H i r e d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Other C iv i  Lian Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAM PRIORITY PLACEMENTW 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEV HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements. C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C i v i l i a n s  Not - 
. . V i  L l ing t o  Move a re  not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  LM. 

I 
' + The Percent&ge o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not V i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) va r ies  from - base t o  ban. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion.  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  SO.OU% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (mu ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - P.0. 113 
kt. A. of W : ~ Q  05/05/19%. Report C r r t e d  09:23 05/09/1895 

Department 
Opt ion Package 
Scenario F i  Le 

\ S t d  F c t r s  F i  l c  

ONE-TI= COSTS ----. (Qo - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
UILCON 
F r  Housing 
Land Purch 
ow 

CIV SALARY 
C iv  RIF 
C iv  R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV U i  1.s 
Home Purch 
nnG 
Yisc  
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Paoki ng 
F r e i g h t  
Vohi c les  
O r i v i n g  

U n a p  Loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shu tdwn  
N w  H i r e  
1 -Tie. YOve 

N IL  PERSOUNEL 
"L "I" 

Per O i a  

.. . POV Mi la 
-i- W G  

U i  sc  
OTHER 

E l i r  PCS 
OTHER 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Uanage 
1 - T i m e  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIE 

: A i r  For t .  
: 726 ACS 
: C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\COY-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 
: C:\COB~\REPORT85\RECOUENO\FINAL.SFF 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 2 1 3  
D a t a  AS Of 08:59 05/05/1995.  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  09:23 05 /09 /1995  

Depar tmen t  
O p t i o n  Package 
S c e n a r i o  F i  l e  

.'., S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  

: A i r  F o r c e  
: 726 ACS 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\CW-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\RECO(IENO\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOST S 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
FAY HOUSE OPS 
ow 

RPYA 
Bos  
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
W U S  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

C a r e t a k e r  
M I L  PERSONNEL 

O f f  Sa L a r y  
E n 1  S a l a r y  
House A L lw 

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  
Y i s c  Recu r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

O N E - T I N  SAVES 
- - - - - (a ) - - - - - 
WliSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
F u  H o u s i n g  
ow 

1 - T i n  Move 
M I L  PERSONNEL 

-< 

M i  1 M o v i n g  
, OTHER 

' ? L a n d  S a l e s  

. - , E n v i r o n m e n t a l  - - 1 - T i m  O t h e r  
TOTAL ONE-TI* 

T o t a  1 - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - - (W ) - - - - - 
F W  HOUSE OPS 

RPUA 
BOS 
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHCJPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
E n 1  S a l a r y  
Mouse A 1 low 

OTHER 
P r o c u r e a e n t  
M i s s i o n  
Y i s c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

B e y o n d  - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



T O T M  APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page  3/3 
D a t a  A s  Of 0 8 5 9  05/05/1995. R e p o r t  C r u t e d  W:23 05 /09 /1995  

Depar tment  
O p t i o n  Package 
S c e n a r i o  F i  i e  

\ ~ t d  F c t r s  Fi [ e  

: A i r  F o r c e  
: 726 ACS 
: C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\COY-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOYENO\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - - (%) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
F n  Hous ing  

Odw 
C i v  R e t i r l R I F  
C i v  Mov ing  
O t h e r  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i l  Mov ing  

OTHER 
(UP / RSE 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Tim. O t h e r  
L a n d  

TOTAL ONE-TILIE 

T o t a  1 -----  

RECURRING NET - - - . - (*) -- - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
Obw 
RPUA 
8 0 s  
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C a r e t a k e r  
C i v  S a l a r y  

W U S  
M I L  PERSONNEL 

Y i  1 Sa La ry  
' ' Hour. A 1  low 

) OTHER 
Procu roman t  

w M i s s i o n  
Y i s c  Recur  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a  1 - - - - -  
0 

Beyond  - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



. ' *  
PERSONNEL. SF. RPUA. AN0 60s DELTAS (CQBRA v5.08) 

~ a t a  As Of 08:59 05/05/1995. Report Created 09:23 05/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 X S  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\CDBRA\REPORT95\COY-AUDT\SS-726.CBR 

' Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOLEND\FINAL.SFF 

Base - - - -  
WUNTAIN HOME 
S I U W  

8110 - - - -  
YWNTAIN H O E  
s l u w  

B a u  .--- 
MOUNTAIN HOY 
SMW 

Personne l 
Change %Change 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per 

RPMA(S) eos(s) 
Change %Change ChglPer Change XChange ChgfPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  ----.-. .------ 
14,408 1% 117 140,022 ZZ 1,138 

0 0% 0 -112.631 -1% 916 

iwaaos(s)  
Change %Change ChglPer 



' r. 
RPYA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 

oat. ~r of 08:59 05/05/1995. Rawrt  C r u t d  09:23 05/0911885 

O a p a r t ~ n t  : Air  Forca 
Optjon Package : 726 ACS 
Scenario FiLe : C:\WBRA\REPORT9S\COY-AUOT\SS-726.C8R 

'? Std Fctrs FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOLEMO\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPUA Change 
BOS Change 
tiout i ng Change - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL W G E S  

2001 Total Beyond - - - -  - - - - - -  
14 58 14 
27 249 27 
0 u 0 

, - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - -  

42 307 42 



* .. INPUT OATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
oat. AS o f  08:59 05/05/1995. R w r t  Created 09:23 05/09/1995 

0ep.rtMent : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 a 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COU-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 

'I Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPOR795\RECOlEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Modal Year One : FY 1996 

Yodel does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdwn: No 

B a n  Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
URJNTAIN HOME,  ID 
YU1. SC 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Rea Lignment 
Rea lignment 

S u a r y :  - - * - - - - - 
M v e  728 ACS t o  Mountain Home 

INWT SCREEN TVO - DISTANCE TABLE 

F r a  Base: 
- * - - - - - - - -  

URJNTAIN HOME. ID 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
SHAW. SC 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - WVEENT TABLE 

Transfers from SHAW. SC t o  MOUNTAIN HOME. ID 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posi t ions:  
C i v i  l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 

-3 Y i n n  Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 

, Yi  L i ta ry  L igh t  Vehicles: 
. -._ - -.r HoavyISp.cia 1 Vohic 10s: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Mae:  UOUNTAIN HOW, ID 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Eaployees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 F m i  Lies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai L: 
Tot81 Base Faci li tias(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  V t U  ($/Month): 
Per Diaa Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost (S/Ton/YiLe): 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
2,402 mi 

RPM Non-Payro l l  (%/Year): 
C m u n i c a t i o n s  (*/Year): 
BOS Hon-Payro l l  ( S f y e a r ) :  
BOS Pmyro l l  (EK/Yoar): 
F u i  l y  Housing (SKIYear) : 
Area C o s t  Factor :  
CHAWUS In -Pa t  ( $ N i s i  t): 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat (S/Visi  t )  : 
CHAWUS S h i f t  t o  Uedicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Hoaeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
NO 



, ) .- 
b - '  * 

INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data AS of 08:59 05/05/1995. Rewr t  C r e a t d  09~23 0510911995 

Oepartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 AQS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COY-AUDT\SS-726.C8R 

\. s td  Fctrs F i  Le : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\RECOYENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORUATION 

N u s :  S M W .  SC 

Tota 1 Off icer  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i  v i  Lians Not W i  1 l ing  To Move: 
Off icor Musing Uni ts Avail :  
Enl is tod Housing Uni ts Avai 1: 
Total Base Fadl i t ies(KSF):  
Off icer  VHA (SIMonth): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

R W  Won-Payroll (S lyear )  : ' 
Comuniut ions (SNIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll (%lYoar): 
BOS Payrol l  (SKIYur): 
F u i l y  Housing (WlYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHALQUS In-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHALPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHALPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Cod.: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MOUNTAIN HOtE. ID 

Homoowner Assistanca Progru: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Info-tion: 

1 - T i n  Unique Cost (SK): 
1 - T i n  Unique Save (SK): 
1 - T i n  Moving Cost (W) :  
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi LCon Reqd(W): 
Act iv  Mission Cost (W) :  
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
U i u  Recurring Cost(%): 
Misc Rocurri ng S.vo(tK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sa lo r )  (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdwn Schodu l e  ( X )  : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($70 : 
F m  Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurwont Avoidnc(SK): 
W U S  In-Patients/Yr: 
OULPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Fac i l  ShutOwn(KSF): 

1-Time Unique Cost (%): 
1 - T i n  Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($lo: 
1-Time Moving Save ($lo: 
Env Won-mi LCon Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (Qo: 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(#): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdwn Schedu le  ( X )  : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
F u  Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc($lo: 
QULQUS In-PatientslYr: 
W U S  Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
1,140 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% OX 
0% 0% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
cl 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX OX OX 
100% OX 0% 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDovn: 



* C . 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Pa90 3 
Data As Of 08:59 05/05/1995. Report C r u t d  09:23 05/09/1995 

Ocp8ttlent : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 ~ C S  
Scenario F i l e  : c:\~BRA\REPoRT~~\coY-AuOT\SS-~~~.C~R 

': Std Fctrs F i l e  : c:\cDBRA\REPoRT~~\REMND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: MOUNTAIN HOME. I 0  

Descript ion kttg ~ c r  Mi [Con Rehab M i  LCon Tota 1 Cost(r)o - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
726 ACS FACILITY OTHER 26.900 0 5.000 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Off icers Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90% 
Enl is tod Housing Mi LCon: 80.00% 
Of f icer  Sa lary(S/Year) : 78.668.00 
Off BMI with Oqmndents(S): 7.073.00 
Enl is ted Salary(S/Vear): 36.148.00 
En1 B M  with Dependents(S): 5.162.00 
Avg Unwp loy Cott'(S/Yeek) : 174 .OO 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  lity(Weeks): 18 
C iv i  l i a n  SaLary(S/Vear): 46.642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00X 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retire Rate: 10.002 
Civ i  Lian Regular Ret i re Rate: 5.00% 
Civ i  l i an  RIF Pay Factor: 39.002 
SF F i  Le Desc: F ina l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui Lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA v8 population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Managomant Factor: 10.00X 
Caretaker Ad.in(SF/kre): 162.00 
Yothball  Cost (S/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg F u i  Ly Quarters(SF) : 1.320.00 
APPOET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.001 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.002 
P r i o r i t y  PLac-nt Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.002 
C iv i l i an  PCS Casts (S): 28.800.00 
C iv i  Lian W a r  Hire  Cost(S): 0.00 
Nat Uodian Home Price(S): 114.600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Yu HOM Sale Reimburs(S): 22.385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs(S): 11.191.00 
Civ i  Lian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
W Hwe V ~ L U ~  Reimburse Rate: 22.902 
CUP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Hwe Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. N w  UiLCon Cost: 
I n fo  Management Account: 
UilCon Design Rate: 
Mi [Con SIOH Rate: 
Mi LCon Contingency P tan Rate: 
UilCon S i te  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI : 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

UmteriaL/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
nm; Per O f f  F u i  Ly (Lb): 14,500.00 

Per En1 F u i  Ly (Lb): 9,000.00 
WGPerM i lS ingLe (Lb ) :  6.400.00 
WIG Per C iv i  l i an  (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total  IiHG Cost (S1100~b): 35.00 
A i r  Transport (SIPass Mi le ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp (SlOirect Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack 6 Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 Light  VehicLe(S/Ui lo): 0.43 
Haavy/Spec Vehic le(S/Mi 10) : 1.40 
POV Reilbursement(S/Mi Le) : 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS(SIPars1Tour): 6,437.00 
One-TimeOff PCSCost(S): 9,142.00 
One-TinEnlPCSCost(S):  5.761.00 



* ,  4 L 
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INPUT DATA REPOAT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data AS O f  08:59 05105/19~, Report created 09:23 05/09/1995 

Depmrtrent : Ai r  Fprce 
Option Package : 726 ACS 
Sconario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~S\CW-AUDT\SS-~~~.CBR \ Std Fctrs F i  1. : C: \COBU\REPWIT~S\RE-ND\FIWAL .SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

l4oritontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
OporationaL 
A 6 i n i s t r a t i v e .  
Moo 1 8ui Ldi ngs 
hlntenance Shops 
k c h o l o r  Quarters 
F r i  l y  Quarters 
Cmarod Storage 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  
Rocreation Faci l i t i e s  
E u n i a t i o n s  Faci 1 
Shipyard Ylintanarice 
ROT $ E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amuni t ion Storage 
Uodical F a c i l i t i e s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

Category UM SlUM --- - - - - -  - -  - - - -  
other (SF) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
OptionaLCategoryC ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Catogory E ( ) 0 
Optional Catmgory F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Catogory I ( ) 0 
Optionat Category J ( ) 0 
Op t i om l  Category I( ( ) 0 
Optional Catqory  L ( ) 0 
Optional Category Y ( ) 0 
Optional Category N ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Optional Category P ( ) 0 
Optional Category Q ( ) 0 
Optional Category R ( ) 0 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

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

~ e k  Mr. Cirillo 

Attached are the answers to the inquiries in your June 12, 1995 letter. 

We trust this information is useful for your analysis. 

Sincerely 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachment 
1. Question and Answers 



Question: The following are the Air Force comments on the City of Sumter briehg on the 
redirect of the 726th ACS: 

ANSWER: 

The Main tenet for the redirect of the 726th ACS is to locate the unit where it can employ 
and train to its fullest operational capability. The full military value of this unit is not being 
realized at Shaw AFB due to poor radar coverage and lack of viable training opportunities. 
Relocating the 726 ACS to a base that could provide better coverage capabilities and assets is 
critical. The Air Force goal also seeks to relocate the unit to a location that provides for future 
growth while affording the capability to maintain and improve the unit's combat rating. Mountain 
Home AFB meets these requirements. 

SPECIFIC RESPONSES 

Para II b: The community referenced the current fixes being used to overcome the training 
problems at Shaw AFB. While the current arrangement has partially improved radar coverage of 
the training airspace, the situation remains less than optimum, and would not be encountered at 
Mountain Home AFB. 

Para II c: The BRAC COBRA model does show the 726 ACS as a full up ACS unit. The 
Theater Air Control System (TACS) has been undergoing force structure changes to meet the 
current threat scenario by providing fully combat ready units correctly sized. A program change 
request was being worked when the Air Force submitted its recommendation on 1 Mar 95. During 
the site survey process the final refined ACS force structure was used and the smaller ACS unit 
relocation to Mountain Home AFB was costed. The supposition is correct that downsizing the 
unit at Shaw AFB would also produce some savings from possible MECON reductions. 

Para II d: The unit was relocated to Shaw AFB as a result of Hurricane Andrew. Shaw 
AFB was selected initially for its proximity to Homestead and training opportunities with the 
existing flying wing. Operational deficiencies were identified early in the beddown at Shaw AFB 
and efforts were begun to correct them. Site activation task force visits to Shaw AFB identified 
areas that required additional effort if adequate unit training was to be maintained. Options were 
worked, but training was degraded. 

Para II d: In respect to war plans ACS units are part of the Ground Theater Air Control 
System and are normally deployed separately from flying units which may be stationed at the same 
base. 

Para lII A1/2: The mentioned fixes to the training problems are not permanent, but locally 
generated short-term solutions. Funding for any permanent solutions is not currently available. 
Although the radio problems can be resolved; the difficulties in remoting radar video do not seem 
surmountable. The proposed solution would provide no real time radar returns only symbology. 
Utility of controlling actual aircraft during live fire exercises using only symbology has not been 
validated. 



Para Ill A 4  The benefit from the various types of aircraft in the Shaw AFB area is not 
valid. For example, intercepts are not conducted with C-130s. Live Fire Exercise type events are 
available at Mountain Home AFB on a daily basis, and simply provides superior training 
environment. Shaw AFB is limited to local training of relatively high altitude interceptlair combat 
and dissimilar air combat training. At Mountain Home AFB the training is not limited to certain 
altitudes or types of flights. Shaw AFB does provide many good sorties but to state this base has 
more or better than any other base is incorrect. Better training would be experienced at Mountain 
Home AFB. 

The BRAC 93 recommendation placed the 726 ACS at Shaw AFB expecting to resolve the 
beddown and radar deficiencies. It is now apparent training is degraded at Shaw AFB and combat 
readiness is affected. Mountain Home AFB will not experience these problems thanks to 
accessible overland ranges and airspace. This redirect offers us the opportunity to better align the 
726 ACS to ensure the unit has the best training opportunities and ensure the unit maintains its full 
operational combat status. 



Question: Reference the ICBM force structure and the North Dakota Congressional 
concerns with the issue of the disparity between the Nuclear Policy Review and the 
programmed force structure: 

ANSWER. 
This question was resolved via telecon between Commission Staffer Dave Olsen and HQ 

USAF representative Lt Col Curry. Per that discussion this question has been withdrawn by your 
office. 



Question: What plans does the Air Force have for the Titan 1 missile hangar that presently 
houses Detachment 1, Space systems Support Group, at Lowry AFB? 

ANSWER. 
Detachment 1 Space systems Support Group, at Lowry AFB currently occupies building 

P1432 and utilizes two dormitories P405 and P406. They plan to vacate these buildings by 
31 Sep 98. At that time the buildings may become available for reuse through the proper channels 
and coordinated by the Air Force Base Conversion Agency. 
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MEMORANDUM --9wua-\\ 

TO: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

FROM: Cornmi ttee to Save NAS South Weyrnouth 

DATE: June 6,1995 

SUBJECT; Scenario for COBRA Analysis 

During the recent visit of Commissioners Kiing and Davis to NAS South Weymouth, 
members of this Committee expressed their disappointment with the three recent 
COBRA scenarios produced following the addition of NAS Atlanta to the potential 
closure list. The disappointment resulted from the fact that NAS South Weymouth was 
not considered in any of the three scenarios as a receiving site for Atlanta's aircraft. At 
this time, the Committee would Iike to propose the foIlowing scenario for BnAC 
consideration: 

Lead Major Claimant - RESFOR 

Close NAS Atlanta 
> 

Relocate C-9 squadron (VR-46) and E-2 squadron (VAW-77) to Dobbins ARB. 
Alternatively, the E-2 squadron could be relocated to NAS JacksonviIle. 

Relocate H-l squadron (HMLA-773) to NAS South Weymouth. 

Change proposed BRAC-95 redirect so as to locate two reserve F/A-18 squadrons 
(VFA-203 and VMFA-142) at NAS South Weymou Lb rather than at NAS Atlanta. 

Relocate VP-92 from NAS South Weymouth to NAS Bruns~vick. 

NAS South Weymouth remains open with current C-130 squadron (VR-62) 
remaining there, to be joined by the three squadrons (HIMLA-773, VFA-203, and 
VMFA-142) relocated/redirected' from Atlanta. 

The scenario proposed above offers numerous advantages: 

Substantial cost savings can be achieved by closing NAS Atlanta, the reserve b a e  
with the lowest military value, by far. 

* The Naval Reserve presence can be maintained in the Atlanta area by relocating up 
to two of Atlanta's aviation squadrons (VR-46 and VAW-77) zcross to the other side 

Scenario for COBRA Analysis 
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of the airfield at Dobbins ARB. (It is assumed that tile Naval Air Reserve Center will 
also relocate to Dobbins.) 

Keeping VR-46 and its C-9s at Dobbins d l  allow other Atlanta-area Naval and 
Marine Air Reservists to be airMed to other drilling units located at such bases as 
NAS South Weymouth, NAS Fort Worth, and NAS gew Orleans. 

Redirecting the two F/A-IS squadrons to NAS South Weymouth rather than to NAS 
AtIanta will allow these two units easy access to numerous over-the-ocean 
warning/ training areas. Similar over-the-ocean areas, which are essential for the 
proper training of Navd and Marine aviators and which are most represenrarive of 
the environment in which these aviators will most likely be required to operate in 
times of crisis, require a flight of over 250 miles in each direction from Atlanta. The 
relocation of EMLA-773 from Atlanta to South Weymouth will provide similar 
benefits to that squadron. NAS South Weymouth is the owner of a unique 640-acre 
i s la~d  located off the Massachusetts coast which would be available for use zs a 
target range by all three of these squadrons. 

Keeping VAW-77 and its E-2s at Dobbins (or, alternatively, relocating this unit to 
Jacksonville) permits these aircraft to be used in the southeastern United States for 
drug interdiction purposes. (Note: If VAW-77 is reIocated to NAS Jacksonville, it 
might be possible to then relocate one of Jacksonville's active-duty P-3 squadrons to 
NAS Brunswick, thus helping to alleviate the excess capacity situation at the latter 
base.) 

Relocating the two F/A-18 squadrons to NAS South Weymouth will also permit 
these units to work directly with VMGR-452, a Marine Air Reserve KC-130 squadron 
stationed at Stewart International Airport in eastern New York. This unit can supply 
refueling practice to these F/ A-18 squadrons. 

Relocating the P-3Cs of VP-92 from NAS South Weymouth to NAS Brunswick wil! 
satisfy the Navy's desire to co-locate this reserve unit with its active-duty 
counterparts at Brunswick. It also serves to alleviate the excess capacity situation at 
Brunswick. (Note: This suggested relocation is being proposed reluctantIy by this 
Committee due to our continuing concern with the recruiting/manning 
demographics for reserve units at Brunswick.) 

In summary, the Committee to Save NAS South Weyrnouth believes this proposed 
scenario has considerable merit, since it: 

(1) Closes the reserve base with the lowest military vaIue while stil.1 maintaining a 
s m d e r  reserve presence in the Atlanta area through the use of facilities at Dobbins 
ARB, all resulting in substantid cost savings to the Navy. 

(2) Permits NAS South Weymouth, a reserve base with a considerably higher military 
value than NAS Atlanta, to remain open. Relocating up to three new squadrons to 

Scenario for COBRA Analysis Page 2 ot 3 
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South Weymouth while keeping VR-62 in  lace will eliminate any excess capacity 
at South Weymouth. 

(3) Relocating VP-92 from South Weymouth to Brunswick wiIl address the excess 
capacity situation at Brunswick. 

(4) Milcon required for all of these proposals will be minimal. South Weymouth can 
accommodate the three new squadrons in existing facilities as can Brunswick 
accommodate VP-92 in existing facilities there. It is known that VR-46 can be 
accommodated in existing facilities at  Dobbins. It is likely that VAW-77 can also 
be accommodated. 
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GOVERNMENT RELATIONS 

1735 JEFFERSON DAVIS HIGHWAY, SUITE 1001 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202-3461 

703-413-631 1/6312 FAX: 703-413-6316 

THIOIYOL 
SPACE-DEFENSESFASTENlNG SYSTEMS 

TIDAL W. MCCOY 

VICE PRESIDENT 

June 8, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thiokol Corporation, as a major industrial participant in the solid rocket motor business, is 
concerned about the tactical missile workload assignment. As you know, the '93 BRAC made 
a decision to overturn the Department of Defense @OD) recommendation to close 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) and instead directed consolidation of the tactical missile 
workload at LEAD. They fbrther recommended the airborne tactical missile workload at Hill 
Air Force Base (HAFB) in Utah also be relocated. The argument was made to centralize the 
workload for reasons of economies of scale. We now understand that the 1995 DOD 
recommendation is to realign LEAD and fragment the tactical missile consolidation efforts. 

These recommendations ignore the most logical consolidation for tactical missile workload 
to Ogden Air Logistics Center at HAFB. Hill is the weapon system manager for all Air Force 
ICBM's, Guided Bomb Units (GBU), and the Maverick tactical missile, and the Commodity 
Manager of all Air Munitions, Solid Propellants, and Explosive Devices. They are also the 
designated maintenance activity for nearly all Air Force missiles including the Peacekeeper, 
Minuteman, ALCM, Maverick, Sidewinder, and Guided Bomb Units. 

Air Force Economic Benefits Analyses support the assignment of tactical missile workload 
to Ogden-ALC by showing millions of dollars in non-recurring and recurring cost avoidance. 
Further, the consolidation of this effort at LEAD or Tobyhanna Army Depot requires the 
realignment of workload from Industrial to Organic capability to make economic payback 
viable. This seriously jeopardizes the industrial base in support of tactical missile technology. 
Thiokol has recently consolidated its tactical missile activities in northern Utah to enhance its 
ability to economically support Ogden-ALC and other DOD installations. The transfer of the 
Ogden tactical missile workload would erode Thiokol's support of the tactical rocket motor 
business. The reasons for centralizing this workload to LEAD in 1993 apply today to HAFB, 
i.e.; they justiG keeping the current airborne tactical missile workload and centralizing the 
other services missile work to HAFB. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Page 2 
June 8, 1995 

The Department of Defense has long been a proponent for Interservicing to achieve lower 
cost and increased efficiency. Hill Air Force Base is a leader in total weapon systems 
Interservicing and is Interservicing in TechnicaEngineering, Testing, and Depot 
Maintenance for the Maverick, Paveway, HARM, Sidewinder, AMRAAM, Sparrow missiles, 
and SLAM missiles, missile launchers, and containers. Hill Air Force Base is partnering with 
industry on new initiatives for environmentally responsible demilitarization of unserviceable 
motors and reuse of reclaimed components for new production. The economic benefits fiom 
this activity are sizeable, and are applicable to all tactical missile activity. This promising new 
initiative could be lost if the workload is relocated. 

Hill Air Force Base, with over 35 years of missile experience, is clearly an attractive 
alternative solution. All Air Force missile workload, including transportation and handling 
equipment was consolidated at HAFB in the 1970's. Currently HAFB accomplishes 53% of 
the tactical missile guidance and control system (GCS) and 44% of the organic missile 
workload for DOD. Substantial additional work is being cost effectively accomplished by 
private industry in the area and should continue (3 1% of the tactical G&C workload). The 
available Air Force skill pool for tactical missile workload in this area exceeds 2000 people 
in addition to the experienced labor pool that Thiokol and other contractors provide. 
Facilities and equipment are available. The bottom line is the tactical missile workload 
consolidation can be operational sooner and with less cost than if you choose any other 
recommendations. 

In conclusion, the tactical missile consolidation at Ogden-ALC makes sound economic and 
operational sense for DOD, and is the right thing to do fiom the Industrial Base standpoint. 
This decision would capitalize on the synergism already created among the State of Utah, 
Industry, and DOD participants due to numeous economic and development initiatives 
currently underway. 

We urge you to consider the alternative of Hill Air Force Base for all tactical missile workload 
consolidation. 

Sincerely, 
/- e&M Tidal W. Mc oy, ice resident 

Government Relations / / 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

June 20, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

Mr. Tidal W. McCoy 
Vice President, Government Relations 
Thiokol 
173 5 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 100 1 
Arlington, Virginia 22202-346 1 

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. McCoy: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission consider consolidating tactical 
missile maintenance work at the Ogden Air Logistics Center, Hill Air Force Base, Utah. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission during our review and analysis of the 
nation's depot capacity. 

Thank you for your thoughts on this important matter. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me if you have additional information to bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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TEL : Z64- 1644 F': U1 

~ o n n r a b l e  Alan j. Dixon 

Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and ~ea l i~nmer l t .  Colnmiseion 

Suite 1425 
1700 ~ o r t h  Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

7 W a t w d  Drive 

Mount ~ 0 1 1 ~  Spring, 
PA 17065 

Dcar Chairtnan Dixon, 

A citizcm group, made up nf profuoic,na18 (occnut~tants and auditors) fmm the ~e t t e rkenny  Coalition, 

experienced In base realigrlnlentq has revicwcrl each of the Arn~y's recornmendecl rcalignmmt packages for 

~ettcrkenrly Army Depot. TIlc group I u a  l o u ~ d  a common set of major errors in each pecbrage. TLmc 

errors A t  in under estimatd C C W ~ R  anJ cwcr ts~ilndted persnlu~cl and dollar savings. ~ r ie f ly ,  a lew vf thc 
cotnrncm errom are: (a) not enough pcwcrruirl are r ra l igr leJ  t t h ~  gaining installation; (b) base c ~ ~ r r ~ t i r m r  

(ba.eop) costs mcd for the gaining instnlla\iunfi 4 r c  urrderstnted c o n ~ ~ a r c d  to actual costs; (c )  bascc,ps 

c a t s  arc chrmtated ior ~ x t t c r k e n n ~ ;  (d) equipment translor coals were eitl~cr understated or not included; 

( a )  training corte were not includd; (I) Tenant realignrncnt cc*ls are underetatrd; and (g) gaining 
mstalla~inn cnnatmction cmts were ncrt incluilrd. These are but a lvw c,C tile 1nistakc-s made by the Army. 

The latest realignment package for  k t t c r k m y  waa pr-deJ hy thc T~,LJ Anny Baaing Study VBS)  
group on June 1, 1995. This updated Cost d Baee ~ e a l i ~ n r n r n t  AcLicul (COBRA) detail, a acmario 

w l i u h  closes L.etterkmly by realigning artillery to Annistnn and the remaining workload  to Hill Air Force 

Bas.. Gignihcant errors, (as briefed lo the BRAC Stam with the Army's original COBRA run are eIso 
included in this stbm~ssion.  The Army neither addresses nor acknowlrJgca ~l l rse  significant errors. 

~ d d i  tionally, tlle Ammy ignored coats required to cunstmct ammunition storage ig lwa  a n d  relocate the 

Teatimuny by GcnerrI KIugh (retired) sald that tactical rniaoile maintenance workload ia corn. Them 
wily did the Amly not include tao~ical tnissilr workload aa ccrr in the ~ i l i t a r y  value aaansrnsnl? Tba 
d ~ i a t i u n  carries to the assessnlrnt of capacity, &ere tactical missile niaintmance rapacity was not counted 

as rme. f i e  Amly claim8 that aII capacity for tac~ir.1 ~nisailc mait~tenancr ir exca.. Yd, General KI*h 
(retired) tmtified under oath lo the BRAC Cnrnrnigaion that Tactical ~ i a d e  Maintenance ir core. 

(jPTlilhtAL FlllRM 9P ( 7 - 9 0 )  

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  / u , r w * -  <- 



TLC Amly h a  a l n  h a t e d  from the Economic impact a.essrnent by not coneidering the devutating 
,,pact the combined clirure of ~ct terkenny and Fort ~ i t c b i r  will have on Franklin County and the 

chamLenburg area. Forty two percent o l  Fort Ritchie's worklorce (which quatca to 669) rmidn in 

Franklin County. Nor did the Army correctly consider the impact of prior BRAC aclions. BRAC 91 
- 7 7  

dirccted the cotlsnlidatior~ of DEbCOM wid ,  AMC'COM, Thie war a direct Iins of 500 jc,Ls. Although 
t I ~ e  BRAC 91 corlsolidatiorls of LSSA and LOGSA were put on hold by BRAC 93, tht- Arrrly I I ~ M  
substtyuerltly Jircctrd each of these activities to relocate. ~ e a l i ~ n r n e n t  of th-e two tenants d result in 

a dire1 lwe of 4% job. Cornhineil, \he direel joL I m s  £ri>rn DESCOM (500), SIMA B LOGSA (4361, 
~ t t e r k m u l ~  (2,090) and Fort Ritchc (6691, rxceede 3,695. The  Army's asaeasrnent only cun8idered tbe 
2,090 jobs for Letterkenny and 213 jobs from prior BKAC actiunn, for a total direct job lea. to the 
Economic Arca of 2,303. Tb is a shortfaU of 1,392 jobs. The actual direct job loge is 60% hibLer than 

clahtd by the &Iy. The Army ha. not prclvided an accurate econon,ic impact assrurncnt for Franklin 

County and therelcrs, llas deviated hcml lllis criterion. 

~ I 1 c  true cost of realigning Lcttcrhe+urrle maintenance wurldoad, wil l  exceed $~Z~,OIH),OOO, 
no matter wllcre it tranders.  noth her $ M , O O O , O  is required for the movement  ol  
Lctterkelulp's arnnlunition rtnck. Storage (igloo) cnr~ntnrct iot i  i a  not included in tlli. estimate. 

The Army, frjr t v l l a t m  rcasivl, has Jone the BRAC Cornrnierion and thin country, a great 

disservice by not reasnnablc analprs to eupport their recommendations. Thcre facts, baBed n, 

audibble vnlua, the nrns and quretions addressed above, plus those etirlnsed ahould he vei&d carefully 

by the BRAC Commisaio~~ers prior to the hnal .wtrnmendntionp and vpting. 

End 

C c !  G Ie-n ~ n o r ~ f  \e 



REALIGN LETTERKENNY 

ARMY TRUE 

ONE-TIME COSTS $50M $229M 

STFADY STATE SAVINGS $7BM $7-8M 

NET PRESENT VALUE $952M SAVINGS $139M COST 

RE 1 URN ON INVESTMENT (ROI) IMMEDIATE OVER 100 YRS 

HOI YEAR 1 998 PAST 2095 

ARMY - the TABS (:Iffice COBRA igtln~ t.ti wveral one- t in~r costs. 
- the .I'ABS O l l ~ c c  C O B R A  clain1t.d hiivillgs ~ I U J I I  personnel r e d i ~ ~ t i o ~ l s  by ignoring 

t o l i i l  tunded workloart rrquitcr~te~lts.  

TRIIE-  tllz tlue COBRA was briefed tu t l ~ r  RRAC' Staff on 24 April 95 
- ~t took Illto accoutlt all (me-rime costs atlil j>ersonncl niovement.9. 

- . _ ._ -. --.. 
-. 

L---- 

-I BREAK EVEN POINT L< 
-.. .\ , - - .. ,./" 

- - -__  -3 
--:-- - -..- LETTtRKENNY ARMY DEPOT -- 

- -- _ _-- 
T- r - - - - - - - -  -1 C- 



CLOSE TOBYHANNA to LETTERKENNY 

ARMY TRUE 
TOBYHANNA TOBYHANNA 

TRUE 
LEAD 

CLOSE CLOSE REAL1 G N  

ONE-TIME GOSTS $1 54M $1 33M S229M 

STEADY STA I E SAVINGS $33M $49M $ 7 - B M  

RETURN ON INVESTMENT (HC3I) 4 YEARS IMMEDIATE OVER 100 

* The best Army alternative is to close Tobyhanna There are greater savings since the entire baz 
can be ctosed and the savings from Tac Msl consolidation will be realized. Artillery capabilty 
is also preserved. 

* Savings at LEAD are minimal since the base cannot be completely shut down. 

* Sav~ngs at LEAD are minimal since it requires at least two or more depot's to per-form the wak,  
currer'ltly d o n s  at ur>e site. 

* The next favorable alternative is for the Army to keep LEAD as the 93 BRAC recommended. 
The workload (funded) between LEAD. Tobyhanna and Anniston is over 9M Direct Labor 
Hours in FY99. This is sufficient workload to effectively operate three depot's. This also solves 
the problem on Art~llery srnce LEAD would retail7 the MI09 Family. Anniston's 
over capacity issue would also be solved. This alternative has z e r o  additlonalcosts. 

* Another alternative is for the BRAC Panel to study intersewicing of Electronics and 
Cornmc~nications Equipment. Savings should be significant from consolidating like commodities. 

,,/' ,' BRAC PANEL ~'\ 

,,.."' ARMY ';., ,/ ,i"' T Fi u E \.,,., 
\ 

, C 0 BRA I I ./' GO BRA '".., 
../' \\. 

-- -- 

* Why did the Army only include $1.7M of the $1 7.OM construction avoidance that would 
be realized if Tobyhanna closes? Why did the Army not include the $16.5M in cost 
avoidance for reguired equipment pur'cl-tases if Tobyhanna closes? 

* Was interservicing of Electronics and Commun~cations Equipment considered? 

Why sell the farm? Only LEAD can be one-atop shop for  

TACTICAL MISSILES 

STORAGE ZERO RISK AT 
LEAD 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, U S A F  (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  

June 16, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. John R Metz, III 
7 Westwood Drive 
Mount Holly Springs, Pennsylvania 17065 

Dear Mr. Metz: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Letterkenny Army 
Depot, Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission received testimony on 
behalf of LetterkennyArmy Depot during a public regional hearing in Boston, 
Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited Letterkenny Army 
Depot on June 1, 1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. The 
information gained during the hearing and base visit, in addition to ail other sources of 
information provided to the Commission and pertaining to Letterkenny Army Depot, will 
be carefblly scrutinized by the Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached 
affecting the Wty. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commissioa 

Sincerely, 
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KIRTLAND The Honorable Alan Dixon 
RETENTION Chairman 
TASKFORCE Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
STEERING 
COMMITTEE: Suite 1425 

1700 North Moore Street 
Bob Francis Arlington, VA 22209 

Leo Marquez Dear Chairman Dixon, 

Sherman McCorkle 
As the Base Realignment and Closure Commission moves 

Hanson Scott closer to making the critical and difficult decisions it 
faces, the Albuquerque community would like to restate the 

CharlieThomas case for rejecting the DOD proposal to re-align missions at 
Kirtland AFB. As you may recall from our presentation, we 

john Vuksich based our case on four factors: 1) the proposal does not 
save money, 2) the surety and safety of our nuclear stockpile 

Task Force will be severely compromised, 3 )  the training effectiveness 
Coordinator: of the 58th SOW will be seriously impaired, and 4) Because of 

the cantonments, the plan ef f ectivel; precludes any community 
Leo Marquez re-use. 

The Air Force proposed to spend $277 M to implement the 
plan which, when completed, they claimed would save $62 M per 
year for an ROI period of 5 years. The community found that 
the proposal would instead cost $525 M to execute and would 
actually cost the taxpayers an additional $12 M annually 
thereafter with an ROI period of infinity. Subsequently, the 
Air Force after completing the site surveys, in a COBRA run 
dated 3 May actually found it would cost $538 M to execute 
but would save $30 M annually, an 18 year ROI period, i f  it 
took c r e d i t  f o r  the cos t  s h i f t  t o  the DOE. In a companion 
COBRA run including DOE costs, it projected a cost of $602 M 
to execute which would save $2 M annually for an ROI period 
of 300 plus years. The cost projections made by the 
community have been validated by the Air Force. This 
proposal will not save the taxpayers any money. 

The proposal would separate the elements which comprise 
the nuclear surety umbrella by sending parts of Defense 
Nuclear Agency/Field Command to Kelly AFB, TX, Nellis AFB N V ,  
and leave part of it at Kirtland and send the Air Force 
Nuclear Safety Agency and the Security Police Agency 
to Kelly AFB,TX. It would also civilianize the security 
force for the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage 
Center, a large repository for nuclear weapons. These 



organizations were put here purposely to be in close proximity to 
the Los Alamos and Sandia National Laboratories to insure the 
safety and surety of the nuclear stockpile. The proposal would 
severely damage the ability to insure that safety of the nuclear 
stockpile would be preserved. It also impairs on-going efforts 
to safely dismantle US and Soviet nuclear warheads, prevent 
nuclear proliferation and combat nuclear terrorism. In a letter 
to you dated 3 May, the Air Force acknowledged these concerns as 
valid. 

The operational effectiveness of the 58th SOW will be 
adversely affected by the move to Holloman AFB. Besides 
incurring a lengthy disruption due to the re-location of the 
simulators, the move to Holloman places the 58th SOW an 
additional one hour flying time from the low level route entry 
points and from the assault runway, etc. Known nesting sites for 
endangered bird species will have to be circumnavigated making 
for unproductive flying time. Facilities for the 58th are non- 
existent at Holloman and would require construction. In all, 
moving would be disadvantageous operationally and would never 
recoup the site advantages of varied terrain, high elevation, 
etc. which Kirtland provides. 

The cantonment plan would encompass all but the three 
housing areas and the small site around the BX and Commissary. 
There would not be access to the runways and ramps, nor would the 
industrial areas be available to the community. The requirement 
for continued security would deny the city of any re-use 
potential. It would be a double negative; the City would lose 
the jobs, but would not be able to use any of the facilities to 
replace them. 

Finally, Kirtland is a Federal installation with a variety 
of Federal missions being hosted on one installation. It is a 
BRAC model which should be emulated, not disbanded. The Air 
Force has tried diligently to find a different configuration to 
propose as an alternative. That they have not succeeded proves 
that Kirtland is a very efficient installation deserving of 
praise, not opprobrium. 

As you approach the decision, we ask that you consider that 
our case on it's merit which is based on verifiable fact and we 
request that you reject the proposal in it's entirety. With all 
best wishes, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSS1ON 
*-:-, 2 - 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142.5 Ft?--? 4 ~ . - ~  --;;&z&~, 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 v, - 2: jTcy<-- '- 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEEL€ 

Mr. Bob Francis 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 1 02 

Dear Mr. Francis: 

. Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Kirtland AFB. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. For your information, I have enclosed a 
copy of a letter h m  Secfe!tary of Defense Waam Peny which updates the Department of 
Defense's position on Kirtland AFB. I trust this information will be helpfbl. I can assure you that 
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review and analysis of Kirtland AFB. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 



THE SECRlTARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1000 

j JUh 19'93 
Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment C ~ ~ s s i o n  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Ylitce i fonvarcied my recomxnendauons to ycu on February ZS. i9Y5. I have appreciaiea 
the excellent manner in which the Commission has conducted its denlanding work undcr yaur 
leadership. I write today to maintain the operi exchange cf Information tlat has been a Ddlmuk 
of'this Commission's relationshp with the Department of Defense. 

As a normal part of its process, the Air Force has been eonducci~g site scrveys to refine 
the financial analysis of recommendations affecting Air Force bases. During this process, the 
financial picture on W a n d  Air Force Base, New ~Mexico, ha$ changed considerably. As you 
know, the reconmiendztion comerning KirtIand hT;B wz5 designed to retain the Phillips 
Laboratory md other iargcly civilian operations, while relocating most of the active duty xilitary 
operations. and closing rehtcd support functions. 

In its site survey process, h e  Air Force di~cove~cd tint naiiy of the original cost - 
estimates significantly understated the costs of relocating the acc.ive-dup units. The final 
estimate of the one-time cost to implement the recommerldr.1 realignment is $538 m.iUioi~ 1 
understand th& figure and the supporting COBR4 analysis have been pmlfided previously to 
your staff. Although some options to reduce these costs were examined, I understand thzt none 
of the options provided the same benefits as estimated for the recommended realipment. 
Significantly, the Department of Energy also asserted i h ~ t  they received support far iil excess of 
that currcncntiy reimiiiki to the +:primznt of iht: Air Force for D& + 

-- - --- _I _ A _  Lr dv ir i e s  _ - I = _ ~  oo ELtia~Ez A S .  _ _ _  _ -- - 

- k~suk,&&ohkeststo  € h e - G ~ ~ S r d t e s  b 2 ~ . u e ~ &  -~gcc-n~t cap!urdirdxxrigid-- - - - - 

estimates. 

A f i ~ r  ~.x;viewk,g the results of tile site survey. it is my jildgment t5ai tile recomniend3:ion 
-- - . - - - . . for the realignment of Kirtiand AFB no longer represents :I Gnzncially or operationiy sound - 

scenario. 1 ask that you take these matters into conside~rion xs Con?mission conducts Its 
re view of my recommendations. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , . . 7":' 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
J~W :E?T-ri 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. HONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Sherman McCorkle 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 1 02 

Dear Mr. McCorkle: 

- Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Kirtland AFB. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. For your information, I have enclosed a 
copy of a letter fiom Secretary of Defense William Perry which updates the Department of 
Defense's position on Kirtland AFB. I trust this information will be helpll. I can assure you that 
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review and analysis of Kirtland AFB. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 



Honorable Man J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Redignment Connission 
1 700 North LMoore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 32209 

Dear iMr. Chairman: 

Yirice i ionvarried my recomndauons to ycii on F e b r u q  23. i945. I have appreclaieci 
the excellent manner in which the Commission hits c~nducted its denimding work under ysur 
leadership. I write today to maintain the ope11 exchange cf informat!or! t!at has been a hdlrnxk; 
ofthis Commission's reIationship with the Department of Defense. 

As a normal part of its process, the Air Force has been eonducring site scrveys to refine 
the financial analysis of recommendations affecrlng Xir Force bases. Dul-ing this process, the 
financial picture on Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, has changed considerably. As you 
know, the recommendation concerning KirtIand AH3 was designcd to retain the Phillips 
Laboratory md other largely civilian operations, w h l e  relocating most of the active duty military 
operations. and closing rclatcd support functions. 

In its si!e survey process, the Air Force discovelzd tl~at maiiy of rhe origbal cost 
estimates significantly understated the costs of rcIocatin,o the x5ve  ducv units. The final 
estimate of the one-time cost to implement the recommerldrl rcaligment is $535 million. f 
understand this figure and the ssup&rting COBR4 analysis have been provided previously -to 
your staff. Although some optioos to reduce these costs were examined, I understand that none 
of the options provided the same benefits as estimated for the recommended realignment. 
Significantly, the Department of Energy also asserted th8 they received sqport  far in excess of 

. - -  - that c u m t i y  reimuir_seci to the Depzrirrienr of'ihr, Air _-_-___ Force for D6ictivities ______ on Khti;i:,d ____ A S .  _ I _ -  - 
- - kca&stdt,-&&%k~~ts to &e&it&k.rttei &v+m.wng w-oot q&wed&krigi.?iJ-- - - - - - - 

estimates. 

Afier ~cviewirig the results of tile site survey. it is my jildgment that the re~ornnienci3:~on 

-- - -- for the realignment of Kirtland AFB no longer represents :I fiaencially or ope:ationdly satlnd - 
scenario. I ask that yoli take these matters into considerritio~l xs the Con?mission conducts I t s  
rcview of Lny recommendations. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . . . . .  - -..----+ ,-..#-- + - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
-,*w~,-*:.,-- - qT?6/2/#4'/ 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF IRET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Hanson Scott 
Kidand Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

Dear Mr. Scott: 

- Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Kirtland AFB. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. For your information, I have enclosed a 
copy of a letter &om Secretary of Defense William Peny which updates the Department of 
Defense's position on Kirtland AFB. I trust this information will be helpll. I can assure you that 
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review and analysis of Kirtland AFB. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD js 
Enclosure 



3 JUh 1,093 

Honorable Nan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear iMr. Chairman: 

Yirtce i fonvanied my recomrnendations to ycu on F e o r u q  25, iW5. I have appreciarea 
the excellent manner in which the Commission has c~nducced Its denlanding work tinder yaur 
leadership. I write today to maintain the open exchange of infomation t!!at has been a hdlinuk: 
of'ehis Commission's relationship with the Department of Defense. 

As a normal part of its process, the Air Force has been conduc!ing site surveys to refine 
the financial analysis of recommenda~ons affecting .Air Force bases. During this proczss, the 
financial picture on Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, has changed considerably. As you 
know, the recommendation concerning KirtIand AFB was Cesigntd to relain the Phillips 
Laboratory md other largely civilian operatiom, while -docating most of the active duty niiitary 
operations, and closing rchtcd support functions. 

In its site survey process, h e  Air Force di:covz~:cd that many of rhe origi~al cost 
estimates significantly understated the costs of relocating the ac5ve duty units. The final 
estimate of the one-time cost to implement the recommerlde.1 realignment is $535 millioi i 
understand this figure and the supporting COB %4 analysis have been provided previously to 
your staff. Although some options to reduce these costs were examined, I understand that none - 

of the options provided the same benefits as estimated for the recommended realignment, 
Significantly, the Department of Energy also asserted thzt they received support far in excess of 

- -- that currcntiv - -A- reirr@id to the iicpzrimea~ _--- oE ih+ Air Force ior - ~ 6 ~ ; r c t i v i t i e s . ~  - _-- - Khti;rr~d __- A ia .  _ _ _  _ _  .A_ 

-- ~ & ~ k , d ~ s x o  t h e - ~ B ~ r ; l t e r  ~ z - m n i e r i k  wereoe~ w w - i a - b  Migi&-- -- - - - 

estimates. 

Aticr I-i.,viewinf= the results of tile site wrur'Jey. it is my judgrnefit that the recornmend3:ion 
- - - .. - - - for the realignment of Kirtland AFB no longer represents ;I fii~r?ncidIy or ope:ationally saunci - 

scenario. I ask that yo9 take these matters into considerrition as the Coxl~mission conducts ILT 
re view of my iecomniendations. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ?';-;;, : . - *  .a:.. -...--4,. 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 I;? -.- .: : 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
R E B E C C A C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, U S A F  (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R E T I  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA t RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Leo Marquez 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 102 

Dear Mr. Marquez: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Kirtland AFB. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. For your information, I have enclosed a 
copy of a letter from Secretary of Defense William Perry which updates the Department of 
Defense's position on Kirtland AFB. I trust this information will be heIpful. I can assure you that 
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review and analysis of Kirtland AFB. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 



THESECRETARYOFDEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1 - 1000 

Honorable Nan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Co.nmission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22309 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Sirice i rbnvmied my recomnendauons to ycu on F e b r u q  23, i935. I have appreciaiea 
the excellent manner in which the Commission 11:s c~nducced its denlanding work ilndzr yaur 
leadership. I write today to maintain the open exchange cf information that has been a hdlmxk; 
ofmthis Commission's relationship with the Department of Defense. 

As a normal part of its process, the Air Force has been eonducring site surveys to retine 
the financial analysis of recommendations affecung Air Force bases. During this process, the 
financial picture on Kidand Air Force Base, New Mexico, ha5 changed considerably. As you 
know, the recommendation concerning KirtIand &"B was clesignzd to relain the Phillips 
Laboratory md other largely civilian operations, while relocaring most of the active duty M t a r y  
operations. and closing rchtcci acpport functions. 

In its si!e survey process, the Air Force d i~covzl~d  that many of the original cost 
estimates significantly understated the costs of relocating the active dutv units. The f ind  
estimate of the one-time cost to implement the recornmendel rzaligcment is $538 rnillio;~ 1 
understand this figure and the supporting COB R4 analysis have been provided previously to 
your staff. Although some options to reducc these costs were examined, I understand thiit none 
of the options provided the same benefits as estimated for the recommended realignment 
Significantly, the Department of Energy also asserted thzt they received s3qp<jrt far iil excess of 
that current@ Eimb.irseci tu che 5cpzrimenr of ihe &r Force for ~6-Ezti5ide.s on I@th,r! h Z .  - -- - - -  L 

- - --- - - - 
- A s - s u l ? , ~ t s t o  &e ~ s & & % ~ ~ ~ b c w r e n o t  c+u&-&dgi&-  - - 

estimates. 

Afrcr tcvie~irig the results of tile site survey. it is my jvdgrnefit t$at the recorim;e.nd3'cion 

- for the realignment of Kirtland AFB no longer represents :I GilmciaIly or o p z i t i o r d y  sotlnd - 
scenario. I ask that yo3 take thesz matters into tonsidexrtion as the Con~mfision conducts ~ L S  

rcview of my recomnendations. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - -. . - -  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0501 
qx?!i:~4~1 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 5. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Charlie Thomas 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 102 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Kirtland AFB. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. For your information, I have enclosed a 
copy of a letter &om Secretary of Defense Wfiam Peny which updates the Department of 
Defense's position on Kirtland AFB. I trust this information will be helpfbl. I can assure you that 
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review and analysis of Kirtland AFB. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1000 

Honorable Alan 3. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cornmission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1435 
Arlington. VA 22309 

Dear _Mr. Chairman: 

Since i fonvarcied my recommendations to ycu on February 23. i 9 5 .  I have a-pprttclaied 
the excellent manner in which the Commission has conducted Its demanding work under yaur 
leadership. I write today to maintain the ope11 exchange of information t!at has been a hallmark 
of-this Commission's reIationship with the Department of Defense. 

As a normal part of its process, the Air Force has been zonducri~g site surveys to refine 
the financial analysis of recommendations affecting ,Air Force bases. During this process, the 
financial picture on Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, ha5 changed considerably. As you 
know, the recommendation concerning KirtIand A';B was designed to retain the Phillips 
Laboratory mci other largely civilian operations, while -docacing most of the active duty niiitary 
operations. and closing rchtcd support functions. 

In its site survey process, the Air Force diacovescd tlut m i ~ i ~ y  of the origirraI cost 
estimates significantly understated the costs of relocating the wive  duty units. The final 
estimate of the one-time cost to implement the recommerlde-i realigmnent is $535 million. 1 
understand this figure and the supporting COBK4 analysis have been pro-tided previously to 
your staff. Although some options to reduce these costs were examined, T understand that none 
of the options provided the same benefits as estimated for the recommended realignment. 
Significantly, the Department of Energy also asserted thzt they received srqport far in excess of 

- - that currenti? reirnbirsed to rhr ' i ~ p i r i m e a  of ibe - -  Air Force - for -- D6Edx7it ies -- un - -- ---- IGrtialn --.- A s .  - -  - -- - 
- ~&sttk,-&o&e~sdkate* C*wm-ae~&-~ereeet~il-~i&- - - - 
estimates. 

Afrcr ~c\iiewing the results of tile site survey. it is my ja~i,omer,t that the recorirn~end3:ion - - 

for the realignment of Kixtland -4FB no Ionger rep,reser?ts n fii?~ncially or ope:ationally sstlnd 
scenario. I ask that you take these matters into consicierztion xs the Co~trmssion conducts its 
re view of my ie~om~endations.  



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE S T R E E T  S U I T E  1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. John Vuksich 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 1 02 

Dear Mr. Vuksich: 

- Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Kirtland AFB. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in malung its recommendations. For your information, I have enclosed a 
copy of a letter fiom Secretary of Defense William P e q  which updates the Department of 
Defense's position on Kirtland AFB. I trust this information will be helpm. I can assure you that 
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review and analysis of Kirtland AFB. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

S i e l  y, 

A.TD:js 
Enclosure 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1 - 1000 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Co nunission 
1 700 North   moo re Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22309 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Since i fonvarcied my recomnenciations to ycu on F e b r u q  2%. i 9 5 .  I have a-pprrc-aiea 
the excellent manner in which the Commission has c~oducced Its denlanding work under yaur 
leadership. I write today to maintain the open exchange cf information &at has been a hd1rnaru.k: 
of-this Commission's relationship with the Department of Defense. 

As a normal part of its process, the Air Force has been zonduc!ir,g site snrveys to refine 
the financial analysis of recommendations affecting .&r Force bases. During thls process, the 
financial picture on Kirtland Air Force Base, New 'Mexico, ha5 changed considerably. As you 
know, the recommendztion concerning KirtIand lZFB was designtd to retain the Phillips 
Laboratory md other largely civilian operations, while ~Jocating most of the active duty nrilitary 
operations. and closing rchted support functions. 

In its site survey process, the Air Force dincovelcd that many of rhe ori,+al cost 
estimates significantly understated the costs of rdocating the active d u n  u n i t s  The final 
estimate of the one-time cost to implement the recommerlde*l r:aligrment is $535 million. i 
understand this figure and the supporting COBR4 analysis have been provided previously-to 
your staff. Although some options to reducc these costs were examined, 1 understand that none 
of the options provided the same benefits as estimated For the recommended reaiignment 
Significantly, the Department of Energy also asserted that they received s3qpcirt far in excess of 

- -- that curreqti~ reimbiirseci to the a s p r r r n ~ a t  - - - - -  of i k  Air Force for a D6E --- &xities on -=--- Gtiad A S .  ----- 
- ~ f t t k , ~ ~ ! + & b ~ % i d k ~  ~ . ~ R & ~ o  ~ & & € % ~ F i g ~ i ? a l - -  -- - - 

estimates. 

Afrer ~cviewing the results of tile site survey. it is my jildgnefit tiat the reco~lniend3:ion - - 

-- --- for the realignment of Kirtland AFB no longer represents n fil?r?nciaIIy or ope:ationaUy siiund - . 
scmario. I ask that you take these matters into consicier~tion xs the Con?rms;sion conducts its 
rcview of my recommendations. 
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P.O. Box 34385 
Fort Buchanan, P.R. 00934 
8 June 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Once again I write to this Honorable Commission, concerned 
with the turn of events that have taken place since my letter dated 
25 May 1995. As the spokesman for the Fort Buchanan employees I 
come across a lot of documents of anonymous origin. I recently 
received documents (Enclosures 1 thru 6) which I feel are important 
enough to send to you. In doing so I want to invoke the Whistle 
Blower Protection Act of 1989 and Public Law 101-12 dated April 
1989, 103 Stat.16. 

In essence, the people at FORSCOM have committed the three 
cardinal sins; Waste, Fraud and Abuse. Waste by continuing to use 
Government resources on a plan that has absolutely no cost savings 
to the U.S. taxpayer; Fraud by certifying information known to be 
false; and now Abuse of their position by continuing their 
"marching orders" to close Fort Buchanan. 

The Army is now realizing that everything we pointed out 
during the Commission Hearings held at Fort Buchanan on 28 April 
1995 is true. (Encl 1). The Commissary and AAFES have said they 
will leave if the Garrison leaves. (Encl 2 & 3). Now the same 
holds true for the Antilles Consolidated School System. FORSCOM 
now wants to change Public Law just so they can close for Fort 
Buchanan. FORSCOM knew this as far back as 4 May 1995, yet on 20 
May 1995 they certified that the AAFES and Commissary would remain 
open. They still can't figure out if this action is a closure or 
a realignment. 

On 2 June 1995 the Fort Buchanan BRAC team is told to drop 
action to transfer area support functions to Roosevelt Roads Naval 
Station. (Encl. 4 & 5). The Navy doesn't want them, yet they keep 
marching on! The FORSCOM BRAC team still does not understand the 
concept of mobilization and who is really responsible for the Mob 
mission! 



HON Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Page Two 

The Puerto Rico National Guard continues to negotiate with 
FORSCOM. (Encl 6). Now the TAGPR wants to operate the entire 
installation. Either GEN Emilio Diaz-Colon is an insubordinate 
General or our Governor also lied to this Honorable Commission by 
saying he wanted Fort Buchanan to remain as is when in fact he 
wants to take it over. 

The Army is back to square 1 - NO PLAN - and they are 
expecting this Honorable Commission to make a historical decision 
based on false data. Can this really be happening? 

Sir, it seems to me that someone out there really wants to 
close us down, and wants the Commission to pay for it! If you stop 
and think about it for a moment (with Watergate in mind), if 
FORSCOM wanted to close Fort Buchanan THEY would have to pay for 
the closure from their budget. If, however, Fort Buchanan was 
placed on the BRAC list it would be your money; our money (the 
taxpayer), paying for the closure. How long will it take for the 
Army Audit Agency to figure this one out. By the way they will be 
at Fort Buchanan the week of 12 June to audit the proposed 
Engineering efforts on BRAC. 

Our original hypothesis is proving to be accurate. Close Fort 
Buchanan and give the $4 million in AAFES Dividend to the 
floundering Fort McPherson MWR, while showing a reduction in OMA 
funds by eliminating the active component at Fort Buchanan. Cost 
savings to the taxpayer were never an issue since the mobilization 
mission was not going away. 

Again I appeal to you. In order to save the Army, and 
ultimately the U.S. Government, any more embarassment, I am again 
respectfully requesting from this Honorable Commission that Fort 
Buchanan be immediately removed from the closure list. 

Respectfully, 

Andel L. ~antos 
Spokesman, Fort Buchanan Employees 
(809) 792-7397 
FAX: (809) 792-7077 
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MEMORANDUM ET)R k a i r t a n t  Chief of Staff for Installation 
Management, ATTN: DAIM-BO, 600 Anny Pentagon 
Uashington, DC 20310-0600 

SuBJZCT : AAFES/cx%mi~~hry Enclave at Fort Buchanan 

1. References : 

b. F'ORSCOM memarandurn, AFPI -BC, 12 Apr 95, subject; 
Enclave Identification at Fort Buchanan, Puerto Fhco, and 
respective answers from Anay and Air Force Exchange Service 
(AAFES) and Defense Commissary Agency (enclosed) . 

- 

2.  his menorandm reiterates M e  BASOPS support issue reg-ng 
the A A F E s / C M ~ ~  ssary enclave at Fort Buchanan di s a s s e d  during 
reference a. 

3 .  The BRAC 95 language for the realignment of Fort Buchanan 
reads "Realign F o r t  Buchanan by reducing garrison management 
f u n c t i o n s  and disposing of family housing. R e t a i n  an enclave for 
the R e e e n r e  Components, Army and Air Force Exchange Service 
(AWES) and the Antilles Consolidated S c h w l . "  

4 .  T h e  concept of operation impacting on M S / C o r p n i s s a r y  
enclave issue is: The garrison will be inactivated, enclave w i l l  9 

be established for ?AEZG/Ccmni saary, the AA!i'F.~/Comaiasary enclave 
will be collocated, enclave holder8 will be responlriblc for own 
BAsoPS functions and enclave w i l l  be owned by DECA. 

5 .  By reference b, Headquarters, AAEZS require6 BASOPS rugport 
at no cost IAR AR 60-10/AFR 147-7. Since  they are located 
overseas, u t i l i t i e s  must also be provided. If Army is required 
to provide BAsoPS .upport to t h i s  activity, aRAC action w i l l  be 
realignment versua cloeure. Garrison vould be reduced rather 



AFPf -BC 
SUSJECT: AAFES/Coamiasary Enclave at Fort Buchanan 

than inactivated. Heedless to say, saving8 for this &RAc action 
would be 6cverely reduced. R e a m e n d  knay be ce l iwd  from 
canplying with nfarenced regulations. - - 

6 .  Realize tha t  if Army dben n o t  provide BASOPS support to 
enalave, DECA decision i e  to close the Ccumnidsary at Fort 
Wlchanan. This  action w i l l  be met Kith great resistsurce from the 
conrmunity* 

7 .  The other issue is that of property ownership. The concept 
of operation is for erlclave holders to own the property. Since 
WLS and the  C a m i s e a r y  are to be collocated, the Comnissary 
would be logical owner. DECAt s response to this (refetenoe b) , 
is that T i t l e  10, VSC 2682 doers not allow Defense Agencies to own 
property. The name holds true for the Antilles Consolidated 
School. If Anay continues property ownership of these two 
enclaves, Any continues to be accountable. Again, BRAC action 
would be more in line w i t h  a realignment versus cloaure. 

8 .  m e s t  expeciit-ious resolution to these issues as it greatly 
impacts on implementation planning. 

9. For additional information contact Ma. L i b e t t e  Delaney, 
DSN 367-6374. 

FOR THE DCS FOR PERSOXWEL AND INSTALLATION WWAGEblENT: 

Encl 
p b ,  ~ a s e  Realignment and 

Closure D i v i s i o n ,  DCSPL2 



. - U Y 0 4 l 9 %  
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MMO~W~DVM FOR B E A D Q ~ T E R S ,  UNITED STATES' mm K)RCBS 
M#HAND, A m :  AFPI-BC, FORT McPHERGOlr, GEORGIA 
30330-6000 .- 

SUBJECT: mclave ~dgntiflcation at Ft. Buchanam, Puerto Rice 

References: a. Henora&un, -PI-BC/ A p r i l  12, 1995, subjsct 
above 

b. Farnorandurn, 3SPI -BC,  March 31, 1995, subject: 
Base Real ignment aud C l o s w e  1995 (BRAC 95)  
Implementation Plan Instructions 

Reference a-  requests the Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) 
submit enclave requirements f o r  the F't.  Buchanan Commissary. 

'Phe 1995 Department of D e f e n s e  Base R e a l i g m z e e n t  and Closure 
Report identifies Ft. Buchanan as a realignnent. On post u n i t  
disposition aata provided by Forces comand (FORSCOM) illustrates 
106 reservists will remain at Ft- Buchanan after realiqnment. 

ana the c~miasary-vill be col iocatcd in an enclave, the Defense 
comi~sary Agency being t h e  property ovner.w This concept is not 
pocciblo becruro Title ln, l7SC 2682 QOes not P T O V ~ Q ~  ~ U L .  r-1 
property ownership by Defenso A g a c i e s .  If the  comissary w e r e  to 
t i k i i f i  a& E O $ J ~ ~ ) a ~ a n e r  b Mi 1 4 t a m  Gemice cowanent will havo to 

U e U  YUSC A&= a ~ w a d  haincoo dooioiorrc r - u a i m 7  ha=+ 

utilization of our res~urces .  Usder e ~ R S C O M  scenario, 
. - - -w?=L*--d  01 U P C L L I  e f  t h n  Pr R I I J - ~ ~ ~ Q  r m o i ~ r Y ~ ~  w j  U result in 
increased Casts since UecA will have to ~ u j l ~ t x a ~ t ;  tor 1nfrs3t--ructurc 
support servlceb normally pr-Widca by #r h a ~ l l a t i o n -  ~5 nca the 
Ft. Buchanan. BRP.C action is i d t m k i f i d  as o. tealiqmacnt rather than 
u z w ~ u c - ,  r r  quc*-+j~- w h y  tho A m  i m  p i a n n i h r ~  t.~) cease base 
upemtion support- serurces. Theref ore, DeCA cannot concur with 
future operation of the Ft. Buchanan Crrmmissary, w i t h i n  the FORSCOM 
xnplementation Plan c~uidel ines .  



. 
ARKV AIR FORCE M M O E  SERVICE . 
warn ruca -08 
r m r w ,  WLA~ORIOO umt.bos0 

Tor Mr. Serpio Hernandos 
Deputy D m  - - 
Pt. Buchanon 

Rlforah~al Attached DIC lrttsr raquentinp enc lave  
cons truccian rrquiromonts f rom P t  - Buchanan 
unitr. 

Hr. Hernrndmz : 

W. hava reviewed the Ct. Buchanan BRAC c o n r t r u c t i ~ n  requaat 
and suggest that  the ~roporrd i t .  Buchanan BlUC z.aligmont 
enclava inclua8 w c h a a ~ o  actLvf t ior  ar thay cuttantly sxasr 
(gncl, 1 )  with t w o  ex~opt iOn.8 ,  thm PX uervicm utati~n and 
Changuitor * a food a c t l v S t f  as,  . 
~ h m  PX serviue atation, B l d g ,  380 and Changultols food 
rgtkvlty, D l d g ,  18% rumt ba taloort.d1 40 n o t e  (Lnot a ) ,  t o  
be .included w i t h i n  the enclave,  Moving the P X  service 
atat ion (lees unforeseen snvironmrntal ir8ues)  18 8925 ,000 .  
The ~hanguito's food activity project la ortimated a t  
~ ~ 7 3 , 0 0 0 .  ~ h r r e  projects rhould ba funded by -I. 

MPKS, operates a8 part  of tho in8 ta l l a t i on .  and is nor truly  
tdnrnt. Conr*quentLy, It should be ~rovic lod  Cornon Smrvicc 

SuQWrt f Buildinsre. gtou~do, and road servicr., ~nintenanao , 
racur i ty .  f i r*  pratect ion,  comunlcatio~s,  trash r+moval and 
oanltatlon servicee), a t  30 coat to MPB8 in accordance with 
AR 60-1O/A?R 147-7. As aa clverreas axchange, thim includes 
u t i l i t l  COSt*. Comon rer*ics Support apreem@nto are v i t a l  
to continuad oparetiono at PC. Buchanan. It i s  imposrible at 
this t i m a  to. project  furthar infrastructure rsquirrmenta 
ustAl final Buppott a ~ d  troop docisions &re made. 

~ h e n k  you for t h i a  oaportunity to  bring our concern6 to tho  
tablo. W e  look f o t w a x d  to vorkihg thars iesuer to o \ ~ a c e a l f u l  

the  MfXS support mission to tho 



Microsoft Mail v3 .0  IPM.Microsoft Mail.Note 
From: Delaney, Libette - DCSPIM 
To : Gantan, Rolando MAJ DOL-BUCH 
Cc: Nicholson, Tom - DCSPIM 

Rodriguez, Felix DRM-BUCH 
Graves, Milton - DRM 

Subject: FW: Buchanan Area Support functions to Roosevelt Roads (RRNS) 
Date: 1995-06-02 16:48 
Priority: 4 
Message ID: 5ACD07BC 
Parent message ID: B2F51A2A 
Conversation ID: B2F51A2A 

Drop action to transfer area support missions to RRNS. On Friday, 26 May 
95, USARC briefed FORSCOM DCG cn Off Post Area Support (what we call area 
support missiorLs). For Puerto Rico, 65th ARCOM is to assume these missions. 

B? aware that not all missions are identified to transfer. I will fax you 
list showing those functions that will or will not transfer. Request you 
work with 65th ARCOM to identify specifics (functions they will not assume). 
I will also get in touch with USARC and work from this end. Possible 
solution for functions that will not transfer to AYCOM is to transfer to 
Fort McPherson, and either have work performed by contract, or on-site on 
USAR enclave. 

Realize that this information affects the Financial Action Plan that Felix 
is putting t3gether. Manpower Annex is also affected. Felix will have to 
relook the Basops spaces we'd identified tc tranfer to RRNS since the 20 
spaces identified for this was based on transfer of units and area support. 

Also need to identify construction requirements for the enclave based on 
this change. We will need that faxed to us 6 Jun. Know it is short notice, 
but as you know 1391s are being forwarded to DA next week. Expect enclave 
boundaries to expand without requiring new construction. See what makes 
most sense. 

Give me a call if you have any questions. 

Good Luck! 
- - - - - - - - - -  

From: Bohannon, Donald - DCSPIM 
To: Delaney, Libette - DCSPIM; Plunkett, Joseph - DCSPIM 
Subject: Buchanan Area Support functions to Roosevelt Roads (RRNS) 
Date: Friday, June 02, 1995 3:26PM 

Talked to Teresa Price at RRNS on 1 Jun. She said planned meeting between 
Buchanan area support functional POC's and RRNS counterparts was cancelled. 
Price and Huston talked to Cdr RRNS, Capt Wood, on 26 May about area 
support functions. It was Commander's initial impression that we were 
sending an Army contingent to RRNS who would be treated as other tenants 
(gave Army Reserve Center as example). Commander is reluctant to undertake 
a new mission especially one he doesn't thoroughly understand.and has stated 
that he does not intend to assume this mission unless directed by 
CINCLANTFLEET to do so. 
Talked to Lt Cdr Huston on 2 Jun. He had talked to CINCLANTFLEET yesterday 
and they were also lukewarm to having RRNS assume Army area support 



misssion. Huston thinks nothing will happen in this area unless we contact 
CINCLANTFLEET and request that RRNS undertake the mission for us, at which 
time CINCLANTFLEET will probably ask Capt Wood's opinion. Huston also told 
me that Gantan is coming over today to discuss area support, to determine 
which functions are compatible with Navy operations. 



FROM:  anta an, Rolando MAJ DOL-BUCH 

TO: Delaney, Libette - DCSPIM 
T: Oetjen, Thomas L. LTC DCDR-BUC 

Riedel, Donald R. COL CDR-BUCH 
Rodriguez, Felix DRM-BUCH 
Bohannon, Donald - DCSPIM 

DATE: 06-02-95 
TIME: 16:04 

SUBJECT: BRAC UPDATE 
PRIORITY: R 
ATTACHMENTS: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1. Reference Telcon between T Bohnann/L Delaney reference update on Annex D, 
inf~rmation required was solicited to the Tenant proponercies to complete the 
record In buidlging up Implementation Plan. 

2 .  Mr Rodriguez will be in Ft Mc t h i s  coming week and update you as 
a;-propriate. 

3 .  Data gathering is in process. Possible transmission to you is 8 June 95. 

4. For further inquiry, POC is Mr Rodriguez, 3202. 

1. Ref telcon with RRNS, LCDR Houston and Executive Officer's office, 
they are not ready to dircuss area support missions at this juncture. We 
will attempt to conduct a peacemill scrub to alleviate impediments of their 
POCS nonavailability to allow us to keep moving. 

2. Readiness Group do not have weapons. HHC MP's are the only one's 
authorized weapons to allocate security and shipment for. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEAWUARTERS, WnED STATES ARMY FORCZS #)klMLLNb 

FORT MCMt RSON, OEOROlA 30- 

June 5 ,  1995  

Base Realignment and Closure Division 

Major General Emilio Diaz-Colon 
The Adjutant General 
Puerto Rico National Guard 
Post O f f i c e  Box 3786 
Ban &Nan, Puerto Rico 00902-3786 

Cear General Diaz-Colon: 

Thank you for your letter dated April 25, 1995 where you 
provide a copy of the Governor of Puerto Rioor8 letter to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realigmnt ~ s s i o n  C h i m a n  and your 
remarks at the Regional Hearing regarding the propesed realign- 
ment of Fort Buchanan, Puerto Riao. 

In reading the correspondence, the desire to keep 
Fort Buchanan open is evident. However, if decidion i6 to 
continue w i t h  the realignment action, I understand the desiree 
are to transfer excess property to the Government of Puerto Rico 
for operation by the N a t i o n a l  Guard. 

I have reviewed the Puerto Riw Natioaal Guard' 8 suknirrion 
to the Department of Army identifying proposed enclave. Proposal 
requests property currently oacupied by the National Ouard, plus 
additional property urmedrately to the North and South. In 
r e c e n t  conversations my staff ha8 had w i t h  youra, indication8 are 
that the National Guard would like to operate the entire 
installation. 

Due to the various progoralr receivad from the National 
Guard, request clarification of the property you would like 
transferred and a plan of aotion. 



Information you requi re  fmm Fort Buchanan to put your plan 
together will be pnwided by the in s ta l l a t ion  or my staff upon 
rques t . 

h t h u r  T. Dean 
Brigadier General, U . 8 .  Army 
Deputy C h i e f  o f  S t a f f  for 
Personnel and I n a t a l l s t i o n  
Managennent 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Angel L. Santos 
Spokesman, Fort Buchanan Employees 
P.O. Box 34385 
Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico 00934 

Dear Mr. Santos: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with information on Fort Buchanan, Puerto 
Rico. I cab idy  appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission during our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Buchanan. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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OFFICE OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 

Philadelphia 
City 
Planning 
Commission 
1515 Market Sheet 
17th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102 
21 5-686-4607 
215-686-2939(0 

Philadelphia 
Industrial 
Development 
Corporation 
2600 Centre 
Square West 
1500 Market Sheet 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-2126 
215-496-8020 
215-977-9618(0 

Private Industry 
Council 
Three Parkway 
Suite 501 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-1375 
215-963-2100 
215-567-7171(fl 

Commerce Department 
1600 Arch Street, 13th Floor Philadelphia, PA 19103 215-686-3643 215-686-2669(0 

Terry Gillen, Director 

June 9, 1995 

Mr. Alex Yellin pscz? . A : , i y;. . i :: 3 :i 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission b p ~ , t  :. ; ~ ‘ ~ m f & c s ~ ~  - \2-\b 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to meet with us on 
May 26 to discuss NSWC-Philadelphia. Information requested by you and Mr. Epstein 
on three issues related to the Department of Defense recommendation to realign 
NS WC-Annapolis to Philadelphia follows. 

First, the City was asked whether NSWC-Philadelphia could accommodate 
special Annapolis facility requirements (specifically, floor loading and water cooling 
capability) of the non-CFC program. NSWC-Philadelphia's Building 633, which is 
targeted for the non-CFC equipment, has ten times the floor loading capacity and 
twenty-five times the water cooling capacity required by Annapolis for this program. 
A breakdown of special facility requirements for the Annapolis non-CFC program 
compared to the capabilities of Building 633 is attached for your information. 

Secondly, there was a question as to whether Annapolis personnel time was 
included in the NSWC-Philadelphia budget estimate for implementing the proposed 
realignment. These costs were included as part of the "building alterations" line-item. 
A breakdown of the Annapolis personnel cost for each of the facilities to be moved to 
NSWC-Philadelphia is attached. As we discussed, this detailed budget justification 
demonstrates that Annapolis facilities and personnel can be realigned to Philadelphia 
for less than the $25 million estimate provided by the BSEC. 

In addition, a question was raised about the extent to which NSWC- 
Philadelphia overhead costs may increase following the closure of the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard. The City requested information from NSWC-Philadelphia on this 
issue, and a copy of the response is attached. In summary, the "host-activity" 
responsibilities which will be assumed by NSWC-Philadelphia following closure of the 
Shipyard will not increase overhead costs. In fact, NSWC-Philadelphia's man-day rate 
for FY96 and FY97 is expected to be lower than the current rate. This projected 
decrease in overhead costs can, in part, be attributed to the fact that NSWC- 
Philadelphia activities, which are currently housed in 58 buildings, will be consolidated 
into 20 buildings following the closure of the Shipyard. 

City of Philadelphia 



I hope this information is helpful in your deliberations on the Department of 
Defense's recommendation to realign NSWC-Annapolis to Philadelphia. A copy of 
this information has also been provided to Mr. David Epstein. 

Thank you again for the time you have provided to the City of Philadelphia. 
Please contact me at (215) 686-7604 if you have any questions or need additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Channing Lukefahr 
Project Manager 

Attachments 

cc: Mr. David Epstein 



Cooling Water 

Floor Loading 

Electrical 

Overhead Crane 

ENVIRONMENTAL NON-CFC FACILITY 

SPECIAL FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 

Annapolis Phila Bldg 633 
Requirements Capabilities 

6000 GPM 150,000 GPM 

7,500 hp @ 9,500 hp @ 
440-60 3 phase 440-60 3 phase 

15 ton 50 ton (six) 
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1 NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE C€NTtR 

i CARMROCK MVlSlON 

t 

I 
Officeof Defense 
-Departmetlt 
1600 Arch Street, 13th 
Phbklphia, PA 191031 

Inrespanse June 1995, somcof tbeinfornmicm you 

a ManhOuT rate for tbe (2udemA Division. Site 
differ from this r a ,  howeva, they must be 

averaged (on a weigh basis by the number of people) to equal the division "1 Qte. 

is S67.82.h. The PhikMphia site varies 
but is roughly $6~.001hr. The division 
not yet for release but are proposed to be 
Phhielphiasiterattshavenotbeensetas 

of this date, however, the atio between the site and division rate will be about 
menmcarinFY-95.1 

oenocw Fwm 99 0-90) 
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(2) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY 

(A) COMPRESSED AIR - Integration of the air side of Submarine Fluid 
Dynamics with the existing Air Test Facility in Building 77H. 

MILCON - The existing bridge crane in Bldg 77H 
that services the Air Test Facility is considered 
to be beyond repair. In order to duplicate 
Annapolis's capabilities, hoist service must 
be available.The cost shown is for 
purchase of a hoist. 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS - 6400 ft2 x $6/ft2 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: STUDIES 
COMPLIANCE - Removal/Disposal of Existing 
HPACs/LPACs in ATF to make room for arriving 
equipment. 
RESTORATION 

0 & M, N: 
SITE CLEAROUT - 6400 it2 x $2/ftz 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIPMENT - Removal of selected 
HPACs/LPACs (3 total), Dehydrators (3 total), Air 
Flasks (6 total), Reducing Manifolds and Data 
Acquisition Equipments. 35 tons X $450/ton $ 15,800 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION - Installation of equipment 
arriving from Annapolis including HPACs, LPACs, 
Dehydrators, Air Flasks, Reducing Manifolds, Data 
Acquisition equipment. 400 hr x x $33/hr 

CALIBRATION OF EQUIPMENT - 240 hrs x $33/hr 

STANDBY/DOWNTIME - Testing schedule of the 
Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility is unknown. 

OTHER 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - Piping/Wiring for 
new HPACs/LPACs, Dehydrators and Air Flasks. 
Tubing/Wiring for Data Acquisition equipment and 
computers. Construct a rack to hold the arriving 
spherical air flasks. 

LABOR: 904 hrs x $33/hr = $44,880 

MAT'L: $15,000 

Total: $245,700 



(2) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY (Continued) 

(B) All Remaining ADV SHIPBOARD AUX MACHINERY 

OPTION (1): Based on NSWC Philadelphia P-010 costs 
to modify 77H cooling water system. $look for 1200 
gpm pump and supporting system to test site. P-010 
did not include the costs of tank, cooling tower and 
environmental costs. These are estimated at $350k 
based on minimal structural requirements. $ 450,000 

OPTION (2): No costs is to use the facilities that 
are already costed in P193. $ 0 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 15,700 ft2 X $6/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

SITE CLEAROUT: 15,700 ft2 x $2/ft2 = $ 31,400 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 237 tons X $450/ton = $ 106,650 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 
5 sub fac x 20 days/fac x 8 hrs/day X $33/hr = $ 26,400 

CALIBRATION: 480 hrs x $33/hr = $ 15,840 

STANDBY, DOWNTIME: 960 hrs x $33/hr = $ 31,680 

OTHER 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - based on 
$2.00/ft2 allowed by NAVCOMPT in P-193 

15,700 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 31,400 

TOTAL ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY: 

OPTION ( 1) : $1,190,270 
OPTION (2): $ 740,270 



(3) ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY FACILITY 

ASSUMPTIONS: No specialized requirements other than those listed in 
estimate below. 

MILCON 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 35,993 sq ft x $12/sq ft = $ 431,988 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS $ 143,900 

ENVIRONMENTAL - none 

O & M , N  

SITE CLEAROUT: 35,993 ft2 x $2/ft2 = $ 71,986 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 340 tons x $450/ton = $ 153,000 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 10,000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 330,000 

CALIBRATION: 2000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 66,000 

OTHER 

Elect. Power - Need a feed, transformer and 
switchgear for a 3MVA feed. $ 35,000 

TOTAL ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY $1,231,874 



(4) ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 

ASSUMPTIONS: (1) No specialized requirements other than those 
listed in estimate below. (2) Only one of the Annapolis exhaust 
stacks will be moved. This stack will support the 3000 HP gas 
turbine. 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 15,350 sq ft x $8/sq ft = $120,600 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS $125,000 

ENVIRONMENTAL - none 

SITE CLEAROUT: 15,300 ft2 x $2/ft2 = 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 315 tons x $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 11,000 hrs x $33/hr = 

CALIBRATION: 3,000 hrs x $33/hr = 

OTHER 

a. Elect. Power - feed, transformer and switchgear 
for 5MVA $ 50,000 

b. Cooling Water - 1,350 GPM $ 75,000 

c. JP5 Fuel Storage - minimum of 267 gals/hr of JP5 
fuel to run the gas turbine $ 15,000 

d. JP5 Fuel Containment - containment in case the 
fuel storage tank spills $ 4,000 

e. Clean Air Room - Ventilation and filtration for 
400 ft2 of the Cryogenics lab $ 20,000 

TOTAL ADV ELEC PROP: $1,044,050 



(5) PULSE POWER FACILITY 

ASSUMPTIONS: (1) No specialized requirements other than those 
listed in estimate below. (2) The outside trailer will be 
transported as is. The inside trailer will have 40,000 lbs (of the 
80,000 lbs total weight) of capacitors removed prior to transport. 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 4700 ft2 x $6/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL - none 

SITE CLEAROUT: 4700 ft2 x $2/ft2 = 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 100 tons x $450/ton = 

INSTALLATION: 4000 hrs x $33/hr = 

CALIBRATION: 1000 hrs x $33/hr = 

OTHER 

a. EM1 Shielding - Space inside should have all walls 
and doors with an EM1 barrier. One door must be 
large enough to allow passage of a 40' long by 10' 
wide trailer. Shielding requirements are 280 linear 
feet of shielding @$100/ft.: magnetic field 
(20 dB @I00 Hz, 40 dB @lKHz, 80 dB @14K Hz, and 
100 dB @200K Hz), also electric field (100 dB from 
200K Hz through 50M Hz), also plane wave (100 dB from 
50M Hz to 10G Hz). Note: the isolation shielding 
around the data acquisition equipment (room 201x8'x8') 
is being brought by Annapolis to Phila. $ 28,000 

b. Elect. Power - 2 MVA, 3 phase, 60 Hz power feed 
and the switchgear $ 25,000 

c. Cooling Water - 500 GPM $ 60,000 

d. High Voltage Grounding Grid - designed to ground 
the full 2MVA with resistance less than 5 ohms $ 12,000 

e. JP5 Fuel Storage - minimum of 2000 gals/day of 
JP5 fuel to run the gas turbine $ 15,000 

f. JP5 Fuel Containment - Containment in case the 
fuel storage tank spills $ 4,000 

TOTAL PULSE POWER: 



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY 

Summary 

COMPONENT COST 

(A) Full Scale Shaft Line $ 1,503,100 

(B) Composite Shaft LBTF $ 1,057,200 

(C) Composite Shaft Scale Test Equipment $ 333,000 

(D) Shaft Seals - Fleet Seals $ 522,760 

(E) Shaft Seals SSN-21 $ 328,010 

(F) Shaft Bearings $ 341,000 

(G) Engine Development Facility $ 165,750 

Saline Cooling Water System $ 200,000 

TOTAL $ 4,450,820 



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

A. Full Scale Shaft Line 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2800 ft2 X $0/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2800 it2 X $2/ft2 = $ 5,600 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 330 tons X $450/ton = $ 148,500 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, install and 
check out full shaft line system 

12,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 396,000 

CALIBRATION: 6000 hr X $33/hr = $ 198,000 

STANDBY TIME: no present test 2 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ 10,000 

DOWN TIME: 6 months 

OTHER : 

Control Room 

Security 

Misc Hydraulics/Elec 

Isolation Mount System 

Total for Full Scale Shaft Line: 



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

8. Composite Shaft Land Based Test Facility 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2400 ft2 X $O/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2400 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 4,800 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 200 tons X $450/ton = $ 90,000 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check out system 

15,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 495,000 

CALIBRATION: 3000 hr X $33/hr = $ 99,000 

STANDBY TIME: no present test 2 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ 10,000 

DOWN TIME: 6 months 

OTHER : 

Control Room $ 100,000 

Cooling Water $ 20,000 

Foundations $ 200,000 

Total f o r  Composite S h a f t  LBTF: 



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

C. Composite Shaft Scale Test Equipment 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 500 ft2 X $O/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 500 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 1,000 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 30 tons X $450/ton = $ 13,500 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check out system 

7,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 231,000 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = $ 49,500 

STANDBY TIME: 2 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ 10,000 

DOWN TIME: 2 months 

OTHER : 

Work Area: 200 ft2 

Cooling Water 

Total for Scale Test Equipment: 



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

D. Shaft Seals - Fleet Seals 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 3320 ft2 X $O/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 3320 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 6,640 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 180 tons X $450/ton = $ 8l,OOO 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check out system 

6,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 198,000 

CALIBRATION: 3000 hr X $33/hr = 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/mo = 

DOWN TIME: 3 months 

OTHER : 

Control Room 

Work Area: 1280 ft2 

Cooling Water 

Total for Shaft Seals - Fleet Seals 



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

E. Shaft Seals - SSN-21 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 1460 ft2 X $0/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 1460 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 2,900 

EQUIP REMoVAL/SHIP: 75 tons X $450/ton = $ 33,750 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check out system 

4,500 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 148,500 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = $ 49,500 

STANDBY TIME: 0 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ 0 

DOWN TIME: 0 months 

OTHER : 

Work Area: 140 ft2 

Cooling Water 

Control Room 

T o t a l  f o r  F l e e t  Seals - S S N - 2 1  



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

F. Shaft Bearings 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 1750 ft2 X $0/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 1750 ft2 X $2/ft2 = $ 3,500 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 60 tons X $450/ton = $ 27,000 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Assemble, 
install and check out system 

6,000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 198,000 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = $ 49,500 

STAPr2)BY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ 15,000 

DOm TIME: 3 months 

OTHER : 

Work Area: 750 ft2 

Cooling Water 

Total for Shaft Bearing 



(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY (Continued) 

G. Engine Development Facility 

MILCON: None 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: none required $ 0 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 5 tons X $450/ton = $ 2,250 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: Special removal, Assemble, 
install one engine into existing test cell and 
check out 3000 hrs @ $33/hr = $ 99,000 

CALIBRATION: 1500 hr X $33/hr = $ 49,500 

STANDBY TIME: 3 mo @ $5,00O/mo = $ 15,000 

DOWN TIME: 3 months 

OTHER : 

Work Area 

Cooling Water 

Control Room 

Total for Engine Development Lab 



(7) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING 

MILCON 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: $ 42,696 

77H: 6356 ft2 x $5/ft2 = $ 30,196 
633: 2500 ft2 x $5/ft2 = $ 12,500 

DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS $ 99,000 

ENVIRONMENTAL $ 50,000 

SITE CLEAROUT 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIP: 140 tons x $450/ton = $ 63,812 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 3500 hrs x $33/hr = $ 115,500 

CALIBRATION: 2000 hrs x $33/hr = $ 66,000 

STANDBY/DOWN TIME: 160 hrs x $33/hr = $ 5,280 

OTHER 

BUILDING MATILS/SERVICES/CONSTR $ 1,815,000 

TOTAL $2,275,000 



(8) SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS 

MILCON: 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 2000 ft2 X $8/ft2 = 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: None 

SITE CLEAROUT: 2000 it2 X $2/ft2 = 

EQUIP REMOVAL/SHIP: 4 tons X $450/ton = 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION: 240 hrs X $33/hr = 

CALIBRATION: 120 hrs X $33/hr = 

STANDBY/DOWN TIME: 120 hrs X $33/hr = 

OTHER : 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS - based on 
$2.00/ft2 allowed by NAVCOMPT in P-193 

2,000 ft2 X $2/ft2 = 

Total SEA SURVIVAL: 



(9) NON-CFC FACILITY 

MILCON: 

A. Cooling Water Supply Pump - integrate with 
the existing 50,000 and 10,000 gpm raw water systems. 
Installation consists of piping, etc., and requires 
procurement and connection. $ 40,000 

BUILDING ALTERATIONS: 30,000 ft2 x$0/ft2 
DISASSEMBLY @ ANNAPOLIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Environmental Controlled Structure - required 
to isolate personnel from new refrigerants being 
tested which have not been Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA) listed. The structure will be large enough 
with all the normal hardware to operate an A/C plant 
and will be remote, sealed, and environmentally 
controlled space with fans, ductwork, cooling system, 
double door entry and a sophisticated air monitoring 
and alarm system. $ 150,000 

SITE CLEAROUT: 30,000 ft2 x$2/ft2 $ 60,000 

EQUIPMENT REMOVAL/SHIPMENT - 194 tons x $450/ton $ 88,000 

EQUIPMENT INSTALLATION - based on historical 
information from installation of units at 
Philadelphia AC&R Site $ 1,630,000 

CALIBRATION - 2880 hrs x $33/hr x 10 units $ 950,000 

STANDBY TIME - 720 hrs x $33/hr x 10 units $ 230,000 

DOWN TIME - 720 hrs x $33/hr  x 10 units $ 230,000 

OTHER 

MATERIAL RENDERED USELESS 

TOTAL NON-CFC FACILITY: 



BRAC 95 DETAILED PHILADELPHIA ESTIMATE SUHMARY - (NSWC Annapolis to NSWC Philadelphia) 

The costs detailed herein include only those required per the 
BRAC 95 recommendation for the movement of personnel and equipment 
to NSWC-Philadelphia, This estimate includes eight facilities for 
movement/integration with existing machinery facilities at NSWC- 
Philadelphia, Personnel relocation costs to NSWC-Philadelphia are 
also included in this recommendation. Contract termination costs 
are estimated as zero since technical contracts would transfer to 
Philadelphia and service contracts have ample time to execute 
"minimums". Additionally, depreciation of equipment is not a BRAC 
cost. 

The specific detail for these estimates is included within. 
Also, each facility will be integrated into either current 
Philadelphia test space or included in the planning for 
consolidation into building 1000. It is also noted that the 
Division Technical Capabilities associated with Annapolis ( 3 total) 
and Philadelphia (10 total) will be more fully integrated, 
particularly for the life cycle, than they are currently at the two 
different sites. Specifically, the three shared Technical 
Capabilities that will move to Philadelphia along with current work 
effort follows : 

1. Propulsion Machinery 63 
2. Auxiliary Machinery 108 
3. Electrical Machinery 57 

Consolidation of these Technical Capabilities, along with 
facility integration, will provide for a cost effective alternative 
to the current arrangement with two different sites and little life 
cycle linkage. The cost summary follows: 

COST SUMMARY 
OPTION (1) OPTION ( 2 )  

(1) PERSONNEL COSTS: $ 7,094,125 
( 2) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY 

MACHINERY: $ 1,190,270 
(3) ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY: $ 1,231,874 
(4) ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION 

DEVELOPMENT: $ 1,044,050 
( 5 )  P W E  POWER: $ 438,600 
(6) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY: $ 4,450,820 
(7) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING: $ 2,275,000 
(8) SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING SYSTEMS: $ 57,640 
(9) NON-CFC LABORATORY: $ 4,458,000 
(10) CONTRACT TERMINATION: $ 0 
(11) DEPRECIATION: $ 0 

TOTAL : $22,240,379 $19,803,179 





rC 

BRAC 95 PERSONNEL COSTS 

OPTION (1) 
Assume 281 people to start. Relocate 60% of this number or 169 
people, but provide office space for 281. 

O b X , R  
Relocation cost: 281 x $125/p = 

Furniture cost: 281 x $3,00O/p = $ 843,000 

PCS: 169 x $28,80O/p = $4,867,200 

BRACCON: 281 x $32/ft2 x 150 ft2/p = $1,348,800 

Total Costs: $7,094,125 

Assumptions: 

The 60% relocation multiplier as well as the $28,80O/person PCS 
cost is based on the COBRA model. The $125/p relocation cost is 
based on past experience with NAVCOMPT. The $3,00O/person 
furniture cost is based on actual NSWC-Philadelphia experience with 
costs for movement of personnel and personnel design standards. It 
is also NSWC-Philadelphia practice to design space using an 
allotment of 150 ft2/~. The $32/ft2 renovation cost is based on an 
actual estimate provided by the A/E working on MILCON P-193. This 
estimate was used for the renovation of space in building 1000 to 
administrative standards and building 1000 is the proposed site 
location for some of the additional administrative space. 

OPTION (2) 
Similar to OPTION (1) that creates office space for 281 personnel. 
However, only 100 people actually move from Annapolis to 
Philadelphia. 

Relocation Cost: 281 x $125/p = 

Furniture Cost: 281 x $3000/p = 

PCS: 100 x $28,80O/p = 

BRACCON: 281 x $32/ft2 x 150 ft2/p = 

TOTAL COSTS: 



NSWC-CARDEROCK RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNIHG 
THE 

PROPOSED RELOCATION 
OF 

EIGHT FACILITIES FROM ANNAPOLIS, XD 
TO 

PHIUlDELPHIA, PA 
AS A RESULT OF BRAC 95 

T 5 e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense  recommendations t o  t h e  1995 Base  
R e a l i y e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  (BRAC) Commission i n c l u d e  t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  
e i g h t  f a c i l i t i e s  from A n n a p o l i s  t o  P h i l a d e l p h i a .  These f a c i l i t i e s  
are: 

(1) ADVANCED SHIPBOARD AUXILIARY MACHINERY 
(2) ELECTRIC POWER TECHNOLOGY 
(3) ADVANCED ELECTRIC PROPULSION DEWELOPKENT 
(4) PULSE POWER 
(5) ADVANCED PROPULSION MACHINERY 
(6) MACHINERY ACOUSTIC SILENCING 
(7) SEA SURVIVAL LIFE SAVING S Y S T W  
( 8) NOH-CFC LABORATORY 

C n  17  March 1995, a  t eam from ~ h i l a d e l p h i a  m e t  w i t h  t h e i r  
c o u n t e r p a r t s  i n  A n n a p o l i s  t o  t o u r  t h e  t a r g e t e d  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  g a i n  
b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of  t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s  and t h e i r  s u p p o r t  
r e q u i r e m e n t s .  On t h e  f o l l o w i n g  Monday, 20 March, t h e  P h i l a d e l p h i a  
Team h o s t e d  t h e  A n n a p o l i s  Team t o  show them o u r  f a c i l i t i e s  a n d  t o  
p r e s e - t  a r o u g h  p l a n  f o r  t h e  l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  Annapol is  f a c i l i t i e s  
i n  P E l a d e l p h i a .  

A f t e r  r e v i e w i n g  o u r  p r o p o s a l  and t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  o u r  
facilities, A n n a p o l i s  and ~ h i l a d e l p h i a  c o n c u r r e d  t h a t  t h e  A n n a p o l i s  
f ,&D f ac i l i t i e s  must  b e  i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  P h i l a d e l p h i a  s i t e  t o  
s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  a c h i e v e :  

- s y n e r g y  w i t h  r e l a t e d  ISE f a c i l i t i e s  and c a p a b i l i t i e s  - r e t e n t i o n  o f  p h y s i c a l  a n d  o p e r a t i o n a l  c o n n e c t i v i t y  e s s e n t i a l  
t o  a n  i n c r e a s i n g l y  s y s t e m  f o c u s e d  RhD and ISE p rograms .  

T h i s  i n t e g r a t i o n  e n c o u r a g e s  c o l l o c a t i o n  of  equipments  w h e r e  
~ r a c t i c a l .  I t  also p e r m i t s  mach ine ry  RCD and  I S E  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be 
G l u s t e r e d  t o  a l l o w  d e s i r e d  i n t e r c o n n e c t i o n .  



- 
SUMHARP (Continued) 

Several of our facilities are planned to move into Building 
1000 to meet the requirements of BRAC 91. Our goal is to minimize 
the duplication of facilities and to promote synergism between 
research and development scientists and engineers and in-service 
engineers. Our proposal, which uses all of the main "retainedu 
NAvSSES buildings (Buildings 633, 77H and 1000), provides an 
efficient and effective integration for technical development. 

Attached are preliminary comparisons and layouts of integrated 
R&D and ISE facilities in three major building complexes at the 
Philadelphia Site. Additional buildings and alternative facility 
arrangements are being examined to more completely meet all 
integration goals and requirements. 
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OFFICE OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 

Commerce Department 
1600 Arch Street, 13th Floor Philadelphia, PA 19103 215-686-3643 215-686-2669(0 

Terry Gillen, Director 

June 9,1995 

Mr. Alex Yellin 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Yellin: 

Thank you for soliciting our comments on the Navy's response to the City of 
Philadelphia's proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. An 
analysis of the Navy's response is attached. 

I hope this information is helpful in your deliberations on the NAVSEA 03 
consolidation proposal. I would like to thank you and Mr. Mulliner for the time you have 
provided to the City of Philadelphia on this issue. Should you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at (2 15) 686-7604 or Mr. Ed Koc at (6 10) 666- 
7330. 

Philadelphia 
City 
Planning 
Commission 
1515 Market Street 
17th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102 
215-686-4607 
215-686-2939(f) 

Philadelphia 
Industrial 
Development 
Corporation 
2600 Centre 
Square West 
1500 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-2126 
215-496-8020 
215-977-9618(0 cc: Mr. Jeff Mulliner 

Private Industry 
Council 
Three Parkway 
Suite 501 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-1375 
215-963-2100 
215-567-71 71 (0 

Sincerely, 

Channing Lukefahr 
Project Manager 

City of Philadelphia 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

1. In its first comment on the proposal to realign NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia, the 
Navy agreed that the City is utilizing an appropriate baseline to assess savings from NAVSEA 03 
consolidation compared to the Navy recommendation. 

2. The Navy then suggested three criticisms of the City's original analysis showing the 
economic superiority of consolidating SEA-03 in Philadelphia. A summary of the Navy's 
comments, followed by a detailed response, follows: 

NAVY COMMENT: 
Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 would be at least as high, if not greater, at NSWC-Philadelphia 
than the estimated operating costs at the Washington Navy Yard. The Navy estimated these 
costs to range from $2.1 million to $3.4 million at NSWC-Philadelphia, depending on the 
number of billets realigned. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will be less than those estimated by the 
Navy. Because the building to be occupied by NAVSEA 03 is currently housing NSWC- 
Philadelphia administrative personnel, it is possible to directly calculate the exact operating costs 
for this location. In our most recent COBRA submission, we have shown these costs as 
miscellaneous recurring costs for NS WC-Philadelphia. The annual operating cost is $1.4 
million. This is considerably less than the operating cost range suggested by the Navy ($2.1 - 3.4 
million) and also less than the identified operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at either White Oak 
($2.8 million) or NDW ($2.1 million). Locating NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will 
produce a considerable net annual savings based on the lower operating cost in Philadelphia. 

NAVY COMMENT: 
There will be substantial military construction expense associated with moving NAVSEA 03 to 
Philadelphia. The Navy estimates the cost to rehabilitate space at the Philadelphia Naval 
Complex for NAVSEA 03 to range from $12.6 million to $23.6 million. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
The City has identified a currently occupied, newly rehabilitated building at the Philadelphia 
Naval Complex with adequate space to house NAVSEA 03. The building, 77-Low, is currently 
occupied by NSWC-Philadelphia and is scheduled to be excessed next year when NSWC- 
Philadelphia will move into new administrative quarters (Building 4) that are currently occupied 
by Philadelphia Naval Shipyard administrative activities. Under the City's plan, 77-Low will not 
be excessed but will be retained by NSWC-Philadelphia in order to accommodate NAVSEA 03. 
No renovations are required for 77-Low, given that the building can accommodate the additional 
NAVSEA 03 billets and is in excellent condition: $3.3 million in military construction funds 
were expended in FY94 to renovate the building. There is, therefore, no reason to associate 
military construction costs with moving NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia. 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

NAVY COMMENT: 
Billets in the combined NAVSEA 03/NSWC-Philadelphia operation could not be reduced from 
their current number. In fact, the Navy said it is "more likelv" that the number of billets would 
have to be increased because NAVSEA 03 would lose "synergy" with Headquarters, and would 
require additional staff: a) to replace administrative overhead shared with the rest of NAVSEA 
Headquarters; and b) to staff a liaison office at NAVSEA Headquarters. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
a. Administrative overhead: NAVSEA 03 utilizes NAVSEA Headquarters administrative 
overhead in the following areas: Human Resources and Travel departments. NSWC- 
Philadelphia (and their parent organization, NS WC-Carderock Division) have extensive human 
resources and travel divisions which can accommodate the increased responsibilities associated 
with consolidating NAVSEA 03's 650 employees with NSWC-Philadelphia. 

b. Liaison office: Little, if any, liaison staff would be required as a result of the proposed 
consolidation. Navy sponsors (i.e. PMS 400) currently contract directly with NSWC- 
Philadelphia, often without utilizing NAVSEA 03 as a go-between. In addition, NSWC- 
Philadelphia does work directly for NAVSEA 08. The fact that NSWC-Philadelphia is not 
physically co-located with 08 has not negatively impacted their ability to meet 08 requirements. 

c. Consolidation benefit: We maintain that billets can be reduced if NAVSEA 03 is 
consolidated with NSWC-Philadelphia, and have submitted a detailed plan to the BRAC 
Commission that identifies each position in NAVSEA 03 and the extent to which that position is 
duplicated at NS WC-Philadelphia. 

The substantial mission overlap demonstrates that duplication of hnctions does occur with the 
current structures of NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia. For example, much of the mission 
of NAVSEA 03's electrical engineering division is to provide "final approval" for the actual 
engineering work that is primarily performed by NSWC-Philadelphia. By consolidating 
NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia, a level of unnecessary bureaucracy can be eliminated. 
Billets in the operational sections where there is considerable overlap to the work being 
performed can be reduced by eliminating much of the redundancy inherent in the current 
operations. 

Our position on consolidation is further validated by the fact that: 

1. Many of the Navy's BRAC '95 recommendations demonstrate that a substantial 
consolidation benefit can be obtained by consolidating headquarters activities with field 
activities. 
2. Specific consolidation potential between NAVSEA 03 and NS WC-Philadelphia has been 
empirically proven: previous migrations of NAVSEA 03 responsibilities to NSWC-Philadelphia 
have resulted in a 40% consolidation benefit. 
3. NAVSEA-sponsored studies have found that duplication exists between NAVSEA 03 
and NSWC. 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

Our estimates project that 232 billets can be eliminated through a consolidation of NAVSEA 03 
with NSWC-Philadelphia. Based on the COBRA model calculation, annual recurring savings of 
over $1 1 million will be obtained. As noted, these personnel reductions have been developed 
through a detailed line-by-line evaluation of positions and functions, and demonstrate the 
consolidation benefit which can be obtained by merging the two activities. They take into 
account observable duplications in current operations, which have been validated by previous 
migrations of NAVSEA 03 responsibilities to NS WC-Philadelphia. The billet reductions 
identified in proposal are defensible, achievable goals. 

3. In summary, the proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia 
produces a net present value saving of $165 million over 20 years. This compares with an 
estimated $10 million savings generated by the Navy's proposed move of SEA-03 to the 
Washington Navy Yard. Philadelphia's plan is clearly the cost effective option for the 
Department of Defense. 



OFFICE OF D E F E N S E  C O N V E R S l O N  

co-Depatmerrt 
1MM Arch Street, 13th Floor Philadelphia, PA 19103 215-6%7W3 215&%2669(0 

June 9, 1995 I I 
Mr. Ales Yellin 
Base Closure and Realipunent Conunissiol~ 
1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Ytllin: 

Thank you for soliciting our cormlents on the Navy's response to the City of 
Philadelphla's proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NS WC-Philadelphia. An 
analysis of the Navy's response is attached. 

Phibdelphm 
lndustrlal 
bvebpment 
Carporetlon 
2tNJ Centre 
+re West 
1500 Market Skeet 
Ptululadelphw, PA 
19102-2126 
?155%4020 
21S97;-9hlP(tI 

Prlvals Induslry 
Coundl 
fhrw Parkway 
Wte 501 
Philadelph~, FA 
191 02-1375 
215Qhf21W 
21 5567-717l(D 

I hope this inforn~ation is helpfill in your deliberations on the NAVSEA 03 
consolidation proposal. I would like to thank you and Mr. Mulliner for the time you have 
provided to the City of Pl~iladelplia on this issue. Should you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at (21 5 )  686-7604 or Mr. Ed Koc at (610) 666- 
7330. 

Sincerely, 

Chamling Lukefahr 
Project Manager 

Attachment 

cc: Mr. Jeff Mullinm 

City of Philadelphia 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHJA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NS WC-PHILADELPI-TtA 

1 .  In its f i s t  cormlent on the proposal to realign NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia, the 
Navy agreed that the City is utilizing an appropria1;e baseline to assess savings fro111 NAVSEA 03 
consolidation compared to the Navy recommendation. 

2. The Navy then suggested t h e e  criticisms of the City's original analysis showing the 
econornic superiority of consolidating SEA-03 in Phladclphia. A s ~ m q  of the Navy's 
comments, followed by a detaild response, follows: 

NAVY COMMENT: 
Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 would be at least as high. if not greater, at NSWC-Philadelphia 
than the estimated operating costs at the Washington Navy Yard. The Navy estimated these 
costs to range from $2.1 million to $3.4 millioll at NSWC-Philadelphia, depending on the 
number of billcts realigned. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will be less than those estimated by the 
Naky. Because the building to be occupied by NAVSEA 03 is currently housing NSWC- 
Philadelphia administrative personnel, it is possible to directly calculate the exact operating costs 
for this location. In our most recent COBRA submission, we have shown these costs as 
miscellaneous recurring costs for NSWC-Philadelphia. Thc m u a l  operating cost is $1.4 
million. This is considerably less tlian the operating cost range suggested by the Navy ($3.1 - 3.4 
million) and also less than the identified operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at either White Oak 
($2.8 million) or NDW ($2.1 million). Locating NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelpha will 
produce a considerable net annual savings based on thc lower operating cost In Philadelphia. 

NAVY COMMENT: 
There will be substantial military const~-uction expense associated with moving NAVSEA 03 to 
Philadelphia. The Navy estimates the cost to rehabilitate space at the Philadelphia Naval 
Complex for NAVSEA 03 to range liom $12.6 million to $23.6 million. 

PHILADELPHIA RESPONSE: 
The City has identified a currently occupied, newly rehabilitated building at the Philadelphia 
Naval Cotnplex with adequate sp;psce to house NAVSEA 03. The building, 77-Low, is currently 
occupied by NSWC-Philadelphia <and is scheduled to be excessed next year when NSWC- 
Philadelphia will move into new administrative quarters (Building 4) that rue currently occupied 
by Philadelphia Naval Shipyard iidministrative activities. Under the City's plan, 77-Low will not 
be excessed but will be retauled by NSWC-Philadelphia in order to acconmodate NAVSEA 03. 
No renovations are required for 77-Low, given that the building can acconmodate the additional 
NAVSEA 03 billets and is in excellent condition: $3.3 niillion in military col~struction funds 
were espended in FY94 to renovate the building. There is, therefore, no reason to associate 
military construction costs with moving NAVSEA 03 to NSWC-Philadelphia. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPF-IIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WTH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

NAVY COMMENT: 
B~llets in the combined NAVSEA 03hJSWC-Philadelphia operation could not be reduced from 
their current number. In fact, the Navy said it is "more likely" that the number of billets would 
have to be increased because NAVSEA 03 ~ ~ o u l d  lose "synergy" with Headquarters. and would 
req~ure additional staff': a) to replace adlnilustrative overhead shared with the rest of NAVSEA 
Headquarters; and b) to staffa l~aison office at NAVSEA Headqu,uters. 

PHILADELPIaA RESPONSE: . . a. -tive o v a :  NAVSEA 03 utilizes NAVSEA Headquarters administrative 
overhead in the fbllowing ares:  Human Resources and Travel departments. NSWC- 
Philadelphia (and their parent organization, NSWC-Cruderock Division) have extensive human 
resources and travel divisions which can accornnlodate the increased responsibilities associated 
with consolidating NAVSEA 03's 650 employees wit11 NSWC-Philadelphia. 

b. 
. . 

-: Little, if any, liaison staff would he required as a result of thc proposed 
consolidation. Navy sponsors (i.e. PMS 400) currently contract directly with NSWC- 
Philadelphia often ~ i t h o u t  utilizing NAVSEA 03 as a go-between. In addition, NSWC- 
Philadelphia does work dlrectly for NAVSEA 08. The Fict that NSWC-Philadelphia is not 
physically co-located with 08 has not negatively impacted their ability to meet OS requirements. 

c. Consolidation benefit: We maintain that billets can be reduced iENAVSEA 03 is 
consolidated with NSWC-Philadelphia, and have submitted a detailed pl,w to the BRAC 
Commission that identifies each position in NAVSEA 03 and the exqenr to which that position is 
duplicated at NSWC-Philadelphia. 

The substantial mission overlap demo~lstrates that duplication of functions does occur with the 
current structures of NAVSEA 03 m d  NSWC-Philadelphia. For example, much of thc mission 
of NAVSEA 03's electrical engineering division is to provide "final approval" for the actual 
engineering work that is primarily performed by NSWC-Philadelphia. By consolidating 
NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia, a level of unnecessary buresucracy c,m he eliminated. 
Billets in the operational sections where there is considerable overlap to the work being 
performed can be reduced by eliminating much of the redundancy inherent in the current 
operations. 

Our position on consolidation is further validated by the fact that: 

1. Many of the Navy's BRAC '95 recommendations demonstrate that a substanttd 
consolidation benefit can be obtained by consolidating headquarters activities with field 
activittes. 
2 Specific consolidation potential between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Plliladelphia has been 
empirically proven: previous migrations of NAVSE.4 03 responsibilities to NSWC-Philadelphia 
have resulted in a 40% consolidation benefit. 
3. NAVSEA-sponsored studies have found that duplication exists between NAVSEA 03 
,and NS W C. 



ANALYSIS OF THE NAVY'S COMMENTS ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

Our estimates project that 232 billets can be eliminated through a consolidation of NAVSEA 03 
with NSWC-Philadelph~a. Based on the COBRA modcl calculation, annual recut-ring savings of 
ovcr $1 1 million will be obtained. As noted, these personnel reductions have bee11 developed 
through a detailed line-by-line evaluation of positions and functions, and demonstrate the 
consolidation benet3 which can be obtained by merging the two activities. They take into 
account observable duplications in current operations, which have been validated by previous 
migrations of NAVSEA 03 responsibilities to NSWC-Philadell.>l~ia. The billet reductions 
identified in proposal are defensible. achievable goals. 

3. In summary, the proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia 
produces a net present value saving of $165 million over 20 years. This compares with an 
estimated $10 million savings generated by the Navy's proposed move of SEA-03 to the 
Washington Navy Yard. Philadelphia's plan is clearly the cost effective option for the 
Department of Defense. 
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Sen. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1 700 N. Mooi-e Sti-cet, Suite 1425, 
Arlington, Virginia 77209 
VIA FAX (707) 696-nSS0 

F'. 1 2 

Deal- Mr. Chain~~aii;  

As onc of Calhoun Co~mty's lcading c~nploycrs, a third gcneration 
-4nnisronian, and a fom~er candidate for Congress, I wan[ you and your 
fellow comnlissioners to understand that although we here in Alabanla 
support our local military bases, our fust loyalties are to the national efforts 
of the President, the Department of Defense and the llnited States Army in 
matters of national security. 

Fort McClellan, 11~1.5 been an exemplary neighbor and a productive asset for 
ovcr 70 ycars. But 1f thosc rcspoi~stblc for our national sccurity havc 
concluded that the security of the United States is best served by closing 
Fort hlcC'lellan then, so be it. 

T h ~ s  commutiity will prod~lcc thc Icadcrship, thc support, and thc will to 
face the challenges that the reductions in deiknse spending have presented 
to US. 

Several of our community leaders saw the necessity of being prepared for 
s i~ch  211 ever~[uali~y two years asu ;incl have bee11 ulvrking prc.icl~~clively wit11 
Dircctor Ucmpscy of the Oftice of Econolnic rZdjustiuent in the Office of 
ll~r Sec~eLar-y of'Defr11se. 

T am prnud to be a member of that group 



7312 penple nf Calhoiin County feel that the nvem'cling i~s.c~c in this rnsttcr is 
one of narional security, and although we have continually supported the 
l.ete11tiirn of Ft. McClrllan, no one in this ct3mmunity approves of the recent 
initiatives into the State of Missouri's public affjirs, into the rigging of 
p011s or the setting qrr of dtll.llrny cnvironmcntal c01llmittec.s. Such tac.tics, 
perpetrated by some self-interest supporters of the Save the Fort campaign, 
are aI>liol~t.rnt to mnst Alabamians and are emhar-I-assing to us all. 

This con~lnunity has always paid the price of liberty and it will do so in the 
future. 

I would hope thm yo11 will provide copies of this letter to the other 
ConunissiiJne~s and p1ac.e it in the Conunissio~l Record. 

Sincerely, 

114.7& 
Lea File 
President 
Discuu~~t Fcj~ds 
24 13 Alabama Highway 202 West. 
Annislun, Alabama 36202 





THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133 

(61 7) 727 - 3600 

WILLIAM F. WELD 
GOVERNOR 

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI 
LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR 

June 2, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Given recent correspondence between the Navy and the BRAC, I am writing to reiterate 
the concerns expressed by Governor Weld in his letter to you dated May 24, 1995. The Governor 
communicated our concerns about the Navy's failure to consider alternative scenarios to the closure 
of Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth. As Governor Weld pointed out, given NAS South 
Weymouth's relatively high military value rating and its first place ranking in Reserve 
demographics, the Navy should have considered a variety of scenarios that would have preserved 
and enhanced the base. 

Governor Weld pointed out that "despite NAS South Weymouth's strong demographics, its 
history of successfully operating helicopter and fighter aircraft, its close proximity to over-the- 
water training areas, and its ability to absorb these units without military construction costs, the 
Navy simply ignored the potential of NAS South Weymouth." The Governor's letter proved 
timely. 

As you know, the BRAC asked the Navy to consider scenarios other than the closure of 
NAS South Weymouth as a result of the BRAC's concerns about the Navy's recommendations in 
the subcategory of Air Reserve Stations. Specifically, the BRAC requested that the Navy consider 
possible receiving sites for two Reserve squadrons of F-18s which require a location with a certain 
level of demographic richness. On May 25th, Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman of the Navy's 
Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC), responded to you. Once again, Mr. Nemfakos 
refused to consider NAS South Weymouth as a receiving location despite NAS South Weymouth's 
suitability for this mission, including the richest demographics in the Naval Reserve. Mr. 
Nemfakos offers no military or economic justification for this refusal. In fact, Mr. Nemfakos 
argues that the Navy would prefer to airlift Reserve personnel to F-18 receiving sites rather than 
locate some or all of those aircraft at NAS South Weymouth where airlifts would not be necessary. 

Therefore, I am reiterating Governor Weld's concerns about the pattern that has developed 
during the 1995 BRAC regarding NAS South Weymouth. Despite the base's strengths and excess 



capacity, the Navy has refused to consider scenarios that would make NAS South Weymouth a 
receiving location for a variety of aircraft that are ideal for this area. 

In addition, it has been nearly two months since the Weymouth community group pointed 
out to the BRAC several reporting mistakes and other errors in the Navy's "Military Value Matrix" 
which, if corrected, would raise the ranking of NAS South Weymouth in the subcategory of Air 
Reserve Stations. It is my understanding that despite the BRAC's request, the Navy has not 
responded to the community's data revisions. It is our clear impression that the whole purpose of 
the BRAC process was to allow the affected communities to point out precisely these types of 
errors in order to ascertain that decisions would be made based upon the best available data. I am 
confident that the BRAC will follow through on this request and make a well-informed decision. I 
am concerned, however, about the continuing delays. 

The end of the Cold War will, indeed, bring economic hardship and base closures to many 
communities. Massachusetts has had more than its share of defense contract reductions and base 
closures. We could accept further reductions if we were confident that the Navy and the BRAC 
considered all possible scenarios for Reserve Air Stations and selected the alternative that would 
best enhance the national security of the United States. We are concerned, however, that a number 
of possible scenarios that would satisfy this goal and preserve NAS South Weymouth have not been 
considered. We will continue to look to the BRAC to address these issues. 

&lnce7d ;. 4 

Arge Paul Cellucci 
( Lieutenant Governor 

cc: The Honorable Joe Robles, Jr. 
The Honorable S .  Lee Kling 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
vf+;J: 5- y - : 7 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Argeo Paul Cellucci 
Lieutenant Governor 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Department 
State House 
Boston, Massachusetts 02 133 

Dear Lieutenant Governor Cellucci: 

Thank you for your letter in support of Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts. I certainly appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission during our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on NAS South Weyrnouth. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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DON NlCKLES 
OKLAHOMA 

Wnited Stata Senate 

COMMITTEES: 

APPROPRIATIONS 
BUDGET 

ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3602 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

June 8, 1995 
pfp$3xi ;i&;c;! $f? $ii .; ;',a".!: .:.>':; 

.>..*:, -,+f--D-m *?;i F*, 2." .. .- 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the commission moves towards its final deliberations, we 
welcome the opportunity to showcase Vance Air Force Base and 
unb~rscore ';kc j-ea;7@;ls 1crh.i Evary :-~-:ic;c.i,zg -n:-,it;. :'.c C.F-r, 
Department of Defense believes that Vance should continue to 
provide quality, state-of-the-art undergraduate pilot training 
for our aviators. 

When analyzing UPT bases, we believe it is imperative to 
consider three important aspects of pilot training that cannot be 
bought. These are airspace, weather and lack of encroachment. We 
believe these are important measures fulfilling the pilot 
training mission and in all three instances Vance meets the mark. 

Vance possesses the most consistently used airspace of any 
UPT base, with its training areas in close proximity. This 
discriminator alone increases the opportunity for quality 
training by up to 15 percent in the UPT program. In addition, 
Vance has less civilian and general aviation congestion from 
airports within fifty nautical miles than any other UPT base. 
Yet, it has ready access to more airports outside these limits 
than any other. 

We understand that weather, particularly cross winds and 
icing days, were heavy weighting factors in early BRAC staff 
analyses. We would respectfully sugqest that a more effective 
measure of weather is to analyze actual weather losses over the 
last ten years. While a number of factors enter into this, 
including scheduling, historical Air Force data indicates that 
Vance more than satisfies its ability to train to any measure of 
weather condition. 

Encroachment is already a significant factor in pilot 
training. As urban areas face increased growth and "creep" 
towards train.ing bases, Vance's community action has ensured that 
this will not be a factor, with only one development to the north 
of the base in the least critical zone and additional parcels of 
land having been purchased to negate encroachment. In addition, 
the city of Enid has passed a restrictive zoning ordinance which 
will prevent further encroachment. 

1820 LIBERTY TOWER 3310 MID-CONTINENT TOWER 
100 N. BROADWAY 409 SOUTH BOSTON 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73102 TULSA, OK 741 03-4007 
(405) 231-4941 (918) 581-7651 

NATIONAL BANK BUILDING 
601 D AVENUE, SUITE 201 
LAWON, OK 73501 
(405) 357-9878 

1916 LAKE ROAD 
PONCA CITY. OK 74604 
(405) 767-1270 



Cost is also an important factor. Because of Vance's 
efficiency, it requires less officer and enlisted personnel to 
perform the same mission than other UPT bases. These savings are 
further achieved with an umbrella maintenance contract. With more 
than thirty years experience in this area. 

We do not wish to belabor the economic impact issue, but we 
firmly believe the closure of Vance would have a greater regional 
economic impact than would the closure of any other UPT base save 
one. The certified data sent by the Department of Defense 
validates this. 

We stand ready to answer any questions you may have 
regarding Vance. 

A Sincerely, 

U.S. Senator uQu .S. Senator 

FRANK LUCAS 
Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -- - . ..-. - v. -..q. 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
. . 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5.  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

June 16, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Frank D. Lucas 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Lucas: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the strengths of Vance Air Force Base in Enid, 
Oklahoma. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be carehlly 
considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military 
hfhstructure. I was pleased that you were able to participate during the Fort Worth 
regional hearing as well as in the congressional hearings this week. I appreciate the time 
and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging process. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM aENJAMlN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  

June 16, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable James M. Inhofe 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Inhofe: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the strengths of Vance Air Force Base in Enid, 
Oklahoma. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be caremy 
considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military 
infrastructure. I was pleased that you were able to participate during the Fort Worth 
regional hearing as well as in the congressional hearings this week. I appreciate the time 
and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging process. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 

- 
ALAN J. D IXON.  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  !RET)  

June 16, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Don Nickles 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Don: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the strengths of Vance Air Force Base in Enid, 
Oklahoma. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be caremy 
considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military 
inf?astructure. I was pleased that you were able to participate during the Fort Worth 
regional hearing as well as in the congressional hearings this week. I appreciate the time 
and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging process. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of s e ~ c e .  

Sincerely, 
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June 6, 1995 

Rebecca Cox, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: 950509-RR1 

CAPITOL OFFICE: 
WASHINGTON, DC 
2 3 0  CANNON H.O.B. 

WASHINGTON, D C  20515  
(202) 225-3772 

F A X :  (202) 225-1314 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
PINE BLUFF 

1 0 0  EAST BTH AVENUE 
SUITE 2 5 2 1  

HOT SPRINGS 
1 0 0  RESERVE 

SUITE 2 0 1  
HOT SPRINGS, A R  7 1 9 0 1  

(501  ) 623-5800 
(800) 541-8385  

EL DORADO 
1 0 1  SOUTH JACKSON 

SUITE 2 0 1  
EL DORADO, A R  7 1 7 3 0  

(501)  8 6 2 4 2 3 6  

Dsar Rebecca; 

Thanks for coming by the office to discuss Red River 
Army Depot with me. Your photo was printed in the Texarkana 
Gazette twice. 

I understand that you will be able to visit Red River on 
the afternoon of June 15. If we could accompany you on that 
visit, it would really be appreciated. Once the details of 
the visit become available, please share them with us. 

I appreciate your kind letter and hope to see you soon. 

ncer ly yours, 

% 
Jay Dickey 

brb 
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June 8, 1995 

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

1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

ENERGY AND 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

RULES AND 
ADMINISTRATION 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The BRAC closure of the Savannah Army Depot Activity does 
not specifically identify where the Ammunition Peculiar Equip- 
ment (APE) will be transferred. I would like to offer the Blue 
Grass Army Depot (BGAD) in Richmond, Kentucky, as the most logi- 
cal and cost-effective location for this function. 

The BGAD is one of the four remaining Tier I ammunition de- 
pots with a documented history of maximizing performance in surge 
situations. BGADts net operating result per direct labor hour 
rate to perform ammunition, procurement, and engineering func- 
tions is currently one of the best in the Army. A projected FY 
96 customer rate of $60/hour makes BGAD the most cost-effective 
location for the APE mission. 

The central location of BGAD places the majority of Army Am- 
munition plants and depots within a one day transport distance. 
These installations are the primary customers of the APE mission 
and the central BGAD location will provide rapid, effective and 
efficient utilization of personnel, transportation and technical 
expertise in support of the overall Army budget. 

BGAD has administrative, storage, machining and other 
unique manufacturing capabilities to accomplish the APE mission. 
There are ample facilities to operate the APE mission at BGAD 
without any significant construction requirements or major modi- 
fications - - -  the existing equipment and facilities at BGAD are 
among the best in the Army. Therefore, the cost to startup the 
APE mission at BGAD will be minimal to the Army, and will be a 
significant cost savings/avoidance to the overall Army budget. 

The BGAD Tier I mission to perform renovation and demilitar- 
ization of ammunition is an excellent on-site test bed for APE 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
343 WALLER AVENUE 
LEXINGTON, KY 40504 
(606) 233-2484 

1072 NEW FEDERAL BUILDING 19 U.S. POST OFFICE AND COURTHOUSE 
LOUISVILLE, KY 40202 COVINGTON, KY 41011 
(502) 5824251 (606) 491-7929 
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design, and also provides a highly technical workforce. BGAD has 
teamed with local universities to pioneer the use of robotics and 
state-of-the-art manufacturing technologies in the ammunition 
field - - -  it has established a highly technical labor force that 
can be utilized to expand the existing knowledge base into the 
21st century. The BGAD industrial base includes numerically con- 
trolled punch, lathe, brake and shear equipment that will provide 
significant enhancements to the design and prototyping of new APE 
programs and equipment. 

To meet the challenges and requirements of the APE mission, 
BGAD has on-staff procurement and engineering expertise to meet 
the customer requirements in a real time cost-effective environ- 
ment. This talented workforce places BGAD in the unique position 
of having a baseline expertise that can be expanded or contracted 
to meet the immediate or long term operations requirements of the 
APE mission. 

I hope that you will give consideration to locating the APE 
mission at BGAD in your recommendations. 

Best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
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Congress of toe Nniteb Qtates 
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June 8, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., 15th Floor 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Dixon: 

We write to call your attention to a number of flaws in the 
Army's assessment of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FAMC) . 
These flaws call into question the adequacy of the methodology, 
the process, and the data. In fact, these shortcomings are so 
pronounced, it is unlikely that any medical facility could be 
given a fair evaluation. We hope you and the other commissioners 
will give special attention to the following points and report to 
us on your findings. 

1) Square footage. We question whether the size of a medical 
installation is a realistic measure of medical value. 
Researchers found no private sector health care providers 
who use square footage as a significant factor in measuring 
the effectiveness of a health care facility. 

2) Temporary Buildings. Assuming size is an important factor 
in determining the value of a medical facility--an 
assumption we make for purposes of illustration only--a 
number of the instructional buildings at Fitzsimons were not 
counted because they are considered "temporary buildings". 

Since the buildings have been in use for more than four 
decades, shouldn't the 110,000 square feet of wooden 
instructional facilities have been included in the Army's 
square footage assessment? 

3 )  Deployment formula. We question the soundness of the Army's 
formula to assess deployment capabilities. Medical 
personnel are deployed to conflict areas by automobile and 
by air, not by rail and ship. Similarly, injured soldiers 
are not transported by rail or ship, rather they are 
transported to medical centers by air. Therefore, the 
deployment formula has little relevance in determining 
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Fitzsimons' ability to get personnel to conflict and injured 
soldiers treated. 

Why was the same deployment formula used for medical centers 
as for maneuver bases? 

4) Use of ports for deployment measure. In addition to the 
general criticism of the Army's deployment assessment, we 
also question the measure of sea ports specifically. 
Fitzsimons is strategically located in the center of the 
continental United States. Its location makes it less 
vulnerable to attack. Additionally, it takes longer for 
people and supplies to get from Fitzsimons to a port than 
for ships to get there. 

Why is proximity to sea ports used in the Army's assessment 
of Fitzsimons' deployment capabilities? 

5. Cost per active duty personnel. The cost per person to 
deliver health care at Fitzsimons is based o a 40 mile 
catchment area. Given the 12-state region Fitzsimons 
serves, it is unrealistic to gauge the cost per active duty 
personnel on a mere 40-mile region? 

Since Fitzsimons' responsibilities extend beyond the 40-mile 
limit, wouldn't a fair calculation require the inclusion of 
the entire Fitzsimons catchment area? 

6. Stand alone facilities. In comparing medical facilities, 
only the three stand alone facilities--Tripler, Walter Reed, 
and Fitzsimons--were compared. Why? 

7. Health care index. The Health Care Index (HCI) used by the 
Army to measure the cost of providing care at the three 
stand alone facilities supersedes the measure used by the 
Medical Joint Cross Services Group. The HCI shows cost 
differentials of between 200 and 400 percent between 
Fitzsimons, Walter Reed, and Tripler. The Medical Joint 
Cross Services Group finds only a 10.9 percent cost per 
patient differential with Fitzsimons having the lowest cost. 

Why was the Medical Joint Cross Services Group index 
replaced by the HCI? 
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How is it that Walter Reed is so efficient, or Fitzsimons is 
so inefficient, that their costs vary by 400 percent? 

8. Cost of living. Denver's cost of living is 27.6 percent 
less than Washington D.C.'s and 29.3 percent less than 
Honolulu. 

How is it possible that the Army's assessment of the cost of 
providing care is 220 to 400 percent higher in Denver than 
Washington, DC or Honolulu, HI? 

9. Proximity to the airport. The Army lists Fitzsimons as 
being 11 miles from the nearest airport, the airport being 
vital for med-vac transport. Although fitzsimons if 14+ 
miles from Denver International Airport, in reality, med-vac 
transport is and will continue to be conducted at Buckley 
Air National Guard Base which is five miles from Fitzsimons. 

Why was DIA used in this measure and not Buckley, the base 
which is currently being used for med-vac transport? 

10. Patients at Tripler. The number of active duty and retired 
personnel and their dependents at Tripler differs depending 
upon which number is reported. The Army's figure is roughly 
83 percent higher than that used by the defense Medical 
Information Service. 

Why are two different numbers used by the Army and by the 
Defense Medical Information Service when measuring the 
number of patients served by Tripler? 

11. How much is enough? If Fitzsimons is closed, that will 
bring to four the number of federal installations closed in 
the state of colorado within the past decade. The 
previously-closed installations are: Lowry Air Force Base, 
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, and Rocky Flats. Is it 
reasonable to expect a small state to endure closure of yet 
another federal installation? How much is enough? 

12. Capacity. It is our understanding the BRAC1s mission is to 
address excess capacity. Fitzsimons' catchment area (Region 
8) occupies almost 1/3 of the country, serves a population 
larger than all but two of the other lead agent hospitals 
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and is the only military 
region. 

tertiary care facility in the 

How can Fitzsimons reasonably be considered excess capacity? 

13. Alternatives. The Washington, DC and San Antonio, TX areas 
house medical facilities that are so close in proximity to 
one another that they are almost co-located. 

Should a facility in one of these areas be considered 
instead? 

14. Savings. The Army estimates that by closing Fitzsimons Army 
Medical Center, the department of Defense will realize some 
$300 million in savings, over a 20 year period. This 
conclusion is based on the assumption that no new civilian 
employees will be hired in connection with the relocation of 
services currently offered at Fitzsimons. This is asserted 
even though the plan anticipates over $100 million of new 
construction to facilitate relocated missions. 

Is it realistic to assume these facilities can be opened and 
operational for the next 20 years with no additional 
civilian employees? 

15. New Construction. The cost of closing ~itzsimons suggest 
significant military construction spending to replace 
facilities slated for closure at Fitzsimons in FY 1998, but 
no such spending in FY 1997. 

Is it realistic to anticipate no military constriction 
related to a closure of Fitzsimons in FY 1997. 

Thank you for your attention to t 
to hearing from you shortly. 

.hese concerns. We look forward 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Campbell: 

Thank you for your letter outlining your concerns with the Department of the Army's 
assessment of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of 
Fitzsimons and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

w I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Hank Brown 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Brown: 

Thank you for your letter outlining your concerns with the Department of the Army's 
assessment of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of 
Fitzsimons and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

w I look forward to working with you during this dScult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 16,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Patricia Schroeder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Pat: 

Thank you for your letter outlining your concerns with the Department of the Army's 
assessment of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. I appreciate you strong interest in the future of 
Fitzsimons and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

r I look forward to working with you during this diBcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX ~- 

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dan Schaefer 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Schaefer: 

Thank you for your letter outlining your concerns with the Department of the Army's 
assessment of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of 
Fitzsimons and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

4w I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Joel Hefley 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hefley: 

Thank you for your letter outlining your concerns with the Department of the Army's 
assessment of Fitzsirnons Army Medical Center. I appreciate your strong interest in the kture of 
Fitzsimons and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Amy Medical Center. 

w I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable David Skaggs 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Skaggs: 

Thank you for your letter outlining your concerns with the Department of the Army's 
assessment of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of 
Fitzsimons and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided win be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

lmv I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Wayne Nard 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Allard: 

Thank you for your letter outlining your concerns with the Department of the Army's 
assessment of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of 
Fitzsimons and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

w I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon @4&+!- 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Scott Mclnnis 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative McInnis: 

Thank you for your letter outlining your concerns with the Department of the Army's 
assessment of Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of 
Fitzsimons and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission wiU thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

'YDl I look forward to working with you during this difiicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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VIRGINIA 

225 RUSSELL SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
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ARMED SERVICES 
ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 

RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY 

SMALL BUSINESS 

CONSTITUENT SERVICE OFFICES: 
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235 FEDERAL BUILDING 1003 FIRST UNION BANK BUILDING 
P.O. BOX 8817 213 SOUTH JEFFERSON STREET 

ABINGDON, VA 24210-0887 ROANOKE, VA 24011-1714 
17031 628-8158 (7031 857-2676 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Attached please find a letter from a Virginia 
constituent regarding Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania. 
I am sending the letter to you in accordance with the 
constituent's request. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
n 

- John Warner 
JW:pcs 

Enclosure 
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4500 S. Four MIle Run, #226 
Arlington, VA 22204 
May 28, 1995 

Senator John Warner 
Rrn. 225, Russell Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Warner: 

Would you be kind enough to forward this letter to the Base Realignment and 
Closure office at the address shown thereon? 

The reason for this request is that the BRAC office is being inundated with 
mail from all over the country and it will go unread and unanswered. 

My sincere thanks. 

Sincerely, 
d 

/ ~ ) f l d  J. A. Marinangeli 



4500 S. Four Mile Run, #22S 
Arlington, VA 22204 
May 28, 1995 

Mr. David S. Lyles 
BRAC, Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Lyles: 

I was stunned when I read that the Tobyhanna Army Depot was a candidate for 
closure. But please allow me to start at the beginning. I am the 
individual who made the site selection for the Tobyhanna Depot in 1950. 
The Secretary of the Army's office had specified certain requirements that 
had to be met in making the selection: 

It had to be within a few hours of a major port. 
Rail, highway and air service had to be available on or near 
the site being selected. 
It was not to be located anywhere near a possible target area or 
large city. 
There had to be an availability of manpower in the area. 

The site selected met all of these requirements and when the depot opened 
several years later, a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff remarked that, 
from a strategic point of view, Tobyhanna was probably the safest depot 
in the U. S. 

Aside from its location, from day one, the Tobyhanna depot has 
outperformed every depot in the country, both from a cost standpoint and 
efficient operations. They have been cited for their ability to provide 
raoid response for others who had an urgent, short term need. This 
response .ncluded Letterkenny who frequently turned to Tobyhanna to have 
projects completed rapidly. Frankly, there is no way that other 
installations being included in your study can match Tobyhanna1s record in 
supporting their mission worldwide. I know whereof I speak. 

When Tobyhama became operational I was in charge of depot operations for 
the Signal Corps and later under the Army Supply and Maintenance Command, 
I was pleased to see that Tobyhanna continued to perform brilliantly and 
far better than any other depot in the system. 

The Army has been in the process of reducing the mission at Letterkenny 
and moving much of it to Tobyhanna. I am sure that this decision was based 
on Tobyhanna's outstanding performance in the past, always being able to 
underbid other installations on major maintenance projects. Furthermore, 
it seems to me that BRAC had once recommended transferring much of 
McClellan Air Force Base to Tobyhanna. I have to wonder what has changed 
to bring about this about face. 

Letterkenny is not in a position to accept any major workload or mission 
from Tobyhanna without a major expenditure of millions of dollars to 
provide many ofthefacilities now available at Tobyhanna. 

As far as rapid response to the European area, Tobyhanna has proven beyond 
any shadow of doubt that no other depot comes close and certainly not one 
3,000 miles from the east coast. 



Tobyhanna has the newest and most modern facilities of any of the other 
installations under consideration. Many of the buildings are of recent 
origin to serve a highly technical mission. It will cost much less to 
maintain when compared to old buildings in the other installations. 
Much workload and missions have already been transferred to Tobyhanna 
recently. 

I think we must consider the needs of the senrices and not only what might 
be politically necessary. If we sincerely evaluate the mission and the 
service it provides at the least cost, Tobyhanna has no match. 

I am now retired and have no personal axe to grind, but I cannot believe 
that I can sit back and watch a terrible mistake being made by closing the 
most efficient depot in the system. Tobyhanna is also in a position to 
assume additional workload in modern facilities manned by highly skilled 
workers who are proud of there past unmatched record. In my humble 
opinion, it would be a grave error to even consider Tobyhanna for closure. 

I would be most happy to discuss my opinions with any member of your 
staff. While I will be away from May 29th to June 13th, 
I would be able to meet at any other dates. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ' ' -  - .  -... . . - J LL:::.%x,3 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 , - ,* 

703-696-0504 
... . ... ,. . , .. ;- 9526 /z-zYa r - - - -  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

June 20, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Jospeh A. Marinangeli 
4500 South Four Mile Run 
Apartment 226 
Arlington, Virginia 22204 

Dear Mr. Marinangeli: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know,' the Commission received testimony on 
behalf of the Tobyhanna Army Depot during a public regional hearing in Boston, 
Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited Tobyhanna Army 
Depot on June 1, 1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. The 
information gained during the hearing and base visit, in addition to all other sources of 
information provided to the Commission and pertaining to Tobyhanna Army Depot, will 
be carehlly scrutinized by the Commissioners and staff before a decision is reached 
affecting the facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

David S. ~ ~ f &  
Staff Director 



T H E  D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . . 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 20,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John Warner 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Warner: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of a letter from your constituent, 
J.A. Marinangeli, in support of the Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania. 

The Commission has responded directly to Mr. Marinangeli and I can assure you that the 
information he has provided will be considered by the Commission during our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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BOB BARR 
7TH DISTRICT. GEORGIA 

FIREARMS LEGISLATION TASK FORCE 
CHAIRMAN 

COMMITTEES: 

BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERVICES 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
GENERAL OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS 

VICE-CHAIRMAN 

DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL 
MONETARY POLICY 

JUDICIARY 
SUBCOMMITTEES: 

CRIME Eongras of the Wni ted Sta ta ANDADM..TRATlvEw 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
SUBCOMMITTEES: 

EDUCATION, TRAINING, 

Umaehington, B& 20515 EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

COMPENSATION, PENSION, INSURANCE, 
AND MEMORIAL AFFAIRS 

June 6, 1995 

Mr. S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
P.rlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Kling: 

Thank you for taking the time to visit Naval Air Station Atlanta. It was a pleasure 
spending Monday afternoon with you viewing the vital contributions NAS Atlanta 
makes to our country's national security and war time capabilities. 

I understand and appreciate the tremendous burden you must shoulder during this 
time of the BRAC deliberations. Those of us in public service many times must 
make great personal sacrifices to ensure the decisions being made are in the best 
interests of our country and its citizens. 

I hope your visit was informative, and answered whatever questions you may have 
had. However, if there are other questions that arise, or if I can be of service to 
you in any way, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Again, thank you for your time and consideration, and I look forward to working 
with you on this and other matters in the future. 

With kind regards, I am, 



BOB BARR 
7TH DISTRICT, GEORGIA 

FIREARMS LEGISLATION TASK FORCE 
CHAIRMAN 

COMMITTEES: 
BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERVICES 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
GENERAL OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS 

VICE-CHAIRMAN 

DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL 
MONETARY POLICY 

JUDICIARY 
SUBCOMMITTEES: 

CRIME Congretrs of the Uni tod ta tetr coMMERc,LAND 

2house of Rqreeentatiuee VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
SUBCOMMITTEES: 

EDUCATION, TRAINING, 

?lI)aehington, b& 2oj l j  EMPLOYMENT. AND HOUSING 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

COMPENSATION, PENSION, INSURANCE. 

June 6, 1995 AND MEMORIAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1: ?c;+%;~ &$2F b Phi$ iWm 
1700 North Moore Street v,? ~ $ 1  f-@;~x&, PgC3-n25' 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Cornella: 

Thank you for taking the time to visit Naval Air Station Atlanta. It was a pleasure 
spending Monday afternoon with you viewing the vital contributions NAS Atlanta 
makes to our country's national security and war time capabilities. 

I understand and appreciate the tremendous burden you must shoulder during this 
time of the BRAC deliberations. Those of us in public service many times must 
make great personal sacrifices to ensure the decisions being made are in the best 
interests of our country and its citizens. 

I hope your visit was informative, and answered whatever questions you may have 
had. However, if there are other questions that arise, or if I can be of service to 
you in any way, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Again, thank you for your time and consideration, and I look forward to working 
with you on this and other matters in the future. 

With kind regards, I am, 
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
NORTH CAROLINA 

United State5 Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 

June 8, 1995 

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

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

Dear Administrator Browner: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

ct9q+==4 7 . 7 r - - - - s 4 z -  LVCSv'c l,ihc 1-- - - "" '*, . Cc E $ - ? ~ < R .  C+!F--ZZ~:;E ,=,L-CLLU~LU L3, I ~ Y ~ ,  ds ~eqZi1r~6 -by-- " 

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

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

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

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

Lauch Faircloth 

cc: Honorable Alan J. ~ixon,/ 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
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WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR., DELAWARE, CHAIRMAN 

TED STEVENS, ALASKA JOHN GLENN. OHIO 
WILLIAM S. COHEN. MAINE SAM NUNN, GEORGIA 
FRED THOMPSON, TENNESSEE CARL LEVIN. MICHIGAN 
THAD COCHRAN, MISSISSIPPI DAVID PRYOR. ARKANSAS 
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, IOWA JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN, CONNECTICUT 
JOHN McCAIN. ARIZONA DANIEL K. AKAKA. HAWAII 
BOB SMITH. NEW HAMPSHIRE BYRON L. DORGAN. NORTH DAKOTA United State5 Senate 

FRANKLIN G POLK. STAFF DIRECTOR AND CHIEF COUNSEL 
LEONARD WEISS. MINORITY STAFF DIRECTOR COMMllTEE ON 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON. DC 20510-6250 

June 7, 1995 !.. . - , : , ,: -! . xl gg,y&g 

a!, , \>--X . J. .] ra!:13;&- 
Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

The Committee is updating its chart of the organization of federal executive 
departments, agencies, commissions, and boards. Enclosed is a portion of a previous chart 
which will give you an idea of the type of information needed. This chart is being revised to 
show data as of January 1, 1995. It is requested that the information relating to your 
organization and personnel as of that date be prepared and submitted as soon as possible, 
preferably no later than July 1, 1995. If this deadline cannot be met, please telephone Bruce 
Campbell or Ricardo Ferreira of my staff at (202) 224-4751 (fax 202-224-9603). 

You will note that the total personnel assignment is listed with breakdowns, if 
appropriate, limited to headquarters and field offices. Each reporting agency/organization is 
asked to designate the total number of people employed, with subtotals for administrative 
ofices and field offices. Where appropriate, the number of field offices should be reported. 
Part-time and WAE employees should also be indicated in the totals. 

It would be helpful to indicate the name and telephone number of the person preparing 
the information for the chart. 

Please send information to: 

Bruce Campbell or Ricardo Ferreira 
Cnmmittce on Gnvemmantal Affairs 
Room SD-340, Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 
(Internet e-mail: bruce-campbell@govt-aff.senate.gov or 

ricardo-ferreira@govt-aff.senate.gov) 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerelv. 

William V. Roth 
Chairman 

WvR/msp 
Enclosure 
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BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMllTEES 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations ................................................................................................................................... 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation ......................................................................................................................................................... 
American Battle Monuments Commission ......................................................................................................................................................... 
Appalachian Region Commission ....................................................................................................................................................................... 
Artic Research Commission ................................................................................................................................................................................ 

................................................................................................................................................................. Board for International Broadcasting 
Christopher Columbus Quincentenary Jubilee Commission ............................................................................................................................ 
Commission of Fine Arts ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 
Committee for Purchase from the Blind and Other Severely Handicapped .................................................................................................. 
Delaware River Basin Commission .................................................................................................................................................................... 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission ........................................................................................................................................... 
Harry S Truman Scholarship Foundation ......................................................................................................................................................... 
Illinois and Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor Commission ............................................................................................................. 
Indian Arts and Crafts Board ............................................................................................................................................................................... 
Information Security Oversight Office ................................................................................................................................................................ 
J. William Fulbright Foreign Scholarship Board ................................................................................................................................................. 
Joint Board for the Enrollment of Actuaries ...................................................................................................................................................... 
National Archives Trust Fund Board .................................................................................................................................................................. 
National Commission on Libraries and Information Science ........................................................................................................................... 
Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation .................................................................................................................................................... 
Office Of Women's Business Ownership ........................................................................................................................................................... 
President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board .............................................................................................................................................. 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission ............................................................................................................................................................. 
United States Holocaust Memorial Council ....................................................................................................................................................... 
United States Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board ................................................................................................................................... 
United States Sentencing Commission .............................................................................................................................................................. - 

.......................................................................................................................................................................................... I Total employees 1,271 1. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 26,1995 

The Honorable William V. Roth 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC, 205 10-6250 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Senator Roth: 

Please find the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's updated 
organization chart attached. As you may know, the Commission will deliver its 1995 Report to 
the President on July 1, 1995. The Commission will disband in accordance with PL 101-5 10, 
Section 2902, on December 3 1,1995. 

Please feel free to contact Mr. Christopher J. Goode, the Director of Administration, at 
703-696-0504, if you have any questions concerning the attached document. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J ixon s 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Appointed Commissioners 8 
Executive Department 4 
Office of General Counsel 4 
Administration Department 16 
Review and Analysis Department 42 
Communications Department 3 
Congressional Liaison Department 5 
Information Services Department 2 

Total employees 84 

Includes 22 temporary employees (20 full-time and 
2 part-time) detailed from federal government agencies, 
and 11 temporary intermittent employees. 
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HOWELL HEFLIN 
ALABAMA 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE. 
NUTRITION. AND FORESTRY 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

United $totes Senatt 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0101 

728 SENATE HART BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-0101 
(202) 224-4124 June 8, 1995 

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

STATE OFFICES: 
34 1 FEDERAL BUILDING 
1800 FIFTH AVENUE NORTH 
BIRMINGHAM, AL 35203 
(205) 7 3  1-1 5 0 0  

437  U.S. COURTHOUSE 
MOBILE, AL 36602 
(205) 690-3 167 

FEDERAL COURTHOUSE. 8-29 
15 LEE STREET 
MONTGOMERY. AL 3 6  104 
(205) 265-9507 

104 WEST 5TH STREET 
P.O. Box 228  
TUSCUMBIA. AL 35674 
(205) 3 8  1-7060 

Dear Chairmm Dixon: 

We are writing you with regard to the Army's recommendation 
to consolidate the Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) with 
the Army ~issile Command (MICOM) in Huntsville, Alabama. 

We recently contacted the Army's Chief of Staff, General 
Gordon Sullivan, and asked him to address concerns that have been 
raised about the move. These concerns center around the military 
value of the General Services Administration's Goodfellow 
Building and the number of jobs that can be eliminated by the 
consolidation. 

General Sullivan clearly believes the consolidation of ATCOM 
and MICOM should occur. The move will produce savings of 
approximately $56 million annually and is, to quote the General, 
"... in the best interests of the Army and the Department of 
Defense." We, therefore, hope this consolidation will have the 
Commission's full support. 

%&R Bud Cramer 

U.S. Senate V House of Representatives 



UNITED STATES ARMY 

THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

June 8, 1995 

Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

Dear Senator Heflin: 

Thank you for your letter of June 5, 1995, regarding the Army's proposal to 
consolidate a portion of Aviation and Troop Support Command (ATCOM) at Redstone 
Arsenal. DoD recommends disestablishing ATCOM, vacating its leased facility, 
relocating aviation missions and functions to Redstone Arsenal, relocating soldier 
support functions to Natick, and relocating materiel management functions to Fort 
Monmouth and Detroit Arsenal. When implemented, it will produce savings of about 
$56 million each year. Here are the answers to your specific questions: 

4 .  What is the impact of the realignment of ATCOM from the Goodfellow 
building in St. Louis to Redstone Arsenal with regard to operational 
readiness? Given good planning and an orderly transition, there should be 
minimal short-term impact on operational readiness. The Army has plenty of 
successful experience in relocating activities like ATCOM with little disruption. 

2. Can you compare the availability of land, facilities and air space at the 
Goodfellow building and at Redstone ,4rserial? Both are federally owned 
and managed. Both have large amounts of administrative office space for 
activities associated with program management, engineering, materiel 
management and procurement and contracting. Yet there is no question that a 
military installation affords much more in the way of land, facilities and overall 
capability than a leased building. 

3. Does the office space in the Goodfellow building have any ability to 
accommodate contingency or mobilization requirements? Within the 
context of its assigned missions, it is safe to say that ATCOM has the ability to 
respond to contingency requirements. On the other hand, as far as staging, 
equipping and deploying troop units are concerned, then the Goodfellow 
building would be unsuitable. Military installations offer a much greater 
capability to meet contingency and mobilization requirements than a leased 
building. 

4. The St. Louis community has claimed that it is possible to eliminate the 
same number of positions through downsizing in place. Does the Army's 
Program Budget Guidance for ATCOM indicate this downsizing is 
possible? Is it true that the Commander of ATCOM has taken the opposite 



view that it will be difficult to achieve the designated cuts even with 
consolidation? No, these reductions are above and beyond any programmed 
changes in the Army's Program Budget Guidance. It is not possible to eliminate 
the same number of personnel by downsizing in place without an unacceptable 
degradation in mission. The Commander of ATCOM is fully committed to 
supporting the proposed realignment. 

5. If the workload of ATCOM could be reduced beyond the PBG numbers in 
the outyears, what impact would this have the planned consolidation? 
There would be no impact on the Army's recommendation. 

The Army strongly believes its recommendation regarding ATCOM is 
financially and operationally sound. It is in the best interests of the Army and DoD. 
Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 

/' General, United States Army 

Copy furnished: 
Congressman Cramer 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F;-.-.- - . . - -  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 W 
703-696-0504 

95CJ6~&'41 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCACOX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 16,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bud Cramer 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Cramer: 

Thank you .- -. for f o r w a r - t o  the Commission a copy of General Gordon Sullivan's June 8 - letter to you concenung the Secremy of Defense's r e c o m m U o n  to relocate a portion of the 
Aviation Troop Command (ATCOM) to Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville, Alabama. As you know, 
chair& Dixon has recuoed himseIfhm participating in any decision affecting my Illinois base 
under the consideration of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

I can assure you that the additional infomtion you have provided concerning the 
proposal to consolidate specific fhctions of ATCOM to the Redstone Arsenal will be given 
care11 attention by our review and analysis staff. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever 
you believe I may be of service. 

David S. ~ ~ l e s ~  
Staff Director 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

@*-- 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
tJPtV~l1 , .L- . ,- . .. 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSLONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN 1. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 19,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Howell Heflii 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Heflin: 

Thank you f-a,uiing to the Commission a copy of General Gordon Sullivan's June 8 
letter to you concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to relocate a portion of the 
Aviation Troop Command (ATCOM) to Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville, AIabarna. As you know, 
Chairman Dixon has recused himself firom participating in any decision affecting any Illinois base 
under the consideration of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

I can assure you that the additional information you have provided concerning the 
proposal to consolidate specific functions of ATCOM to the Redstone Atsenal will be given 
care11 attention by our review and analysis staff. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever 
you believe I may be of service. 

!I 
David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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pn i t eh  S t a t e s  Sena tor  
WASHINGTON,  D. C . 2 0 5 1 0  

June 5, 1995 

Commissioner Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N Moore St 
Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I appreciated the chance to visit with you last week at the Commission's 
regional hearing in Chicago. All of us in the Grand Forks group were pleased 
to have the opportunity to make the case for retaining the core tanker mission 
at Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

The goal of our presentation was to provide you with information that will be 
usehl in making your final decisions. We emphasized military value because 
we understand that must be the focus of your consideration. 

The challenge of reducing our defense infrastructure while still maintaining 
key military assets is a difficult one. However, the over-riding consideration 
in base closure decisions must be military value, and, as Lt. General Tenoso 
stated in Chicago, the Air Force strongly believes the military value of 
retaining Grand Forks far outweighs the cost savings of closing it. After you 
have hlly reviewed the issues related to Grand Forks, I hope you reach the 
same conclusion as the Air Force, the U.S. Strategic Command, and the 
Department of Defense and vote to retain Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

KENT CONRAD 
United States Senator 

NOT PRINTED AT G O V E R N M E N T  E X P E N S E  

v 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) June 13, lgg5 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RE,) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Attn: Lt Col Mary Tripp) 
special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon A . .. 
Washington D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

The Secretary of the Air Force, in a June 9, 1995 letter to the commission, has indicated 
the closure of OYHare IAP Air Reserve Station would be a reasonable alternative to the closure of 
Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, as recommended by the Secretary of Defense. Please provide 
firther details to develop appropriate modification to the 1993 Commission recommendation 
concerning OYHare IAP ARS. Specifically, request you provide suggested wording on relocation 
of the Air National Guard unit, including an acceptable extension of the deadline for 
implementation, and other information you deem appropriate. 

Please forward your response by June 16, 1995. 

Your continued support and cooperation are greatly appreciated. 

Air Force Team Leader 
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DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY 

SUBJECT : Analysis of the Goodfellow Federal Center, St. Louis, 
MO for the Defense Mapping Agency (DMA) Printing and 
~istribution ~acility 

TO: Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
ATTN: Mr. Edward Brown 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

1. The Defense Mapping Agency has completed the analysis. of the 
GSA Federal Center in St. Louis to determine the costs and 
impacts of pursuing space vacated by the Army Troop Command 
(ATCOM). Our analysis has determined that the costs to convert 
administrative space to warehouse and process space is 
approximately $39.9 million, the Architectural/Engineering ( A / E )  
cost is $2.5 million, and a delay in occupancy of 2 years would 
be incurred. The opportunity cost of the delay ($23.0 million) 
combined with the construction cost brings the total cost of this 
alternative to $65.4 million. The full report is enclosed. 

2. Background: 

A. During the week of 15 May 1995, we learned that the 
BRAC Commission was preparing a recommendation that DMA backfill 
space vacated by ATCOM at the Federal Center. 

B. On 22 May 1995, DMA(AQI), called the BRAC Commission 
to determine the validity of the proposal. Mr. Brown, of the 
BRAC Commission, felt it was a viable alternative to pursue. 
MS. Seale indicated several factors that made this assumption 
impractical which were: no industrial type space existed, floor 
to ceiling height was restrictive, and the column spacing was a 
significant constraint in conducting a warehouse/printing 
activity. Mr. Brown was aware that a DMA site team was 
conducting a full analysis the week of 22 May and expressed an 
interest in receiving a copy of this report. 

C. During the week of 15 May 1995, the House recommended 
a 5-year moratorium on GSA construction, and a 7-year ban on new 
federal buildings. The Senate proposed a 24% cut in GSA 
construction and building acquisition. At this time, it is 
unclear as to how these two proposals will be mediated in 
committee, however, it is evident that restrictions on new 
construction are highly likely. 

12310 SUNRISE VALLEY DRIVE 
RESTON, VIRGINIA 22091-3414 

0 6801 TABOR AVENUE 
PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA 19120-5008 



On 16 May 1995, conferees reached an agreement on 
legislation that would reduce $580 million in federal funding for 
GSArs proposed FY 1996 construction program. 

D. On 19 May 1995, water in the River des Peres which is 
located adjacent to our current site, reaches 1.5 feet from the 
top of the flood wall, and preliminary plans are developed to 
evacuate the site, The eastern boundary of the site was under 
water and pumping operations were initiated. (This site was 
completely inundated with water during the Great Flood of 1993, 
and was the reason the DMA Military Construction (Milcon) project 
in St. Louis was initiated.) 

3 .  Analysis Assumptions: 

A. Based upon GSA procedures, GSA would fund the 
improvements to fit-out the space for DMArs requirement through 
their normal appropriation process. In our analysis, we assumed 
that the cost to modify the space is a cost to the Government, 
regardless of who funds it, The time delay is predicated on when 
ATCOM would vacate the space and the time to complete the 
construction, given no delay in ATCOMrs relocation. The 
opportunity cost is derived from the economic analysis DMA 
developed in support of this project that reports an annual cost 
savings of $19.0 million dollars per year. The costs were 
prorated for the specific two year delay, FY 98 and FY 99. 

B. Rent cost was not factored into the analysis, since 
the cost to operate DMArs Arnold site offsets GSA rent costs for 
space at the Federal Center. 

In conclusion, the Federal Center in St. Louis proves no 
measurable benefit to the Government over the DMA Milcon based 
upon costs, the risk of additional flooding, and the uncertainty 
over GSA construction. Should you have any additional questions 
or comments, contact either myself or Mr. Ed Lawless at 
HQDMA(AQI), 703-285-9124. 

Enclosure a/s ~ a r M l e n  Seale 
~ c t i n ~  Chief, Installations 
Division 



MEMORANDUM FOR INFORMATION 

SUBJECT: Site Visit to Goodfellow Federal Center 

DATE: 25 May 1995 

1. Representatives from AQI, AQM, and DMACSC(TM) conducted a 
survey of GSA facilities at the Goodfellow Federal Center, at 
4300 Goodfellow Boulevard in St. Louis, on 22 and 23 May 1995. 
The DMA representatives were; Wayne Bruce and Ed Lawless (AQI), 
Craig Christensen (AQM), and Dave Stout (DMACSC). These 
individuals comprised the smallest possible group deemed able to 
best represent all engineering and operational concerns 
associated with occupying a new or renovated facility. 

2. The purpose of the site visit was to meet with GSA on-site 
facility managers, and to conduct a survey of facilities. The 
facilities surveyed had been identified as potentially available 
for DMA occupancy, in the event of BRAC 95 actions that would 
relocate Army  viat ti on and Troop Command (ATCOM) personnel off of 
the Goodfellow Federal Center. The intent of the DMA survey was 
to evaluate the facilities for use in lieu of the MILCON project 
programmed for FY 96 construction in Arnold, MO. 

3. The site survey began with a technical exchange meeting 
between DMA and GSA personnel, in order to match as closely as 
possible DMA requirements with potentially available space. As a 
result, GSA offered for DMA's consideration the following 
buildings on the east side of the Federal Center (site map 
attached): 

Building 105: 150,000 sf of administrative space comprising 
the entire first floor of the two story building, and 100,000 sf 
of contiguous administrative space comprising the northern-most 
two-thirds of the second floor, for a total of 250,000 sf of 
administrative space. 

Building 104: 150,000 sf of administrative space comprising 
the entire second floor. 

Recognizing DMA1s requirement for "high bay" storage and 
process space, GSA also proposed to construct a 45,000 sf 
"connector building" between the north ends of Buildings 105 and 
104. 

The total space offered as being potentially available comprises 
400,000 sf of existing single-story administrative space, and 
45,000 sf of to-be-constructed "high bay" space. 

4. The existing condition of ~uildings 104 and 105 is much like 
most buildings at the Goodfellow Federal Center; they were 
originally constructed as part of a World War I1 era ammunition 
plant, originally single-story industrial buildings 150 feet wide 
and 1000 feet long, with the roof at approximately 28 feet above 

Enclosure 



grade. Floor capacity of Building 105 was not immediately known, 
but the presence of a crawl space under the first floor would set 
its capacity at about 250 psf. Added later at the 14 foot-above- 
grade level was an interior floor slab, and the buildings were as 
such converted from being 150,000 sf industrial facilities to 
300,000 sf administrative facilities. The southern portion 
(50,000 sf) of the second floor of Building 105 is occupied by a 
USDA lab and will remain, and the entire first floor of Building 
104 (150,000 sf) is occupied by a VA Records Center, which will 
also remain. 

5. Utilities serving the Federal Center were generally adequate, 
with dual feed electrical service to the complex, and individual 
heating and cooling plants in each building. A central energy 
monitoring system exists, but no capability for remotely 
controlling individual buildings from a central site. Water 
service to the base is in need of constant repair, and a system 
upgrade project is in planning, but with no fixed date for 
funding or execution. 

6. The DMA representatives were escorted through the space, and 
were then given unescorted access to the space to allow further 
investigation, and were given use of a conference room to discuss 
findings and potential configuration of the space for use by DMA. 

7. After a detailed, unescorted walk-through of the facilities, 
the DMA representatives developed a schematic plan for placing 
DMA-Arnold functions within the Goodfellow facilities. The 
proposed occupancy plan is as follows: 

Building 105: Demolish the interior floor slab between the 
available contiguous first and second floor space, to create 
100,000 sf of "high bay" storage and/or process space in the 
northern two-thirds of the building. Construct a shipping or 
receiving function at the north end of the building. Utilize the 
remaining 50,000 sf on the south end of the first'floor for "low 
bay" process or process support functions. 

"Connector Buildingw New Construction: Construct the entire 
available 45,000 sf, to house "high bay" storage and/or process 
functions, and as a shipping or receiving point for the DMA 
activity. 

~uilding 104: utilize as much as necessary to house all 
administrative and computer functions, constructing all necessary 
modifications. 

8. The facility modifications required to make the spaces and 
the site ready for occupancy are detailed as follows, and include 
rough-order-of-magnitude (ROM) costs for accomplishing the work. 
These ROM costs are based on professional judgment, comparable 
levels of effort on other, smaller projects, and existing cost 
data on similar construction. 



Buildinu 105 

Interior demolition first and second floors, 
Remove 200,000 sf of partitions, finishes, 
and utilities. 

Major structural modifications. Remove 100,000 
sf of interior floor slab. Modify existing 
window openings. 

Structural enhancements to floor and columns for 
storage aids, printing presses. 

Exterior wall treatments. 

Roof repairs. (Flashing, penthouse walls and 
roofs, masonry repairs.) 

Exterior demolition. Construct loading dock. 

Interior finishes, lights for warehouse and 
process areas. 

Buildinu 104 

Interior finishes, repairs, and miscellaneous 
modifications for administrative occupancy. 

Construct Computer Room, Comm Center 

Roof replacement 

Connector Buildinq 

Construct new, complete 45,000 sf building 

Cost ($MI 

$2.0 

Utilities (Buildinus 104 and 105) 

Install new mechanical systems; chillers, boilers, $4.0 
piping, air handlers, sprinklers, water supply 
repairs 

Site Work 

Change entrance at northeast gate. Traffic pattern $2.0 
revisions and associated work. 

9. The sum of the ROM costs for modifying Goodfellow facilities 
for use by DMA is $ 3 3  million, to which should be added a 
contingency figure of 20%, or $6.6 million, for a total 
construction cost estimate of $ 3 9 . 9  million. The A/E design fee 
for a project of this magnitude will be approximately $2.5 
million. 



10. Although construction work to allow occupancy is feasible 
for the approximate costs shown, the facilities possess some 
fixed constraints that make their use undesirable. These are: 

a. Column spacing in the primary warehouse/process area 
constructed in ~uilding 105 is 20' x 20'. This is considered to 
be much too narrow to allow efficient warehousing or process 
operations, and results in a much greater floor space 
requirement, and inhibits the safe and efficient use of material 
handling equipment. For comparison, column spacing at the DMA- 
Arnold facility will be 30' x 301, and the existing column 
spacing at the ~hiladelphia Depot is 20' x 80'. 

b. Even with a 45,000 sf "connector building", the long, 
narrow profiles of the available spaces are not sufficiently 
contiguous to permit efficient process flows that Dm's 
reengineered functions are predicated upon. All proposed DMA 
space at Goodfellow is on a single level, essentially three 
buildings comprising a "U" shaped facility, 1000 feet on a side 
and 300 feet across the bottom. By comparison, the DMA-Arnold 
facility is approximately 400' x 6001, with functions on three 
contiguous vertical levels. 

11. Additional factors not included in this analysis are the 
availability of an on-base cafeteria, fitness center, and child 
care facility. The compound is fenced and secured, and a guard 
force is provided. parking appears to be adequate, although some 
off-base parking was observed along Goodfellow Boulevard. The 
surrounding community offers few immediately off-base services, 
and it was acknowledged by GSA staff that the crime in adjacent 
neighborhoods is a major concern to employees who must work 
beyond normal business hours. 

12. The schedule for occupying the Goodfellow facilities would 
be approximately two years later than the occupancy schedule for 
DMA-Arnold, due to the necessity to await ATCOM vacancy in FY 98 
before beginning construction. 

13. Based on the engineering and operational analysis conducted 
by DMA representatives, the Goodfellow Federal Center offers no 
measurable cost advantage over new construction ($39.9 million 
vs. $40.3 million). The operational disadvantages of modifying 
the existing facilities are substantial, and the cost of 
modifying DMA processes to accommodate the poor space 
configuration would be significant. The opportunity cost of the 
two year delay in occupying Goodfellow facilities in lieu of DMA- 
Arnold is $23.0 million. This brings the entire cost for 
pursuing this alternative to $65.4 million (construction @ 39.9, 
A/E fee @ 2.5, opportunity costs @ 23.0). 



14. It is my recommendation that, given a choice, the best 
course of action is to continue forward with the planning, 
construction, and occupancy of the new DMA facility at Arnold. 

Edwin C. Lawless 
AQIE 
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CARL LEVlN 
MICHIGAN 

United Statee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2202 

May 31, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore' Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I have enclosed for your review copies of petitions and a 
resolution from the City of Sterling Heights sent to my office 
regarding the proposed closing of the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant 
and the U.S. Army Tank Automotive Support Activity at Selfridge 
Air National Guard Base. 

I would appreciate it if you and your colleagues take these 
petitions and resolutions into consideration as you make your 
recommendations in the coming month. These documents show the 
community support for these facilities in Macomb County. 

Carl ~kvin 

Enclosures 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



April 24, 1995 
CITY COUNCIL 
Mayor 
Richard J. Notte 

The Honorable Carl Levin 
Mayor Pro Tem 24580 Cunningham, Room 110 
Sam ~alazzolo Warren, MI 48091 

Councilwoman 
Elaine Jankowski Arnold Dear Senator Levin: 

Councilwoman 
Deama E. Koski 

The City Council of the City of Sterling Heights took action at their 
meeting of Tuesday, April 18, 1995, to  adopt the enclosed resolution 

Councilman opposing budgetary cuts to  the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. 
Jay Pollard 

Councilman 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call at 977-6123, 

Andy M. Zaczek ext. 238. 

Councilman 
Eugene A. Zaniewski 

Sincerely, 

CITY MANAGER 
Steve M. Duchane 

Enclosure 
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RESOLUTION 

A resolution of the Sterling Heights City Council opposing any 
budgetary cuts or closing of the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant. 

WHEREAS, the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant which is located in our neighboring community of 
Warren, Michigan has been involved with the production of military tanks since 1941; and 

WHEREAS, the tank plant produced four hundred (400) tanks a day during World War 11; and 

WHEREAS, recently, the tank plant's limited mission of upgrading tanks was declared a top A m y  
priority and President Clinton's budget doubled the funding for such upgrades; and 

WHEREAS, there will be a loss of a minimum of 260 jobs if the proposed closing is approved 
by the President and Congress; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Sterling Heights joins Congressman Sander Levin in 
opposing the Defense Department's proposed closing of the tank plant; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Sterling Heights urges the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to reject the Defense Department's proposed closing of the tank plant; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Sterling Heights 
hereby opposes any budgetary cuts or closing of the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be provided to the members of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, the United States Secretary of Defense, and 
U.S. Senators Spencer Abraham and Carl Levin. 

Ayes: Palazzolo, Arnold. Koski, Notte, Pollard, Zaczek. Zaniewski 
- .- J -- 
Absent: 

CERTIFICATION 
State of Michigan 

SS. 
County of Macomb 

I, Mary T. Zander, CMC, duly appointed City Clerk for the City of Sterling Heights, 
Michigan, hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the resolution 
adopted by the Council of the City of Sterling Heights at its meeting held on April 18, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F w B  : 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16,1995 5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Carl Levin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Carl: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of a resolution fiom the City of 
Sterling Heights, Michigan, and petitions expressing support for the Detroit Arsenal Tank Plant 
and the Selfiidge Army Garrison. It was good to see you during the Commission's June 13 
hearing. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the i n f o d o n  
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations on the Detroit Army Tank Plant and the Selfiidge Army 
Garrison. 

I appreciate the City of Sterling Heights' commitment to the Detroit Army Tank Plant and 
the Seifiidge Army Garrison. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 

m j s  
cc: The Honorable Richard J. Notte 
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SECRETARY O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

RE: The Air Force Depot Analysis is Sound and Carefully Crafted 

As the Commission prepares for its final deliberations, we want to state again that the Air 
Force depot analysis is sound and carefully crafted. Because of the importance we all place in 
achieving a full and fair base closure review, I want to be sure that we have provided all 
necessary information, about the Air Force depot initiative, about anticipated savings, and about 
the recent Commission staff proposal to assume a faster depot closure schedule. 

AIR FORCE DEPOTS ARE UNIQUE 

In our presentation to your staff on April 24 and again in my May 9 letter to you, we 
detailed important reasons for the cost differences between Air Force depots and those of our 
service counterparts. For example, we explained our depot activities are located on much larger 
installations with significantly more population and infrastructure that would need to be moved; 
thus, the costs of relocating these activities are greater. The population on our depot bases 
includes not only personnel directly associated with the depot, but also a large number of DoD 
and Air Force tenant organizations whose work is completely unrelated to depot maintenance 
activities. On average there are three and a half times more people located on Air Force Depot 
installations than on other service depots. We have demonstrated to the Commission staff that 
this larger population explains much of the relatively higher cost to close. We have confirmed 
this with DoD experience for all three of the previous base closure commissions as well as for 
the 95 Commission. As for the Air Logistics Centers (ALC) themselves, they are larger and 
more complex than counterpart DoD depots because we include all system and item management 
functions in addition to depot maintenance activities at our ALCs. 

Thus, when considering the cost to close a depot we would be required to budget 
significantly more funds. In today's circumstances that means cutting funds from other very 
critical areas of the Air Force budget such as modernization or readiness. It is our firm 
conviction that such cuts would pose a high risk to the Air Force's modernization and readiness 
programs. Any risk to these programs undermines the Air Force's ability to project power. 



AIR FORCE IS AGGRESSIVELY DOWNSIZING 
CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 

Recent Commission Staff testimony also suggested savings from an Air Force depot 
closure should be more because, compared to other DoD depot closures or realignments, the 
number of Air Force jobs eliminated as a percentage of total base employment was too low. In 
the case of a complete Air Force depot closure about 7% to 12% of all jobs on base are 
eliminated, as contrasted to Army and Navy depots where the percentage of jobs eliminated was 
seen to be much higher. The three selected examples of Army and Navy depots highlighted in 
staff testimony reported that about 40% to 60% of the jobs at each of the three depots would be 
eliminated. However, when all ten DoD depot closures and realignments from all four closure 
commissions are considered the average drops to about 25%. Because our depots include large 
numbers of non-depot tenants and non-depot missions the percentage of actual depot-wide jobs 
eliminated must also be less. If this is not fully understood there could be a tendency to expect 
more in savings from an Air Force depot closure than is realistic. 

Had Air Force depot maintenance employment remained near levels of just six years ago, 
then I believe we could expect to achieve more job elimination perhaps in the range of 20 percent 
as suggested in the Commission staff presentation. However, since FY 1989 1 1,000 Air Force 
depot maintenance jobs were cut; this represents a 28% reduction in our depot maintenance labor 
force. We have reduced depot employment as rapidly as we could just as we have reduced Air 
Force operational force structure in order to gain savings as rapidly as possible. Because of these 
recent efforts there is little that we can expect to achieve above the 7% to 12% range of jobs 
eliminated as noted above. Also, if we were to close a depot nearly all of our direct employment 
would need to be moved to receiving locations to provide the capability required to meet current 
and future needs. These factors confirm in our mind that depot realignment rather than a costly 
closure is a far more efficient means to achieve savings. 

THE AIR FORCE GOAL: TO CONTINUE SAVING DOLLARS 

The Commission staff questioned the six year period assumed for the closure of an Air 
Force depot. We all realize a more rapid closure schedule provides greater net savings. The six 
year closure period is needed because of the considerable complexity of closing a large depot 
installation, with construction and reengineering requirements at the gaining locations, as well as 
the operational transition problems of moving workload and tenants. Since there is little 
duplication within the Air Force of types of maintenance work, there is little ability to have 
another location pick up work during the transition period. An additional, extremely significant 
issue involves the funding stream for construction and other expenses. The Air Force faces a 
major effort to fund base closure expenses in the next few fiscal years, including past BRAC 
actions as well as the current round. Due to budget constraints in FY 96 our MILCON 
requirements of $246.1 million for BRAC 91 and 93 rounds will have to be stretched to future 
years. The BRAC 91 and 93 requirement bowwave is critical in FY 96,97 and 98 with current 
funding shortfalls of $43, $88 and $39 million, respectively. The acceleration of MILCON 



projects into the first two or three years to implement an earlier closure, even if it were 
operationally possible, compounds these budget problems significantly. We understand the focus 
on comparative data, but at the same time there are some unique Air Force considerations that I 
believe warrant serious Commission understanding. 

Clearly, these deliberations are significant to us and I want to take every opportunity to 
ensure that we work very closely with you and the Commission to achieve the most effective 
operational and economic outcome that we can for all depots. We believe our depot proposal 
does just that. 

Sincerely, 

Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
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U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND 

CAMP H.M. SMITH. HAWAII 96861-5025 

6 June 1995 

Dear Mrs. Steele, 

This letter responds to the issues you raised during our 
discussion on 31 March 1995 in Hawaii. 

I have discussed the issue of the Ship Repair Facility (SRF) 
closure with the Chief of Naval Operations. He does not believe 
there would be a negative impact if all the SRF functions and 
facilities were lost. Prior to the Navy's September 1997 

termination of SRF operations, CINCPACFLT will pursue GOVGUAM1s 
NWIN-WIN-WINw scenario of commercialization of the SRF. 

Regarding the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) fuel 
facilities, I recommend the following alternative language to 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) recommendations 
that allows for retention of the FISC Guam fueling system 
facilities and capabilities: "Retain the FISC fuel facilities, 
including piers D/E, tank farms, and associated pipelines/pumping 
systems under DOD operational control to support military service 
fuel requirements." If that recommendation is acceptable, 
recommend you delete the following from the FISC environmental 
impact section: "A significant factor further contributing to an 
overall positive impact on the environment in Guam is the 
shutdown of the fueling facilities at Guam, specifically at Sasa 
Valley and Tenjo. Not only does this action eliminate the need 
for continuous monitoring of fuel tanks but it also removes the 
potential for a fuel spill in an area that has been designated as 
part of the Guam national wildlife refuge." 

During our discussion, my Logistics Director, Brigadier 
General Tedrow, met with two of your representatives, Mrs. King 
and Mr. Lindenbaum. The two issues raised during their 
discussion were: should the officer housing at Naval Air Station 
(NAS) Agana and the land parcels identified in the Guam Land Use 
Plan (GLUP) 94 be included as part of the BRAC 95 
recommendations. 



BRAC 95 redirect recommendations for NAS Agana personnel 
could reduce the need for officer housing. Housing requirements 
on Agana, Nimitz Hill, and Andersen South on Guam are still under 
analysis; however, I assure you we will not retain any housing 
that we will not use in the foreseeable future. A majority of 
the people housed at Agana work at the Naval Hospital and Naval 
Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station. Since the 
BRAC 93 language refers to NAS housing, we can still excess 
officer housing using BRAC 93 authorization. This leaves us time 
and flexibility to more adequately assess our position on Guam 
housing. 

I encourage your looking at the possibility of including the 
8100 acres of land identified by the GLUP 94 process into the 
BRAC 95 recommendations. The 8100 acres includes 2258 acres from 
NAS Agana which we will return using the BRAC 93 authorization. 
The BRAC process would expedite the return of the remaining 5,842 
acres (3,553 acres Air Force and 2,289 acres Navy) by offering a 
direct funding source for Environmental Baseline Surveys and 
cleanup actions, which we do not currently have programmed. 
Secondly, disposal through BRAC would avoid further Congressional 
legislation delays as we have experienced with the return of the 
3,200 acres of GLUP 77 land parcels. Finally, execution by DOD 
instead of the General Services Administration (GSA) may help 
overall coordination of the land return process on Guam and allow 
DOD more control over the process. One caveat to this 
recommendation must be that each Service will administer and 
budget for the return of its individual land parcels, rather than 
all of the parcels being transferred to the Navy for disposal. 
From the GOVGUAM point of view, this is a more routine approach. 
GOVGUAM stands to gain more land, more quickly, at less cost 
through BRAC than through the normal GSA disposal process. 

We will continue with our concerted and aggressive effort to 
promote resolution of Guam BRAC issues while working to promote 
harmonious relations with the people of Guam. 



A similar letter has been sent to Mr. A1 Cornella. 

R. C. MACKE 
Admiral, U.S. Navy 

The Honorable Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base Closure 

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



COMMANDER IN CHIEF 
U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND 

CAMP H.M. SMITH, HAWAII 96861-5025 

6 June 1995 

Dear Mr. Cornella, 

This letter responds to the issues you raised during our 
discussion on 31 March 1995 in Hawaii. 

I have discussed the issue of the Ship Repair Facility (SRF) 
closure with the Chief of Naval Operations. He does not believe 
there would be a negative impact if all the SRF functions and 
facilities were lost. Prior to the Navy's September 1997 
termination of SRF operations, CINCPACFLT will pursue GOVGUAM1s 
MWIN-WIN-WINH scenario of commercialization of the SRF. 

Regarding the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) fuel 
facilities, I recommend the following alternative language to 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) recommendations 
that allows for retention of the FISC Guam fueling system 
facilities and capabilities: "Retain the FISC fuel facilities, 
including piers D / E ,  tank farms, and associated pipelines/pumping 
systems under DOD operational control to support military service 
fuel requirements." If that recommendation is acceptable, 
recommend you delete the following from the FISC environmental 
impact section: "A significant factor further contributing to an 
overall positive impact on the environment in Guam is the 
shutdown of the fueling facilities at Guam, specifically at Sasa 
Valley and Tenjo. Not only does this action eliminate the need 
for continuous monitoring of fuel tanks but it also removes the 
potential for a fuel spill in an area that has been designated as 
part of the Guam national wildlife refuge." 

During our discussion, my Logistics Director, Brigadier 
General Tedrow, met with two of your representatives, Mrs. King 
and Mr. Lindenbaum. The two issues raised during their 
discussion were: should the officer housing at Naval Air Station 
(NAS) Agana and the land parcels identified in the Guam Land Use 
Plan (GLUP) 94 be included as part of the BRAC 95 
recommendations. 



BRAC 95 redirect recommendations for NAS Agana personnel 
could reduce the need for officer housing. Housing requirements 
on Agana, Nimitz Hill, and Andersen South on Guam are still under 
analysis; however, I assure you we will not retain any housing 
that we will not use in the foreseeable future. A majority of 
the people housed at Agana work at the Naval Hospital and Naval 
Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station. Since the 
BRAC 93 language refers to NAS housing, we can still excess 
officer housing using BRAC 93 authorization. This leaves us time 
and flexibility to more adequately assess our position on Guam 
housing. 

I encourage your looking at the possibility of including the 
8100 acres of land identified by the GLUP 94 process into the 
BRAC 95 recommendations. The 8100 acres includes 2258 acres from 
NAS Agana which we will return using the BRAC 93 authorization. 
The BRAC process would expedite the return of the remaining 5,842 
acres (3,553 acres Air Force and 2,289 acres Navy) by offering a 
direct funding source for Environmental Baseline Surveys and 
cleanup actions, which we do not currently have programmed. 
Secondly, disposal through BRAC would avoid further Congressional 
legislation delays as we have experienced with the return of the 
3,200 acres of GLUP 77 land parcels. Finally, execution by DOD 
instead of the General Services Administration (GSA) may help 
overall coordination of the land return process on Guam and allow 
DOD more control over the process. One caveat to this 
recommendation must be that each Service will administer and 
budget for the return of its individual land parcels, rather than 
all of the parcels being transferred to the Navy for disposal. 
From the GOVGUAM point of view, this is a more routine approach. 
GOVGUAM stands to gain more land, more quickly, at less cost 
through BRAC than through the normal GSA disposal process. 

We will continue with our concerted and aggressive effort to 
promote resolution of Guam BRAC issues while working to promote 
harmonious relations with the people of Guam. 



A similar letter has been sent to Mrs. Wendi Steele. 

R. C. MACKE 
Admiral, U.S. Navy 

The Honorable A1 Cornella 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
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HEADQUARTERS, 39TH INFANTRY BRIGADE (SEPARATE) 
Arkansas Army National Guard 

4700 West 8th Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72205-5454 

June 4, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1200 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am the commander of the 39th Infantry Brigade (Separate) of the Arkansas Army National Guard. I 
respectfully request that Fort Chaffee, Arkansas be protected from Base Realignment and Closure 
actions. 

The closure of Fort Chaffee will have a severe impact on the ability of the 39th Brigade to train for its 
war time mission. There is no other installation within reasonable distance that provides the space to 
train the Brigade. To train at any installation other than Fort Chaffee requires that we spend two days in 
convoy to and from the installation as opposed to the one day we spend getting to Fort Chaffee or that we 
transport our equipment and personnel on contract carriers. To convoy to these more distant installations 
means that we lose two days of valuable training time. To move the 2500 soldiers who attend annual 
training and the almost 1,000 pieces of rolling stock of the Brigade would be extremely expensive, taking 
money away from other programs. 

I realize that the BRAC committee must make difficult decisions and that those decisions are based on 
a number of factors. As a commander of one of the enhanced Brigades, I sincerely hope that the impact 
closure would have on readiness is a prime consideration. We have been given a difficult mission, but it 
is one that I am confident the soldiers of the 39th Brigade are capable of meeting if adequate resources 
are made available. Fort Chaffee is a training resource that I do not feel can be lost without a significant 
adverse impact on the readiness of the 39th Brigade. In addition, other reserve component units who 
routinely train at Fort Chaffee will face the same challenges in finding an acceptable and affordable 
substitute, with the same adverse impact on readiness. 

Thank you for your time. I hope that the points I have attempted to make will result in Fort Chaffee 
not being included on the final list for closure. If you would like to visit with me further on this matter, I 
can be reached at 50 1-377- 1248 during normal business hours. 

Sincerely, 

Don C. Morrow 
Colonel, Arkansas Army National Guard 
Commanding Officer 
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VMI r s w r = = % ~ 3 9  I 
ALAN 1. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 15, 1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Don C. Morrow 
Commanding Officer 
Arkansas Axmy National Guard 
4700 West 8th Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72205-5454 

Dear Colonel Morrow: 

Thank you for your letter in support of Fort CMee, Arkansas. I certainly appreciate 
your interest in the training requirements of the 39th Infantry Brigade and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort W e e .  

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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EDWARD T. SCIIAFER 

GOVERNOR 

State of North Dakota 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

600 E. BOULEVARD -GROUND FLOOR 

BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505-0001 

June 8, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Dixon: 

This clarifies the question about state rankings of public high school graduation 
rates in the United States. The rate is determined by the number of high school graduates 
as a percent of students entering 9th grade four years earlier. 

North Dakota ranked first in the 1993-94 school year in graduation rate, with 89.3 
percent of its ninth grade class from the fall of 1990 making it to graduation. Both South 
Dakota and Wisconsin ranked second, at 88.9 percent; ranked fourth was Nebraska, at 
86.5 percent; ranked fifth was Iowa, at 86.4 percent; and ranked sixth was Minnesota, at 
86.1 percent. 

The source for these figures is the American Legislative Exchange Council's 
Report Card on American Education 1994. The Council is a bipartisan organization of 
state legislators, with 2,600 members throughout the 50 states, Puerto Rice and Guam. 

North Dakota ranked third (87.5), Iowa second (87.6) and Minnesota first (89.2) 
in the Corporation for Enterprise Development's 1995 Development Report Card for the 
States. These ratings were for the 1991-92 school year, based on the number of ninth 
grade students in the fall of 1988. 

Clearly, while both Minnesota and North Dakota have excellent school systems, 
North Dakota today is ranked number one in the rate of students graduated from high 
school. 

Sincerely, 

w Edward T. Schafer 
Governor 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Edward T. Schafer 
Governor, State of North Dakota 
Office of the Governor 
600 E. Boulevard - Ground Floor 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58505-0001 

Dear Governor Schafer: 

Thank you for your letter clari@ng North Dakota's first place national ranking of 
high school graduates in the 1993-1994 school year. This is an impressive achievement 
and I applaud the students and teachers of North Dakota. 

I am pleased that you were able to testifL during the Commission's May 3 1 
regional hearing in Chicago. I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to 
this challenging and difficult process. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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University of Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260 

June 8, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

First, let me as a citizen thank you for your valuable 
contribution of time and expertise to the very difficult task of 
deciding about the closure and realignment of military bases. As 
a long-serving university president and consultant on national 
security, I know well that the decisions you encounter have a 
background of intense regional political dispute, and also that 
they are stressful for military professionals who properly remain 
quiet. 

I present to you a special case for retention of the 
911th Airlift Wing of the USAF Reserves at the Greater Pittsburgh 
International Airport. My argument has not been used heretofore, 
because I was unaware of this impending base closure. Its 
relevance to Pittsburgh is fortuitous. It goes quite beyond 
political influence and relates to national security. 

In 1989, I headed a national study for the Federal 
Aviation Administration, in which the expert participants deplored 
the lack of systematic national airport, air route, and 
infrastructure planning--a set of problems still largely ignored 
(inclosure) . 

During our meeting, four former heads of the FAA and I 
toured the new Greater Pittsburgh, and said "this can be the best 
airport in the Western Hemisphere--the logical main interior air 
gateway to this continent from overseas." 

These views were based on the superb design, quality, and 
technology of the new airport, and also on the fact that 
Pittsburgh lies at the center of the main population density in 
North America--within about one hour's flight of half the 
people--and is surrounded by uncongested air space. 



Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
Page Two 
June 8, 1995 

Therefore, in the urgent contingency of actual major war, 
the national mobilization of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (all the 
airlines) would make the Greater Pittsburgh Airport a crucial 
national center of military airlift operations--vastly better than 
other competing sites in the traffic grid-locked East Coast or 
Great Lakes areas or in small non-international airports to our 
West and South. This judgment was confirmed in a conversation I 
had at a high level in the Pentagon just last Tuesday. 

Further, Greater Pittsburgh has tremendous open space for 
expansion--and vast empty aircraft parking areas--left from the 
old airport. It also has one of the three newest and most 
advanced military communication centers in the country. 

I know that for your final decisions time is short. So I 
have written our local political leaders and Congressional 
representatives. And far more important, I am writing you. 

A brief summary of my own experience that bears on this 
issue follows as a note. 

professor of International Politics 
President Emeritus 
University of Pittsburgh 

WWP : bk 

Note: Degrees from the U. S. Military Academy, Harvard, and 
Oxford; Fighter test pilot, Eglin Field; pilot, Berlin Airlift, 
Southeast Asia, flew 35 types of military aircraft; Brig Gen, 
USAF (Ret); Chairman, Advisory Board of FEMA for 1st 12 years; 
airline consultant, Director of Eastern Airlines for 15 years; 
Chairman, Technology and Policy Council of EPA 1st 6 years; 
chairman, studies for the FAA, CIA, Defense Intelligence College, 
National Communications System; board member of RAND, Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace; National Defense University, 
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national Airport was to be closed. Soon main interior air gateway to this continent strategic case. initiative is the key to the utility of the hub. 
thereafter, reports told that that decision is from overseas." . Through political influence - lobbying - 
being reconsidered by an appointed com- These views were based on the superb less likely cities have been much more 

L 
Our goup was also with successful doing this. The long-term poten- mission, in competition .with other air re- design, quali and technology of 

serve units. Military base closure decisions airport, and o on the fact that Pittsb 
are obviousbr polibd, and involve intense lies at the very center of the main 
partisan re 'onal bickering; they are also tion density in North America, 
very stress!?d for the active-duty military surrounded by unmngested air space. 
leadership, who properly remain quiet. In the urgent contingency of actual major I am well informed in respect to both civll war, the national mobilization of the civil Our group was also concerned with 

The lesson for us in Western PeM~ylva- another enormous civil aviation problem aviation and Security policy, and I Rest?, Air fleet (all the ~i!%IIes) would nia is that realizing our potential as an ~ u t  beyond our scope). i'Dere ation,, of herewith s@ years ago I make f i t t s b m  ~ n t e m a t i o ~ ~  ~ i r ~ o d  a international transportation hub will re- the ailways has not fostere the free- a national for the Federal crucial national center of operations - quire political action less urgent than for AviationAdministrati0n9 in which the vastly better than other competing sites in the gllth, but more'comprehensive: 

k 
market competitive environment as expect- 

participants deplored the lack the traffic-gridlocked East Coast or Great ed. Rather, it has cut out many ~ o c ~ I  air 
national aviation, airport, air route, and Lakes areas or in small noninternational To completely fulfii the ground trans- services and created outrageous prices on 
infrastructure planning - a set ofpmblems *arts to our west and portation linkages that have been proposed: many vital routes. 
still largely ignored. ample service to Downtown and satellite As I close, I am off on a business trip from 

My immediate concern is the 911th Wing. Further, Pittsburgh International has tre- suburban hubs - and even to Cleveland! Pittsburgh to Washington, the air fare of 
In this I join local civic leaders, including mendous open space for expansion from the The eventual direct economic benefits to which will cost more than a recent business 
Judge John Brosky, who has been tem - old airport, and one of the most modern our region gained from transient passen- trip to Berlin. 
rarily benched by serious (and success P" ul) military communication centers anywhere. gers should exceed the cost, as well as 
surgery. I want to emphasize an argument For the 911th, time is short, maybe three enhance the attraction of Pittsburgh as an Wesley W. Posvar is a professor of 
which has not been used but which goes weeks. So I have written our local political international business center. intenatunuil politics and security and 
beyond political influence and serves na- leaders and congressional representatives ' To obtain more international carriers pesident emeritus of the U ~ ~ V W S ~ ~ Y  of 
tional security. In the study I chamxi, four - and I am writing this. Through us all, the andlor intercontinental linkages to serve Pittsburgh. 







a complete economic system of 
interrelated elements and external 
connections that is insufficiently 
perceived and examined as a 
system - one that is in need of and 
amenable to a broad systems- 
analytical approach, such as proven 
successful in other large economic 
sectors. Thus, much of the energy and 
resources expended in developing the 
capital assets of civil aviation are 
focused on sub-optimal elements of 
air traffic, aeronautical R&D, training 
and education, airport design, 
regulatory controls, and market 
forces - but do not include a 
system-wide perspective on reciprocal 
relations among these elements. 

Operationally, the civil aviation 
system is a highly interdependent set 
of dynamic functional elements that 
must continually adapt to a random 
variation of external factors, especially 
weather and shifting demand patterns. 
To sustain reasonable service at 
reasonable cost, this extraordinarily 
complex system must be robust 
enough to accommodate change on 
time scales far shorter than those 
required to assemble the capital assets 
that constitute the system. 

All these elements of civil aviation 
are under the limited oversight of the 
Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), which itself is a relatively 



young organization staffed with 
people who come from various 
professional specialties and require 
new skills of many kinds. 

A case can be made that the FAA 
and its leaders could benefit from 
direct access to expert advice and 
analysis. Further, airlines, aircraft and 
component manufacturers, air crews, 
managers, local political authorities 
who build airports, and national 
officials who make relevant rules and 
laws could all benefit by better 
information and perspective about the 
scope and future of civil aviation. The 
result would be greater safety and 
efficiency, enhanced economic impact, 
and a better-functioning competitive 
market - without more regulatory 
bureaucracy. 

Wesley W. Posvar . 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET S U I T E  1425 

ARLINGTON,  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Wesley W. Posvar 
Professor of International Politics 
University of Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 1 5260 

Dear Mr. Posvar: 

Thank you for your letter and the background information that you provided in support of 
the Greater Pittsburgh Air Reserve Station (ARS), Pennsyivania. I have passed it along to my 
fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff and it will be carefidly considered as we proceed 
with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation As you can see 
fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision a f f i g  any lllinois base that may come 
More the Commission. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality 
in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS will 
be M y  and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military Mastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional i n f o d o n  to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 
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COMMlSdlONCRS: 
AL C O R N C W  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. a. DAVIS. USAF ( R t T )  
S. LEE SUNG 
RADM BeNJAMlN C. MONTOYA. USU tRET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLEI. JR.. USA , R m  
wEnol LOUISE STEELE 

STATEMENT OF CHA.lRhtLY DIXON ON RECJUSAL 



LADIES .L\iD GEh'TLEhLEN, I BELKEt'E T M S  IS THE .A.PPROPRLATE TDOE 

TO 4- A BRIEF ST.ATE,MELW REG.-UU)LNG B.A!3ES ON WHICH I EAVE 

RECLSED MYSELF FROM P.~TICIPATTON. 

I T W S  MY PWWLEGE FOR 42 YE- TO SERPX THE CITIZEXS OF 

~ L N O I S  AS .XX ELECTED OFFICWI. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARST I SERVED LY 

STATEWIDE OFFICES. CLEARLY, 3lY REUTIONSRIP WITH TRE PEOPLE OF 

HOME STATE IS .A SPECLU ONE OF PHICH I .L\l VERY PROCD. 

AT THE SAME l"lMXT HOWEVER I DO NOT WISH THAT REUTIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOC?) THE W O W  OF TBnS CObl3fISSION. I WISH TO I;YStRE THAT 

THERE IS NO CHAPICE OF EVEN AV . % P P W Y C E  OF LOSS OF IiMPAR'XMLITY 

Gv THE PERF'ORVKXVCE OF ,MY OFFICIAL Db"IIES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I 'WILL RECUSE ,MYSELF FROM P.4RTICIPATION LN 

iLVY P-ART OF THE BASE CLOSURE PROCESS THAT AFFECTS .W ILLOiOIS 

lYST.ULATION, EPXX THOC'GH SCCH -4 RECUSXt IS YOT REQC?RED BY THE 

ETHICS STXXTES THAT GOVERN CS. 



- 

HOWEVER, THOSE STAIVI'ES I2J2 REQUrZZE RECt'SAL WEEN AuY 

CObl3lISSIONER HAS A DIRECT F T i Y A Y W  CYTEREST JXAT COULD BE 

AFFECTED BY A BASE CLOSURE OR R.EALJGNME,YT. I JXND MYSELF I3 S'C'CH A 

SITXATTON ON THE A R i i  PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AVWTION- 

TROOP CObIM,-LYD. 

SO I WILL RECVSE MYSELF ON ATCOM PROPOSAL, .ANXI ON AW 

OTHERS THAT -MAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE NU NOW REU)Y FOR THE STAFF 

PRESEX'ATION ON THE O'HARE AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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TED MAZlA 
THE CHIEF CLERK 

ROOM - 129 
MAIN CAPITOL BUILDING 
PHONE: (717) 787-2372 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HARRISBURG 

June 8, 1995 

Al Cornella, Commissioner 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Comissioner Cornella: 

Enclosed is a copy of House Resolution #166, which was adopted by the 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives on June 5,1995 

This Resolution is sent to you for your consideration in accordance with the 
directions contained in said Resolution. 

Sincerely, 

"fd&;d 
Ted Mazia 
Chief Clerk 



PRINTER'S NO. 2022 

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 
NO. 166 Session of 

1995 

INTRODUCED 9Y TIGUE, CAWLEY, STABACK, PESCI, HASAY, KAISER, 
SCRIMENTI, CAPPABIANCA, JAROLIN, McCALL, BELARDI, MUNDY, 
STISB, BOSCOLA, MELIO, BELFANTI, BLAUM, ROONEY, SERAFINI, 
mTOR, BImELIN, CHADWICK, 3EMPSEY, BAKER, BATTISTO, LUCYK, 
SANTONI, E'EESE, GORDNER AND CORPORA, ZUNE 5, i995 

INTRODUCED AS NONCONTROVERSIAL XESOLUTION UNDER RULE 35, 
ZUNE 5, i995 

A RESOLUTION 1 

Relating to maintaining the status quo at Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
Pennsylvania. 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot is the largest employer in 

Northeastern Pennsylvania; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs over 3,500 individuals, 

providing approximately $315 million a year into Northeastern 

Pennsylvania's economy; and 

WHEREAS, The United States Department of Defense has listed 

Tobyhanna Army Depot as the best of such depots in the country; 

and 

WHEREAS, The Department of the Arny has indicated that the 

cost of duplicating Tobyhanna's features elsewhere would be 

13 prohibitive; and 

14 WHEREAS, Tobyhanna's employees design, test, repair and build 

15 complex electronics for use by our military forces, the National 

16 Security Agency, our NATO partners and the White House 



Communications Agency; and 

WHEREAS, It is a fact tha: these highly trained employees, 

who have committed many years to serving our nation, would find 

extreme difficulty in finding comparable positions in the 

private sector if this depot is closed; and 

WEREAS, Hundreds of Tobyhanna workers volunteerec! for 

operation Desert Shield and Desert Storm; therefore be it 
I 

RESOLVED, That the House of 2epresentatives of the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania urge the President of the United 

States, the Congress of the United States and the Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission to suspend any further effort 

to close Tobyhanna Army Depot to ensure that this most important 

facility continues to provide the best service to the United 

States of Amezica and that Tobyhanna Army Depot endures as the 

major employer of Northeastern Pennsylvania. 
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The Honorable Ted Mazia 
The Chief Clerk 
Commomealth of Pennsylvania 
House of Represmtatives 

Room 129 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17 100 

Dear Mr. Mazia: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of House Resolution #166, 
adopted by the Pennsylvania House of Representatives in support of the Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received 
testimony on behalf of the Tobyhanna Army Depot during a public regional hearing in 
Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited Tobyhanna 
Army Depot on June 1, 1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. 
The information gained during the hearing and base visit, in addition to all other sources of 
information provided to the Commission and pertaining to Tobyhanna Army Depot, will 
be care111y scrutinized by the Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached 
&&g the fscility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission 

Commissioner 
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District Office 
29 17 Schubert Drive 

Silver Spring, Maryland 20904-6893 
Telephone: (301) 890-0225 

FAX to same number 

Chairman 
County Affairs Committee 
Montgomery Delegation 

HOUSE OF DELEGATES 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401 -1  991  

Dana Lee Dembrow 

State House Office 
219-A Lowe House Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991 

Telephone: (410) 841-3052 
Toll Free from Washington Area 858-3052 

Chairman 
Civil Law Subcommittee 

House Judiciary Committee 

June 9, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chair 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Re: White Oak Naval Surface Weapon Center 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

This is directed to you in support of the continued 
operation of the Naval Surface Weapons Center at White Oak in 
Silver Spring, Maryland. 

While it has been proposed that the base at White Oak be 
closed and its operations and personnel transferred to the Naval 
Yard in the District of Columbia, this office would like to point 
out additional features that militate against closure and for the 
continued use of White Oak. In the wake of the bombing in 
Oklahoma City it is apparent that federal facilities must be 
secured against terrorist attack. In addition to the unique 
facilities offered at White Oak, the perimeter fence, the expanse 
of open land separating the buildings from the road and the other 
superior security features already in place at the Naval Surface 
Weapons Center offer greater security for military operations 
than an urban office building in Washington, D.C. We believe 
that continuing operations and going forward with plans to 
transfer additional operations to the base at White Oak would be 
in the best interests of national security. 

We hope that as the Base Closure Commission weighs the 
benefits of retaining the White Oak Naval Surface Weapons Center 
that due consideration will be given to the superior security 
offered by the base. As always, if this office can be of further 
assistance to the Commission in this matter, please do not 
hesitate to let us know. 

/7 

Dana Lee Dembrow 



Page Two June 9 ,  1995 

cc: Hon. Douglas Duncan, Mont. County Executive,  101  Monroe S t . ,  
Rckvl. ,  MD 20850 

M r .  Mike Karen, 518 Harding D r . ,  S i l .  Spr . ,  MD 20901 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 15,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dana Lee Dembrow 
Maryland House of Delegates 
2 19-A Lowe House Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 2 140 1 - 199 1 

Dear Delegate Dernbrow: 

Thank you for your letter in support of Naval Surface Weapons Centcr (NSWC), White 
Gdq Maryland. I aRainly appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided d be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the NSWC, White Oak. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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VICE CHAIR 
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON 

AGRICULTURE 

STATE CAPITOL 
P.O. BOX 942849 

SACRAMENTO, CA 94249-0001 
(91 6) 445-7931 

DISTRICT OFFICE 
31 EAST CHANNEL STREET 

ROOM 306 
STOCKTON, CA 95202 

(209) 948-7479 

May 29, 1995 

MICHAEL J. MACHADO 
ASSEMBLYMEMBER. SEVENTEENTH DISTRICT 

MEMBER, COMMITTEES ON: 
BANKING AND FINANCE 
BUDGET 
CONSUMER PROTECTION, 

GOVERNMENTAL EFFICIENCY 
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Alan Dickson, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dickson, 

I have been advised by Port of Stockton's Director Alex Krygsman 
that he has asked the BRAC Commission to realign the U.S. Navy 
facility on Rough and Ready Island in San Joaquin County. 

Port Director Krygsman tells me the Port of Stockton is prepared 
to take over the management, operation and maintenance of Rough 
and Ready Island. Included in the Port's plan for this property 
is a provision for the U.S. Navy and other federal agencies to 
continue using the island for their respective operations. 

The Port plans to introduce maritime activities on the island as 
space is made available in order to extend its current operations 
which are now adjacent to Rough and Ready Island. 

I strongly support the Port of Stockton's request to the BRAC 
Commission to realign Rough and Ready Island. Port acquisition 
of the island makes good economic sense for the federal 
government and for our community. 

Thank you, and I appreciate you giving this important request 
your attention. 

Sincerely, 
A 

MICHAEL J. MACHADO 
Assemblymember, 17th District 

MJM: cb 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



June 14,1995 

The Honorable Michael J. Machado 
Assemblymember, 17th District 
California Legislature 
State Capitol 
P.O. Box 942849 
Sacramento, California 94249-000 1 

Dear Assemblymember Machado: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission consider adding the functions 
of the Naval Communications Station on Rough and Ready Island to the Secretary of Defense's 
list of installations to be closed or realigned. I certainly understand your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty- 
five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases 
recommended for closure and realignment. After careful review, the Commission decided not to 
add Rough and Ready Island to the Secretary's list. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
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I 
of the UNITED STATES 

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT 

* * * * * * 
I 

June 2, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The closing of military bases is a subject of great interest and concern to all citizens, 
particularly those who serve in uniform. The military reserve community shares these concerns. 

The Reserve Officers Association - Alabama Department, representing a total membership 
of about 2100 officers of all branches of the military, held its annual convention on 22 April 95 
in Huntsville, Alabama. Attached is a copy of the Resolution unanimously adopted by the 
Alabama Department regarding the proposed closure of Ft. McClellan. 

While many closures might be deemed painful, and perhaps even signal a diminished 
military capability, the present threat to Ft. McClellan and its chemical training program was 
viewed with alarm. The proposed closure and shift of function to Ft. Leonard Wood, Missouri, 
will leave this country with a gap in its ability to provide chemical warfare training. We can not 
afford this at any cost. Furthermore, the Army's cost analysis is inadequate and will not produce 
the savings anticipated. 

Ft. McClellan has become a symbol of American chemical defense capability. Its 
reputation has been earned. Its contribution to national security is significant. The closing of 
Ft. McClellan and the shifting of chemical defense can only be disruptive and will unavoidably 
threaten the existence of an efficient chemical defense program. Ft. McClellan is a national 
security concern. 

Our Resolution urges the Commission to remove Ft. McClellan from the 
realignrnent/closure list and to preserve its excellent chemical defense training program. The only 



Mr. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Page 2 
June 2, 1995 

alternative is to insure an effective program in place and in operation prior to any disruptive 
influences, not now possible with proposed move. We trust you and your Commission will view 
the proposed movement with utmost skepticism. 

Very Truly Yours 

President, Reserve Officers Association 
Alabama Department 

cc: Sen. Howell Heflin 
Sen. Richard Shelby 
Sen. Sam Nunn 
Sen. Robert Dole 
Rep. Newt Ginrich 
Rep. Spencer Backus 
Rep. Tom Bevill 
Rep. Glen Browder 
Rep. Sonny Callahan 
Rep. Bud Cramer 
Rep. Terry Everett 
Rep. Earl Hilliard 
MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA, Ret. 
Gen. James B. Davis, USAF, Ret. 
RADM Ben Montoya, USN, Ret. 
Ms. Wendi Steele 
Ms. Rebecca Cox 
Mr. A1 Cornelia 
Mr. S. Lee Kling 

Donald C. Brown, President 
4 12 North Hull Street 
Montgomery, AL 36104 



Subject Category 

RESOLUTION 
TO 

PRESERVE CHEMICAL DEFENSE PREPAREDNESS 

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense has twice proposed the 
closure of Ft. McClellan, Alabama, the only site worldwide where 
troops can receive training with live chemical agents; and 

WHEREAS, the Base Realignment & Closure Commission (BRAC) has 
twice removed Ft. McClellan from the closure list due to its 
importance to national defense; and 

WHEREAS, in March, 1995, the Department of Defense again 
announced its intent to close Ft. McClellan although no change has 
occurred to assure high quality, uninterrupted training for U.S. 
Military personnel in the detection of and defense against chemical 
agents; and. 

WHEREAS, proliferation of chemical warfare capabilities 
continues unabated throughout the world, particularly in and among 
third world countries; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Reserve Officers 
Association of the United States, chartered by Congress, urge the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) to remove Ft. 
McClellan from the proposed closure list, or to otherwise require 
from the Department of Defense the highest level of proof that 
military preparedness in chemical detectionldefense will not be 
interrupted or diminished by such a closure. 

Adopted by: Alabama Department 
Date: April 22, 1995 

Attest: 6% \. ' f  .a* 
Secretary I 

WT 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22208 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Donald C. Brown, LTC, USAFR 
President, Reserve Officers Association 
Alabama Department 
41 2 North Hull Street 
Montgomery, Alabama 36 1 04 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of a resolution unanimously adopted 
by the Reserve OiEcers Association-Alabama Department in support of Fort McClellan. I 
appreciate your strong interest in the fiiture of Fort McClellan, and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the i n f o d o n  
you have provided will be considered by the Commission during our review and analysis of the w Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort McClellan. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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South 
ilwaukee 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
David M. Kieck 
4 14-762-2222 

June 8, 1995 

Man J. Dixon 
Defense Base Realignment Enclosing Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Allan J. Dixon: 

Attached is a resolution adopted by the South Milwaukee Common Council in support of 
the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station, 440th Airlift Wing. We understand that the task 
of the DBRCC is a difficult one and trust you will give consideration to the 440th, based 
upon its value to the United States government and with consideration to its value to the 
southeast part of Wisconsin. Thank you for your consideration. 

David M. Kieck 
Mayor 

cc Mayor John Norquist 
Mayor Ivfilton Vretenar 
Mayor Raymond Glowacki 
Mayor Dale Richard 
Raymond Perry 

City Administration Building 2424 15th Avenue South Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53172 



RESOLUTION NO. 95- 

CITY OF SOUTH MILWAUKEE 

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE CONTINUED OPERATION 
OF TECE 440TH AIRLIFT WING, AIR RESERVE STATION 

WHEREAS, the 440th Airlift Wing has been a part of our community and 
neighboring communities since 1952; and 

WHEREAS, the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission is currently 
evaluating the 440thYs relative value to the Total Force requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the 440th has been an outstanding neighbor to the Cities of South 
Milwaukee, Cudahy, Oak Creek, Milwaukee, and St. Francis; and 

WHEREAS, the members of the 440th have participated in our communities and 
actually played a role in fixthering cooperation and communication between our 
communities; and 

WHEREAS, the 440th employs 350 civilian employees and is home for 1300 
reservists, making a substantial contribution to the local economy; and 

WHEREAS, the 440th is an effective and cost efficient base for the United States 
government; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, by the South Milwaukee 
Common Council, that we urge the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
to give favorably consideration to the continued operation of the 440th Airlift Wing, based 
upon its excellent record. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the South Milwaukee Common Council 
gives its unreserved support to the continuation of the General Mitchell Air Reserve 
Station. 

Introduced at a regular meeting of the Common Council of the City of South 
Milwaukee this day of , 1995. 

DAVID M. KIECK, Mayor 

JACQUELINE JOHNSON, City Clerk 

Adopted: 

Approved: 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALlGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  1RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET)  

June 16, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable David M. Kieck 
Mayor, City of South Milwaukee 
City Administration Building 
2424 15th Avenue 
South Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53 1 72 

Dear Mayor Kieck: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the General Mitchell Air 
Reserve Station (ARS), Wisconsin. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners 
and the Commission staf f  and it will be carefidly considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myselffkom participation. As you can 
see fkom this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base that 
may come before the Commission. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of 
loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the General Mitchell ARS will 
be fully and objectively evaluated by the Commission I can assure you that the 
idonnation you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALJGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 2220s 
703-696-0504 

A U N  J. OIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  C O R N C L U  
R e a e c c r  cox 
GEN J. 8.  OAVIS. USAF ( A n )  
S. LEE K U N G  
RADM BENJAMIN F- MONTOYA. U I N  , R m \  
MG JO5UE 90BLLS. LR.. USA , RETI  
WENOI LOUISE STEELE 

Washington, D.C 



L.lDIES ,LVD GEYTLEMEY, I BELIE93  THIS IS TlG .*PROPRI,\TE TT4E 

TO 4 L U Z  A BRIEF ST.\TELME;YT REG=UU)CYG BASES ON WHICH I RAVE 

RECUSED MYSELF FROM P-~TICIPATTOV. 

I T WAS MY PRItTLEGE FOR 42 k ' E - r n  TO SERbX THE CI'TUE3S OF 

ELl?iOIS AS .LV ELECTED OFFICIAL. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED I3 

ST-AT'EWWE OFFICES. CLEARLY, MY REIATTONSHIP WITH THE PEOPLE OF 

hfk' HOME STATE IS A SPECLU OlYE OF W'HICH I .L.I VERY PROLD. 

.AT THE SALVE TIME, HOWEVER I DO 3 0 T  WISH THAT RELATIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOC?) THE WORK OF ITXIS COhEkLISSION. I WISH TO I;YSZXE TEAT 

THERE IS NO CaitYCE OF EVEN AY m Y C E  OF LOSS OF IMPARTIALITY 

N THE PERFORtfAZVCE OF &MY OFFICLAL DG"I1ES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL RECtTSE MYSELF FROM P.LRTICIP.4TION IN 

.ANY P-UtT OF THE B M E  CLOSLW PROCESS ITUT AFFECTS -hW ILLl3OIS 

ISST-ULATION, E V E 3  THOCGH SUCH A RECUSAL IS YOT REQLXRED BY TEE 

ETHICS S T A R . . S  ITL4-I' GOVERY US. 



HOWEVER THOSE STATr;TES R E Q C W  RECUSAL WEiES .hi 

COh.l3D[SSIOPiXR R,LS -4 DIRECT Fl3AYCL-U. IYIXREST THAI' COCZD BE 

AFFECTED BY A BASE CLOSL'RE OR R E A L I G ~ E ~ T .  I FOCD MYSELF I3 SUCH A 

SITUATION ON THE &%lY PROPOSAL TO DISEST..LISH ITS .AVIATION- 

TROOP C01c.M4YD. 

SO I WILL RECUSE MYSELF ON THE .4TCOM PROPOSAL, ON , A X  

OTHERS TEAT MAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW READY FOR THE STAFF 

PRESEXTATION ON THE 0'- AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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MICHAEL J. ABEL 
Council Member. 19th District 

Northeast Queens 

Committees 

Land Use 
Education 

Economic Development 
Youth Services 

Sub CornrnLW~ 

Landmarks, Public Siting 
and Maritime Uses 

THE COUNCIL 
OF 

THE CITY OF NEW YOFtK 
CITY HALL 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 10007 
(2: 2) 788-7357 

District Offices -- 
199-17A 32nd Avenue 

Bayside West, NY 1 1358 
(718) 352-0200 
(71 @) 352-5405 (Fax) 

132-07N 14th Avenue 
College Point. NY 1 1356 

(71 8) 746-681 0 
(71 8) 746-7426 (Fax) 

May 29, 1995 

Hon. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, U. S. Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Re: Fort Totten 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to appeal to you regarding proposed plans to close the military operations of Fort 
Totten located in my district in Queens, New York. This past weekend our communities came 
together in celebration of our nation's veterans, all of those who made the ultimate sacrifice for 
their and our country. 

Our veterans and our current armed forces are our most precious resource. And it is my belief 
that it would be detrimental to ask the families and the reservists based at Fort Totten, the home 
of the 77th Army Reserve Command, the largest reserve in the nation, to abandon their homes. 
I have vehemently opposed past efforts to withdraw Fort Totten as a military base and allow 
alternative uses of this property. I do also support the various community-based organizations 
that are housed on the property such as the Bayside Historical Society and the Bay Community 
AY~~~I~~EIC:: f o q ~ .  9.c 5 ; ~ e  is a!s.c, r:ti!iz=! % &3y Caaet G~2r:! ~ n d  EMS 2s wz!l as 
many other youth groups and community organizations for their programs. 

The support for the present use of the military base at Fort Totten by the U.S. Army, Coast 
Guard and community-based organizations has been widespread and overwhelming. Among the 
most ,prominent political supporters of continuing military use are Mayor Rudolph Giuliani, 
Assemblyman Doug Prescott, State Senator Frank Padavan, and Borough President Claire 
Shulman. 

I know that the Mayor has sent a letter to you explaining the negative economic impact on New 
York City that will result from the closure or realignment of the Fort Totten, Fort Hamilton and 
Staten Island bases, with which I concur. However, I must also stress the negative impact this 
decision will have on the community itself. Simply put, Fort Totten is the Bayside community 
and the Bayside community is Fort Totten. One cannot remove one without significant and 
detrimental impact on the other. It is equivalent to tearing apart a portion of a town or village. 



The residents housed at Fort Totten are viable and important community members and the 
community offers these families a good and decent area in which to live, receive education, shop 
and partake in various community services. 

I understand the many factors that must be considered in your decisions. But I hope that the 
needs of our military personnel and their families will come first. And I hope that you can 
understand our need to keep this unique and beautiful community together and that our ability 
to do so hinges upon your decision. 

I ask for your Commission's support in this matter. If there is anything I may do to help Fort 
Totten remain as it is, please feel free to ask. I appreciate your consideration and your reply. 

Sincerely, 

., e 
~ichael '~.  Abel 
Member of the City Council 
19th Council District 
City of New York 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 &w t, It.;'- r2  .-t- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
m,r~&g6fl ' / ' .k 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 15, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Michael J. Abel 
Council Member, 19th District 
The City of New York 
City Hall 
New York, New York 10007 

Dear Councilmember Abel: 

Thank you for your letter in support of Fort Totten, New York I certainly appreciate 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Totten. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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MADISON TOWNSHIP 
RR 5 BOX 5075 

MOSCOW, PA 18444 
May 26, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

We are writing this letter as a means of support for the continued operation and on the 
future of Tobyhanna Army Depot, Monroe County, Pennsylvania. 

The Madison Township Board of Supervisors, acting as the elected representatives of the 
residents of the County of Lackawanna, have been informed that the Tobyhanna Army 
Depot could be under consideration for closure or realignment. 

After reviewing this possibility, it was discovered that of the approximately 3,500 total 
employees working at the Depot, 1,500 are Lackawanna County residents. 

The Tobyhanna Army Depot is one of Lackawanna County's largest employers. Based on 
the fact that the Depot employees such a large population and on the ever increasing rate 
of unemployment within the county, the loss of the Tobyhanna Army Depot would create 
an extreme hardship on the work force and prove to be an economic disaster for the entire 
area. 

We respecthlly request your carehl consideration and favorable response to this request. 
We cannot express enough the importance of the continued operation of Tobyhanna Army 
Depot. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Sincerelv. 

Deborah Gromlich 
Madison Township Secretary 

cc: Governor Ridge 
cc: Congressman McDade 
cc: Senator Spector 
cc: Senator Santorum 
cc: file 



MADISON TOWNSHIP 
RR 5 BOX 5075 

MOSCOW, PA 18444 

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF TOBYHANNA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 Lackawanna County 
dedicated men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot is the largest, most productive and cost efficient 
maintenance facility in the Department of Defense, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has proven record of support to our Armed Forces 
and has demonstrated this capability in numerous operations of those Armed Forces from 
the 1950's to today, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of more that 3,500, is the 
largest employer in Northeastern Pennsylvania, and 

WHEREAS, its annual economic impact in the area exceed $400 million, and 

WHEREAS, the closure of this facility would be damaging to the readiness of our Armed 
Forces and devastation to the quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we Madison Township Board of Supe~sors  do salute the 
patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express 
our support for the continued operation of the modern, well-maintained and 
technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

Floyd Thomas, Chairman 
Madison Township Board of Supervisors 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 16, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Deborah Gromlich 
Madison Township Secretary 
RR 5, Box 5075 
Moscow, Pennsylvania 18444 

Dear Secretary Grornlich: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a resolution, adopted by 
the Madison Township Board of Supervisors, in support of the Tobyhanna Amy Depot, 
Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received 
testimony on behalf of the Tobyhanna Army Depot during a public regional hearing in 
Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited Tobyhanna 
Army Depot on June 1, 1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. 
The information gained during the hearing and base visit, in addition to all other sources of 
information provided to the Commission and pertaining to Tobyhanna Army Depot, will 
becarefi.lllyLmlmmd 

. . by the Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached 
affecting the f d t y .  

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Girard City Hall & Gym 
Erected 1937 

The Honorable 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
BRAC Commission 
1700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Office of the Mayor 
Vincent E. Schuyler/Mayor 

City of Girard, Ohio 
City Building / 100 W. Main St. 

Girard, Ohio 44420 
Telephone: (2 16) 545-3879 

Fax: (216) 545-4508 
May 30, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing you to support the continued operation of the 910 AWICC, 3976 
King Graves Road, Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport, Air Reserve Station, Vienna, 
Ohio. 

Sincerely, 

VINCENT E. SCHUYLER 

VESIko 

Enclosure 

Girard City of Hope 
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THE DEFENSE 8 A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  

June 16, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable %ncent E. Schuyler 
Mayor, City of Girard, Ohio 
City Building, 100 West Main Street 
Girard, Ohio 44420 

Dear Mayor Schuyler: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Youngstown-Warren 
Air Reserve Station (ARS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and 
the Commission staf f  and it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with our evaluation 
of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myselffiom participation. As you can 
see fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision a f f h g  any Illinois base that 
may come before the Commission. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of 
loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Youngstown ARS will be 
fully and objectively evaluated by the Commission- I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of 
the nation's rnilitaty infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 
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WEN01 LOUISE STOELE 
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Washington, D.C. 
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CITY OF LYTLE 
A City on the Gmw 

P.O. Box 743 Lvtle. Texas 78052 

June 5, 1995 

Allan J. Dixon, 
Chairman 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing on behalf of myself, City Council members and the 
citizens of Lytle, Texas to express our concerns regarding the 
possible closure of Brooks AFB and Kelly AFB and the realignment/ 
dcwnsizing of the air lcgistics. 

The City of Lytle is located nine miles from the city limits of 
San Antonio, Texas on IH 35 towards Laredo, Texas. 

Approximately two hundred of our local citizens work at Kelly. 
Should Kelly be closed or downsized, this would have a great impact 
on our City's economics, as well as the devastating impact on the 
families of these employees. Their total financial resources 
depend on their jobs at Kelly and Brooks AFB. 

On behalf of myself, the City Council of Lytle, the citizens of 
Lytle and especially those who it would effect the most, we urge 
you to reconsider closing these bases. Thanking you in advance. 

Sincerely, 

Lytle, Texas 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 rthe&3 ief2,ctp t?:, nuwM 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 whm r w i " I  
703-696-0504  

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

June 15, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Horace Fincher 
Mayor, City of Lytle 
P.O. Box 743 
Lytle, Texas 78052 

Dear Mayor Fincher: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for Kelly Air Force Base and Brooks Air 
Force Base. I cemidy appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
nation's military hfhstructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT CO-ION 

EXECUTnX C O ~ N D E N C E  TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # q5G\3- \7 
 OM: I-tRCafq, ~CZDOE~T L, 
, m C  t t O t \ ( e m A ~  

ORGANIZATION: 

C R  L A ~ \ ) E P L ~ V  - 1 f f i ~ ~ c ~ ~ -  N R ~ L S ~ W  

TO: O~xnl /~  - r i419\1Rw% 
ORGANEUTION: 

13 O C =  

- 

~ ~ T I O N ( S ) D = -  ~ C C L G  RF 6 

OFFICE OF THE CHAJRMW COMMISSION MEMBERS 

DLILICOMMUNICATIONS 

EWXnWE SECRJCTARMT 
i 
\ ' 

D-R OF -TION 

CBIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

DIRECTOR OF TRAYEL 

DIRJINFORMATION =VICES 

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

i 

DlRECrOROFRdrA 

ARMYTeAMIEADER 

NAvYTEAMmER 

AIR FORCE TEAM IEADER 

INTWAGENCY 'ZEAM IEADER 

C R O S S S E R V I C E T e A M ~  

I/ 

L/ 



State of California - Health and Welfare Agency 

CALIFORNIA UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE APPEALS BOARD 
2400 Venture Oaks Way, Suite 300 
Post Office Box 944275 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2750 (916) 263-6783 

Facsimile (916) 263-6836 

June 8, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to urge that you that you keep McClellan Air Force Base open. 

I believe there are many important factors why the base should stay open. Some of 
the advantages that McClellan has over the other bases are its strategic location, highly 
efficient work force and technologically unique facilities. 

McClellan's microelectronics capabilities, advanced composite technologies, large and 
small radar applications, electro-optics "night vision" program, and electronic warfare 
systems expertise make our base even more important for our nation's future military 
requirements. 

Due to McClellan's west coast location and access to a port nearby, important 
military parts will always be delivered on time with not obstructions. It seems wise to 
maintain and keep depot installations that are situated on both the west and east coasts. 

The Sacramento community has already given more than its fair share of military 
cutbacks. Mather Air Force Base and the Sacramento Army Depot have been closed at a 
cost of several thousand jobs to the community. The closure of McClellan Air Force Base 
would be devastating to the Sacramento economy. 

As a nation it is imperative that McClellan Air Force Base be eliminated from ant 
considerations to closure or future cutbacks. 

uly yours, 

. Harvey 
Chairman 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  

June 16, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Robert L. Harvey 
Chairman 
California Unemployment Insurance 

Appeals Board 
2400 Venture Oaks Way, Suite 300 
Post OSce Box 944275 
Sacramento, California 94244-2750 

Dear Chairman Harvey: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the McClellan Air Force 
Base (AFB), California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission received testimony on 
behalf of McClellan AFB during a public regional hearing in San Francisco, California on 
May 25, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited McClellan on May 22 and May 26, 
1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. The information gained 
during the hearing and base visit, in addition to all other sources of information provided 
to the Commission and pertaining to McClellan AFB, will be carefdly scnrtinized by the 
Commissioners and staff Wore a decision is reached afkcthg the facilty. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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P.O. BOX 2034 VALLEJO, CA 94592 

June 2, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

The National Association of Naval Shipyards represents the civilian 
employees from the eight United States Naval Shipyards, three of 
which were chosen to be closed during the 1991 and 1993 rounds of 
defense base closures and realignments. 

Recently, the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard was added to the 1995 list 
of bases to be reviewed for closure by your commission. This brings 
the number of naval shipyal-ds being considered for closure in 1995 
to two (Portmouth Naval Shipyard and Long Beach Naval Shipyard). 

The National Association of Naval Shipyards is very concerned about 
the potential loss of even one more naval shipyard let alone the loss 
of two. Currently there are only two naval shipyards on the east 
coast and two on the west coast; the fifth remaining shipyard being 
located more than 2,000 miles away in the middle of the Pacific Ocean. 
In the 1960's there were 10 naval shipyards in the continental United 
States with approximately 400 naval ships in the fleet. Today, our 
naval ships number 380 and the National Association of Naval Shipyards - - 
believes that we, as a nation, would be making a serious mistake if 
we were to reduce the current number of naval shipyards any further. 

To add to the strategic plight created by closing an additional 
naval shipyard, we are aware of the effort to clean up and close 
the naval shipyards selected for closure in 1991 and 1993. Clean 
up of these shipyards is probably the most difficult and therefore, 
the most expensive of any of the military bases designated for closure 
to date. Department of Defense base closure funding is being cut in 
favor of spending to support the readiness of our military forces. 
The National Association of Naval Shipyards agrees with maintaining 
a strong and ready military. Accordingly, we conclude that the de- 
minishing clean up and closure funds must be applied to the bases 
that were closed in the past. Naval shipyards cannot be readily 
cleaned up and reused and for that reason, closing additional ship- 
yards must be questioned. There simply are not adequate funds to 
support the rapid clean up of additional naval shipyards. 

The National Association of Naval Shipyards requests that the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission not recommend the closure of 
any United States Naval Shipyards in 1995. 

Bruce Christensen 
President 
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Mr. Bruce Christensen 
President, National Association of Naval Shipyards 
P.O. Box 2034 
Vallejo, California 94592 

Dear Mr. Christensen: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your strong support for maintaining all 
remaining United States naval shipyards. I certainly understand your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 

(I 
information you have provided will be caremy considered by the Commission during our 
review of the nation's military idktmcture. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission 

Sincerely, 
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COURT OF APPEALS OF OHlO 
ELEVENTH APPELLATE DISTRICT 
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June 1, 1995 

The Honorable Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

This letter is written in support of retention of the Youngstown Air Reserve Station. I 
recognize the importance of balancing the budget and strongly support that posture. I also 
acknowledge the difficulty of your job and wish you success in its resolution. 

It is my belief that the function served by the Youngstown Air Reserve Station is an 
essential one and that the government's gradual increase of capital investment and assigned 
personnel substantiates this belief and endorses the efficiency with which this is performed at its 
Vienna facility. 

This base is appreciated by our area as a direct involvement of our citizens with our 
military efforts. Its operation has a positive psychological effect on our community as well as 
providing financial benefit to a stabilizing economy. 

I suggest that maintenance of the skills necessary for tactical air lift techniques is of great 
value to our combat readiness and can best and most economically be served at the Youngstown 
Air Reserve Station which has been specifically created for this service. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Commander Bernard J. Pieczynski 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 

June 16, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert A. Nader 
Court of Appeals of Ohio 
Eleventh Appellate District 
The Stone Building, 4th Floor 
106 High Street, N.W. 
Warren, Ohio 4448 1 

Dear Judge Nader: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Youngstown-Wmen 
Air Reserve Station (ARS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and 
the Commission &and it will be carefilly considered as we proceed with our evaluation 
of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can 
see from this statement, I will not participate in any decision affkcting any Illinois base that 
may come before the Commission. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of 
loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Youngstown ARS wiU be 
fully and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of 
the nation's military hfiastmcture. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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L O C A L  L O D G E  830 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION O F  MACHINISTS A N D  AEROSPACE WORKERS 

5330 A SO THIRD STREET. SUITE 136 LOUISVILLE. KENTUCKY 402  14 

7 June 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure & 

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

Re: BRAC 95 
NAVSEAIG INVESTIGATION, CASE NO. 1493C 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Local 830 of the IAM & AW is the exclusive bargaining agent for 
bargaining unit employees at the Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Crane Division Detachment, Louisville Kentucky (the "Station"). 

On behalf of our members, I want to thank you, the other members 
of the Commission and the staff for your careful review and 
consideration of the Navy's decision to recommend closure of the 
Station. 

We do not believe that closure is justified. We believe that the 
Station should remain open as is. Furthermore, from your site 
visit on April 6, 1995 you certainly had the opportunity to see 
the vast cross-servicing capability of the Station and we 
strongly support cross-servicing as an alternative to closure. 

As a last resort to closure, we would ask t.hat the Commission 
consider recommending the implementation of the proposal to 
privatize the vital work of the Station under Navy supervision. 

In addition to everything that has or will be presented to the 
Commission and before it makes its recommendation to the 
President, we would ask that the Commission especially review the 
findings of a Naval Audit Service investigative report dealing 
with improprieties during the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
1995 process as it relates to the Navy's decision to recommend 
closure of the Station. As you are probably aware, the Naval 
Audit Service, has found as follows: 



We identified internal control weaknesses in the procedures 
used in the BRAC 95 process as it relates to NSWC 
Louisville. We found that local team certification 
officials were not allowed to recertify command final 
scenario submissions; higher echelon changes were not 
always returned to the originating command; certain costs 
submitted by NSWC, Louisville were changed without 
appropriate justification and supporting documentation; and, 
there were two instances of appearance of conflict of 
interest up to the NSWC Headquarters level. 

Despite the above, the Navy concluded that there was "no apparent 
impact" on the decision to close the Station. 

We think the matter requires a more thorough review. Our legal 
counsel has advised that judicial review is not available at this 
time. He has further advised that, under case and statutory law, 
both the GAO and the Commission have the obligation to serve as a 
watchdog over the base closure process. We have requested that 
the GAO make a complete and independent review of the full audit 
report and all back up data and documents so as to be able to 
make informed recommendations to the Commission. 

In addition to GAO review, we request that the Commission review 
the full audit report and exercise its legal responsibility to 
make an independent decision on the question of closure. As 
indicated above, we do not believe that the accurate and properly 
certified data warrants the closure of the Station. We further 
believe that an analysis of the Station's cross-servicing 
capability would clearly justify keeping the Station open. 

Again, we want to thank the Commission for your attention to this 
matter. We look forward to an informed recommendation to the 
President. 

Very truly yours, 

President 
Local Lodge 830, IAM & AW 
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June 21,1995 5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Larry Craig 
President, Locat Lodge 830 
International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers 
5330 A South Third Street, Suite 136 
Louisville, Kentucky 40214 

Dear Mr. Craig: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWC), Louisville. I appreciate your strong interest in the &re of NSWC Louisville, and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defmse Department, including the Naval Audit Service report which you reference, h making 
its recommendations. I can assure you that the information you have provided will be care111y 
scrutinized by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this issue during this diicult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information 
to bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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@larlf$ngton, BQ% 205 15-0902 
June 12, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 ?., ,\ . .j .qs~i!~a \ 

-".--I 

Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I congratulate the members of the Commission on the excellent job you have 
done so far, and wish you continued wisdom in these final challenging weeks of the base 
closure and realignment process. 

The purpose of this letter is to express the strong support for the military from 
the people of Bay County, Florida. With both Tyndall Air Force Base and the Naval 
Coastal Systems Station there, the community has forged lasting ties over the past 50 
years between the civilian and defense sectors. This support is evident in virtually every 
area of Bay County, from the Mayor and other elected officials, to the Chamber of 
Commerce, and the Community College. 

The Secretary of Defense wisely recommended augmenting the missions of both 
Bay County military installations. Under these plans Tyndall would gain the Air Force 
Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE), thus adding to the establishment of the 
base as a one-stop center for all environmental needs. Already the base has the 
Environics Directorate of the Armstrong Laboratory, and the Air Force Civil 
Engineering Support Agency (AFCESA) . 

The addition of the Diving Medicine Program to the Coastal Systems Station is a 
natural move to consolidate the Navy's diving research and training in one location. 
Collocating divers, scientists, researchers, and medical personnel at CSS makes sense 
economically, as well as functionally. CSS has a unique mission within the Navy, and 
uses equipment not found anywhere else. 

In addition to broad community advocacy for the military presence, the physical 
location is ideal. As I'm sure some of you have seen first-hand, Panama City and all of 
Bay County is a small piece of heaven on earth. Over 125,000people have chosen to 
reside there, leaving ample room for growth and development. The city boasts low 
crime, numerous parks and recreation facilities, two hospitals, an outstanding library and 
public schools, Gulf Coast Community College, and a branch of Florida State University. 

The area is perfect for the new military missions as well. Located adjacent to the 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Gulf of Mexico, CSS divers can test new techniques and equipment year-round. The 
Environics Directorate on Tyndall has a custom-made laboratory, everything possibly 
needed for top-of-the-line environmental research. Also, space should open up soon on 
Tyndall for more military personnel. Air Education and Training Command is 
conducting a study to determine how many military aircraft maintenance positions will be 
replaced by contract or civilian personnel. This will undoubtedly free up base housing, 
hospital space, and other support functions. 

In closing, I would like to mention the outstanding transportation network tying 
Bay County to the rest of the world. The commercial airport is conveniently located and 
served by five airlines. Two main U.S. highways link the area with nearby Interstate 10. 
Finally, the deep-water port located on St. Andrews Bay is one of the most economical 
ports on the Gulf and East Coasts. 

Again, thank you for considering these comments, and please feel free to contact 
me should you have any need for additional information. 

Pete Peterson, M.C. 

DBP: jab 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman of the Base Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you know, the review of depots has been greatly complicated with 
the inclusion of government reviews. I have concerns that the full 
impact of a recommendation for additional depot interservicing has 
not been thoroughly investigated. In particular, I wish to ensure 
that the impact of any movement of joint service workload to 
Tobyhanna be carefully considered relative to the present 
recommendation on Letterkenny. 

I am requesting your assistance in seeking an expedited response 
from the Army on the possible impact and consequences that any 
consolidation of ground communication and electronics workload from 
Sacramento ALC to Tobyhanna might have on the present Letterkenny 
recommendations. 

I appreciate your assistance on this matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

BUD SHUSTER 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2188 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 2 0 5 1 5 3 8 0 9  
PHONE: (202) 2 2 5 2 4 3 1  

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
RD 2. Box 71 1 

ALTOONA, PA 16601 
PHONE: (814) 946-1653 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
179 E. QUEEN ST. 

CHAMBERSBURG, PA 17201 
PHONE: (717) 264-8308 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
1214 OLDTOWN ROAD. SUITE #4 

CLEARFIELD, PA 16830 
PHONE: (814) 7 6 5 9 1 0 6  
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The Honorable Bud Shuster 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Shuster: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the impact that a potential 
consolidation of ground communication and electronics workload will have on Letterkenny Army 
Depot (LEAD). I appreciate your interest in the hture of LEAD and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. For your information, I have enclosed a 
copy of a letter fiom Colonel Michael G. Jones, GS, Director, The Army Basing Study (TABS), 
to Mr. Ed Brown of the Commission staff concerning the issues you raised during your 
presentation on June 3 at the Commission's Boston regional hearing. I trust you will find this 
information usell. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this issue during the difficult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of 
service. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon m 
AJD:js 
Enclosure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Army Team Lesdcr 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlingtoq VA 22209 

June 1 1, 1995 
I 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This response is provided to your letter dated June 8. 1995, resulting fiom the presentations 
given at the Boston Regional Hearing, June 3, 1995. 

I 
The Army appreciates the opportunity t~ provide comments on Representative Shuster's 

recent presentation at the Boston Regional Hearing June 3, 1995, as well as his letter to the 
Commission. 

I 
I 

The Army position has not changed. +he Army firmly stands behind its recommendation to 
realign Letterkenny and transfer its work to Anniston and Tobyhama. 

! 
i 

The A m y  is unable to comment on the consolidation of the Air Logistics Center - 
. Sacramento. - P;l&g~gh the missions of , ? b i y h v a  and Sacramento are similar, aiid b o ~ h  -... have--, - -  

exceptional communications and electronics maintenance facilities, the Army can not make an 
evaluation of the proposal without the consideration of the United States Air Force and the use ei 
certified data. The Air Force wouId be required to execute a detailed COBRA analysis on this 
proposal in order to evaluate the concept flnher. 

W e  are able to agree on one thing - the ciosure of Red River h y  Depot. However, we 
support transfening the workload to Anniston Army Depot, the Army's heavy ground combat 
vehicle depot. Transferring worldoad to both Letterkemy and Anniston is not consistent with r k  

Army Stationing Strategy goal of maintaining only-one ground combat vehicle maintenance depcc 
The costs associated with the transfer, construction, and facilitization of Letterkenny to receive 
the projecred workload are unacceprable. ' 

We also agree that the alternative which realigns the Letterkenny Army Depot TacticaI hGssZe 
consolidation mission into Hill Air Force Base, Utah, has little merit. A detailed analysis already 
provided highlights unacceptable costs for such a transfer. Again, the Army supports the 
recommendation to realign Letterkemy into Tobyhma h y  Depot. 

P.. n,., on pJ Re., k d  P,,f 



. . I 
Comments regarding the shortfall in workload and personnel associated with the realignment 

of Letterkenny into Tobyhanna are coned  A new COBRA analysis was completed and a copy 
has been forwarded to the Commission. Although the new analysis did reduce savings, the overall 
recornmeridation has not changed and the realignment is still the best solution for the h y .  

I It does not follow that since tactical missiles were not specifically mentioned the Army 
Stationing Strategy that they were overloo$ed. The Army considers the workload associated with 
the tactical missile consolidation mission as; being guidance and control work that is exclusive of 
workload associated with warheads or rocket motors. The guidance and control workload is 
included in discussions mgarding ground communications and electronics workloads. The A n y  
Stationing Strategy determined that the AnhY requires a single ground communications and 
electronics depot, which is best suited for Tobyhanna's mission and facilities. The guidance and 
control workload from the tactical missile &nsolidation is a compatible mission for Tobyhanna. 

The prospect of an additional depot, wibh its added capacity, only increaser our problem of 
excess depot capacity, declining workloadsjdirectly associated with the drawdown of the military 
force, and reduced funding. If the Army is rorced to retain an additional depot, the added 
capacity will result in personnel reductions at a11 depots, increased prices to our -customers, higher 
costs with maintaining faciIities with reduced utilization, and eventualIy, price increaies at our 
existing depots that will make them non-competitive with commercial sources. 

i 
The Army maintains that its recommendation, supponed by the Secretary of Defense, is best 

for the Army, is executable by the Army, and results in considerable savings of limited Anny 
resources. ! 

I 
I 

I 
Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Rbn H m e r ,  (703) 693-0077. 

I 

Director, TABS 
1 
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Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

June 9, 1995 

Dear Mr. Chaitman: 

The Kingsville community supports the entire recommendations of the 
S e c r e t q  of the Defense concerning Navy undergraduate pilot training (UPT), 
including but not M t e d  to the single siting of strlke pilot training. In this 
current environment of downsizing the force structure and decreasing defense 
budgets. it appears to be in the best interest of the Department of Defense and 
the taxpayers of America to iden@ economies of scale and Implement those 
economies a t  the earliest convenience. 

Maintaining two strike pilot training bases, each operating at approximately 
45% of capacity. is not in the best Interest of the Department of Defense nor 
the taxpayers of America. f l  

uslu i e ~ g u r d k  the fiq#m necessaru br trclhhq 
gilds in a safe environmrmt with Mod- ntainfained atrc~aft. Keeping 
surplus capacity is not consistent with the purpose of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) process as authorized by 
Congress. 

As I stated earlier, we support the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense 
but we are somewhat concerned at some recent decisions by the Department of 
the Navy concerning pilot training. After spending a year developing data and 
conducting analysis, the Navy concluded (as they did in 1993) that there was 
surplus capacity in the Navy Strike pilot training command. In addition, the 
number of new pilots needed has decreased with the reduction in carriers and 
airwings, and projectlons call for incremental downsizing through the end of 
the century. 

Two months before the And vote by the present Base Closure Commission, the 
Navy suddenly decided to 'Buy back six additional F/A- 18 squadrons. This 
decision will require a 5% increase in the nurnber of new pilots, thereby raising 
the strike PrlR fiom 336 to 360. The Chief of Naval Operations then increased 
the surge requirement for Undergraduate Pilot Training to 20% (compared to 
the Air Force surge requirement of 12%). 

P.O. Drawer 91 1, Kleberg G 6th St., Kingsville. Tx. 78363, (512) 592-8501, Fax (512) 595.4907 



(CNO's decision to add six addftional F/A-18 squadrons is predicated upon 
Congressbml approval for the supplemental dollars to purchase the aimaft and 
provide operatug expenses for the new squadmns. Spec@c&miing for the 
aircraft may not be possihle in tize face of w e n t  congress lo^ budget 
constraints.) 

Last week. CNO announced that the Navy has decided to "accelerate the 
relocatton of E-2/C-2 training (36 PTR) kern NAS Pensacola to NAS Khgsville. 
Because the requirements for E-2/C-2 training are about half' that of strike. 
thls would equate to roughly 22 additional Strike FIR." Just two months ago. 
we asked the Chief of Naval Education and Training about the Navy's plan for 
E-2/C-2 training and were told "the official Navy plan is to keep E-2/C-2 
training at NAS Pensacola through the year 2005." 

It has been very bewildering for the Kingsville comm~mtty to witness this 
contradictory process by the Navy of developing data, analyzing it, and then 
reaching a conclusion, only to see a concerted effort over the last four months 
to reverse the original recommendation. Were the last minute decisions to 
increase UPT training, raise the surge requirement, move E-2/C-2 training and 
delay reducing the T-45 Syllabus (each involvhg major Anancial and 
operational decisions) the result of poor planning or politically motivated? 

1x1 summary. we respectfully ask the Commission to consider the following 
actions by the Department of the Navy that appear to be inconsistent with the 
BRAC process: 

- Increasing the Strike PTR from 336 to 360 less than two 
months prior to the Anal vote by the Base Closure Commission (PTR 
letter kom CNO May 10, 1995): 

- Announcing the decision to accelerate the relocation of a 
training operation &om one base to another one month before 
the final vote of the Base Closure Commission (CNO letter to 
Congressman Sonny Montgomery May 25, 1995 concerning E-2/C-2 
training moving from NAS Pensacola to NAS Kingsville); 

- Delayed implementation of Version VII of the T-45 Syllabus 
reducing the requirement per PT'R by 20 houts (originally scheduled 
to be* May 1, 1995, but hated until after BRAC '951, 

- Changed the certified data for number of operations per 
year at NAS Kingsville from 286,770 ops in 1993 to 229.4 16 ops in 
1995: and the numbers for OLF Alice/Orange Grove from 178,698 ops in 
1993 to 148.457 ops h 1995, with no explanation. 

Each of these moves, however minor in the total UIT picture, serves as an 
impediment to single siting Navy Sttike Pilot Training. 



The Kingsville community respectfully asks the Commission to make their 
decision based on the facts as presented via c e d e d  data from the Department 
of the Defense. We feel that the data, analysis and recommendations by the 
Department of Defense, as presented by the Secretary to the Commission 
earlier this year. are in the best interest of the Department of Defense and the 
taxpayers of America. 

Kingsville fully supports the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense 
concerning the Navy's Undergraduate Pilot Training program. Your favorable 
consideratfon of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations would be greatly 
appreciated. not only by South Texas but the taxpayers of America. 

We applaud you for serving your country in thfs most difficult but necessary 
endeavor. 

Sincerely 

President 
Chairman, NAS Kingsville Task Force 

cc: BRAC Commissioners and Staff 
Senator Phil Gramm 
Senator Kay Bailey Hutchinson 
Congressman Kika de la Garza 
Congressman Solomon Ortiz 



Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Kingsville community supports the entire recommendations of the 
Secretaxy of the Defense concerning Navy undergraduate pilot training (UPT), 
including but not limited to the single siting of strike pilot training. In this 
current environment of downsizing the force structure and decreasing defense 
budgets, it appears to be in the best interest of the Department of Defense and 
the taxpayers of America to identify econorrlies of scale and implement those 
economies at the earliest convenience. 

Maintaining two strike pilot training bases, each operating at approximately 
45% of capacity, is not in the best interest of the Department of Defense nor 
the taxpayers of America. If the Navu is-forced to maintain the @finstructure o f  
two strike bases it could seriousluieo~ardize the-Winu necessaru -for lraininq 
pilots in a safe environment with modem weU maintained aircraft. Keeping 
surplus capacity is not consistent with the purpose of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) process as authorized by 
Congress. 

As I stated earlier, we support the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense 
but we are somewhat concerned at some recent decisions by the Department of 
the Navy concerning pilot training. After spending a year developing data and 
conducting analysis, the Navy concluded (as they did in 1993) that there was 
surplus capacity in the Navy Strike pilot training command. In addition, the 
number of new pilots needed has decreased with the reduction in carriers and 
airwings, and projections call for incremental downsizing through the end of 
the century. 

Two months before the final vote by the present Base Closure Commission, the 
Navy suddenly decided to "buy back six additional F/A- 18 squadrons. This 
decision will require a 5% increase in the number of new pilots, thereby raising 
the strike PlX from 336 to 360. The Chief of Naval Operations then increased 
the surge requirement for Undergraduate Pilot Training to 20% (compared to 
the Air Force surge requirement of 12%). 

P.O. Drawer 91 1 ,  Kleberg G 6th St., Kingsville, Tx. 78363, (512) 592-8501, Fax (512) 595-4907 



(CNO's decision to add six additional F/A-18 squadrons is predicated upon 
Congressional approval for the supplemental doUars to purchase the airma# and 
provide operating expenses for the new squadrons. Specwfinding for the 
aircraj? may not be possible in the face of current Congressional budget 
constraints.) 

Last week, CNO announced that the Navy has decided to "accelerate the 
relocation of E-2/C-2 training (36 FTR) from NAS Pensacola to NAS Kingsville. 
Because the requirements for E-2/C-2 training are about half that of strike, 
this would equate to roughly 22 additional Strike PTR." Just two months ago, 
we asked the Chief of Naval Education and Training about the Navy's plan for 
E-2/C-2 training and were told "the official Navy plan is to keep E-2/C-2 
training at NAS Pensacola through the year 2005." 

It has been very bewildering for the Kingsville community to witness this 
contradictory process by the Navy of developing data, analyzing it, and then 
reaching a conclusion, only to see a concerted effort over the last four months 
to reverse the original recommendation. Were the last minute decisions to 
increase UPT training, raise the surge requirement, move E-2/C-2 training and 
delay reducing the T-45 Syllabus (each involving major financial and 
operational decisions) the result of poor planning or politically motivated? 

In summary, we respectfully ask the Commission to consider the following 
actions by the Department of the Navy that appear to be inconsistent with the 
BRAC process: 

- Increasing the Strike FTR from 336 to 360 less than two 
months prior to the final vote by the Base Closure Commission (PTR 
letter from CNO May 10, 1995); 

- Announcing the decision to accelerate the relocation of a 
training operation from one base to another one month before 
the final vote of the Base Closure Commission (CNO letter to 
Congressman Sonny Montgomery May 25, 1995 concerning E-2/C-2 
training moving from NAS Pensacola to NAS Kingsville); 

- Delayed implementation of Version VII of the T-45 Syllabus 
reducing the requirement per FTR by 20 hours (originally scheduled 
to begin May 1, 1995, but halted until after BRAC '951. 

- Changed the certified data for number of operations per 
year at NAS Kingsville from 286,770 ops in 1993 to 229,416 ops in 
1995; and the numbers for OLF Alice/Orange Grove from 178,698 ops in 
1993 to 148,457 ops in 1995, with no explanation 

Each of these moves, however minor in the total UFT picture, serves as an 
impediment to single siting Navy Strike Pilot Training. 



The Kingsville community respectfully asks the Commission to make their 
decision based on the facts as presented via certified data from the Department 
of the Defense. We feel that the data, analysis and recommendations by the 
Department of Defense, as presented by the Secretary to the Commission 
earlier this year, are in the best interest of the Department of Defense and the 
taxpayers of America. 

Kingsville fully supports the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense 
concerning the Navy's Undergraduate Pilot Training program. Your favorable 
consideration of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations would be greatly 
appreciated, not only by South Texas but the taxpayers of America. 

We applaud you for serving your country in this most dmcult but necessary 
endeavor. 

President 
Chainnan, NAS Kingsville Task Force 

cc: BRAC Commissioners and S M  
Senator Phil Gramm 
Senator Kay Bailey Hutchinson 
Congressman Kika de l a  Garza 
Congressman Solomon Ortiz 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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June 21, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Scott Dodds 
Chairman, NAS Kingsville Task Force 
P.O. Drawer 91 1 
Kleburg and 6th Street 
Kingsville, Texas 78363 

Dear Mr. Dodds: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission regarding undergraduate pilot 
training and Naval Air Station, Kingsville. I certainly understand your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review of undergraduate pilot training bases. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Alan J .  Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon; 

011 May 22, 1995, the Fort Worth Convention Rr Visitors Bureau Board of Directors adopted the 
attached resolution urging the officials responsible for tlie base closing issues to reject tlie proposal 
to move the ;3Olst Ai r  Force Fighter Wing from the Joint Reserve Base at Carswell. The Fort 
Worth Conventio~i & Visitors Bureau represents the hotel aid liosyitalily community of our city 
and has responsibility of marketing our community as a destination. The Bureau and its Board 
and staff have had a longstarlduig relationship with the military organizations at Carswell, and we 
have an important prospective on the issues. 

As federal tax payers, the Board is fully cognizatit of the importance of effective and efficient 
military preparedness in the United States. Jn our opinion, the Joint Reserve Base concept that 
was developed through considerable federal military study and review is a concept aimed at 
niaking the U.S. Forces more efficient. Therefore, we are surprised that ally community would 
propose an action that would erode the rationale for the basic concept that has led to the significant 
recent reinvestment into the Carswe.11 facility location. 

Tn addition, the Fort Worth Convention 6c Visitors Bureau Board of Directors wishes to express 
in  the strongest terrns that the Fort Worth community has an outstanding record of working 
cooperatively with the military facilities of our co~~imunity, and we believe that Fort Worth 
deserves careful review before any action is taken to change or erode the r~iilitary plans that are 
already in effect at Carswell. 

We believe that tlie federal review process unclenvay will revalidate the rationale for the Joint 
Reserve Base at Carswell and that Fort Worth will continue to play a significant role in our 
nation's military preparedness. 

Dulle, Chairman 

Fort Worth Convent.ion & Visitors Bureau 

. --- - - --- 
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RESOLUTION 

Whereas, the Fort Worth commu~uty has long played a strong and supportive role in hosting 1J.S. 
military forc,es in this community dating back to World War 1: 

Whereas, the Air Force operations at Carswell Air Force Base were previously give11 an intensive 
review resulting in the corlcept of a Joint Resewe Base which is llow housed at Carswell: 

Whereas! the Joint Reserve Base at. Fort Worth has already been implemented through significant 
financial investments of the federal government: 

Whereas, the Comnlission has been asketl to reevaluate the 301st depioy~nent at JRB Fort Worth, 
which is a critical element of the Joint Reserve Base program; 

Therefore, be j t resolved that the Fort Worth Convention & Visitors Bureau strongly urges the 
Commission to reject any recommendation to redeploy the 301st Air Force Reserve Unit  to any 
other base in  Texas or elsewhere and strongly urges the Co~i~~i~ission to once again give strong 
support for the concept of a riiilitary efficiency and effectiveness through a Joint Reserve Base at 
in  Fort Worth, Texas. 

- - - - 

C:ONVEN'I'lON & VISITORS BllREAll 
d l 5  Thri~ckmorton * Fo~t Worth. Texas 76102 USA 817/33&8791 800/433-5717 FAX 817/3383282 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

June 16, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Joseph K. Dulle 
Chairman, Board of Directors 
Fort Worth Convention & Visitors Bureau 
4 1 5 Throckmorton 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102 

- Dear Chairman Duile: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Carswell Joint Reserve 
Base, Texas. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a f'air and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received 
testimony on behalf of the Carswell Joint Reserve Base during a public regional hearing in 
Fort Worth, Texas on June 10, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited the Carswell 
Joint Reserve Base on June 5, 1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the 
base. The information gained during the hearing and base visit, in addition to all other 
sources of information provided to the Commission and peaaining to the Carswell Joint 
Reserve Base, will be careWy scrutinized by the Commissioners and staffbefore a 
decision is reached affecting the f d t y .  

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 





June 9, 1995 

Mr. Lester C. Farrington 
Senior Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Mr. Farrington: 

Enclosed are the comments to Congressman Pete Peterson's letter. 

The substantive comments to the Dayton community paper have been adequately addressed in 
Congressman Tejeda's letter (dated June 5, 1995). 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Project Director 
Mayor's BRAC '95 Task Force 

BRAC '95 
P.O. BOX 1628 

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78232 FAX: 210-229-1600 



Comments on the 
May 26, 1995 letter and attachments 

f rom 
Congressman Pete Peterson 

basic letter 
paragraph 2 Congressman Peterson states in the second paragraph of 

his letter: "...a proposal to cordon off 15% of Brooks AFB 
into a cantonment area with support coming from Kelly 
or Lackland." 

response: "The San Antonio community briefing stated: ..." This map 
shows how the cantonment area might look ...--- that's 
about 15% of the present base ... I want to emphasize, at 
this point, that this map is only a draft to demonstrate 
feasibi l i ty."  

a t t a chmen t  
1st bullet 

O School of Aerospace Medicine 

- Proposal is not specific as to whether the cantonment 
area will include the New School of Aerospace Medicine 
facility or if it will be set off by itself. In either case 
there appears to be no consideration given to housing and 
feeding the approximately 5000 students each year. Are 
the students to be housed and fed at KellyILackland and 
be transported each day to Brooks? 

response: The New School of Aerospace Medicine is included in the 
cantonment area as are three transient quarters, a 
dining hall and the base gymnasium. 



2nd bullet 
O Increased cost due to inefficiencies caused by protracted 
support from fourteen (14) miles away is not considered. 

- Host base services of finance, facility operations and 
maintenance, personnel, housing, procurement food 
service travel security fire protection etc. would cost 
more. 

- Brooks' occupants would suffer loss of productive time 
due to travel between Brooks and host base. 

- These additional costs would be ongoing. 

response: The DoD proposal moves the entire Human Systems 
Center (HSC) to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. This 
relocated unit is planned to be bedded down in area B. 
Area B is geographically separated from the main base 
(Area A) by approximately 8 miles. The support services 
are primarily located in Area A and only a few services 
are available in Area B. These services consist of a 
gymnasium, a cafeteria, a small Base Exchange and a 
SAT0 travel office. It seems that the current units 
located in Area B (Wright-Patterson) operate with the 
"inefficiencies" stated above. 
Also, Maxwell AFB and Gunter AFS (Air Force Station) are 
geographically separated by approximately 15 miles, and 
they utilize a single Base Operating Support organization 
located at Maxwell AFB. 



3rd bullet 
0 Operating a cantonment area with protracted support 

functions located miles away is not practical. 

- Historically, users will demand and the support base 
will agree to provide satellite facilities on site to be 
more responsive to the service required. 

- In time, the base will return to almost its original 
configuration, which defeats the base closure notion. 

- In BRAC '93 Rome Laboratory in New York was placed in 
a cantonment area at Griffiss AFB; in BRAC '95 the 
Secretary recommended the cantonment close and the 
lab relocate to Hanscom AFB, MA. 

response: The San Antonio proposal basically changes HSC from 
being a landlord to being a tenant. This basic change 
dramatically effects the authorized manpower for the 
support functions and is where the overall savings for 
the San Antonio proposal are accrued. 
As stated above it works for Wright-Patterson because 
the support is only a few miles away. It will work for 
Brooks because the support is only a few miles away. 
The support configuration will not alter over time, 
because the manpower authorization are tied to the 
landlord not the tenant. 
The comparison to Rome lab is not relevant because the 
lab became an isolated unit with no support for several 
hundred miles. 



4th bullet 
o Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence 

- Proposal is not specific as to what will be done with 
the nearly completed $7.5 million AFCEE facility an the 
east end of Brooks. 

- Although a single cantonment was presented, will there 
be a second cantonment or will there have to be another 
$7.5 million facility built within the proposed 
cantonment?  

response: The San Antonio proposal does  no t  include the nearly 
completed AFCEE facility inside the cantonment area. 
The building will be a stand alone office building, similar 
to other federal office buildings in San Antonio. The 
AFCEE mission does not require the office building to be 
located inside a military installation. The final 
configuration of the cantonment will be dependent upon 
how the U F o r c e  decides to implement this plan. 
The DoD proposal does  include the construction cost of a 
new facility at Tyndall AFB. 
Walking away from a new, soon to be occupied, $7.5 
million facility would not make good economic sense. 

5th bullet 
0 Proposal shows $6 million construction; $5 million at 

Brooks and $1 million at Kelly. 

- The construction cost appears too low to attain the one 
cantonment area proposed. 

response: The primary changes are minor; fencing, utility meters, 
gate house, and minor building modifications. 



6th bullet 
o The proposal implies that all functions of Armstrong 

Laboratory (AL) and Human Systems Center (HSC) mission 
presented are physically located at Brooks AFB. 

- Tyndall Environics Division currently performs all 
functions presented on one chart and referred to in their 
testimony (page 59, line 1-17) "... the development and 
implementation for new techniques for cleaning up 
environmental waste ..., use of micro-organisms to 
enhance waste cleanup" 

- Armstrong Laboratory contingent (300+ people) 
currently at Wright-Patterson AFB is performing most of 
the functions that are claimed to be performed at Brooks 
(aircrew systems, toxicology, and logistics support) 

- Nuclear/biological/chemical defense which are 
performed at Aberdeen, MD 

- Aircrew training which is performed at Mesa, AZ 

response: This entire portion of the briefing was under the section 
"MISSIONS AND PRODUCTS". The Human Systems Center 
and the Armstrong Laboratory a s  located at Brooks AFB 
and they are responsible for these and many other 
missions (including one located in Okinawa, Japan). The 
briefing clearly stated this fact. 
Within the Armstrong L,aboratory, they operate a number 
of integrated research programs that cross the spectrum 
of these diverse Directorates. AL has integrated teams 
working specific research using the strength of the 
organization regardless of the geographic location. 
Examples are: Pilot fatigue studies; Situational 
Awareness; Cockpit Display Development; Environmental 
Research and Air Force field unit support for 
environmental issues. The chemical defense laboratory 
research is conducted by Armstrong personnel located at 
Aberdeen, but the development of aircrew equipment 
coming out of this research is the responsibility of the 
Human Systems Program Office located at Brooks - using 
integrated product teams they address these Air Force 
chemical defense issues. 



The Air Force has made the decision to move the 
Environics Directorate from Tyndall AFB to Brooks AFB. 
The San Antonio proposal will free up the needed facility 
space to accommodate this move. 

7th bullet 
o No credit was given for reducing the overhead cost due to 

the synergism of collocating AFCEE with AFCESA at 
Tyndall or Armstrong Laboratory and HSC with Wright 
Laboratory and Aeronautical Systems Center (ASC), or 
Armstrong Laboratory's other divisions at Wright- 
Patterson AFB. 

response:  We have been told, that the cost of locating the AFCEE at 
Tyndall is $1.5 millionlyear additional in TDY expenses 
due to higher airline fares and an additional estimated 
productivity loss of 2,800 man days annually because of 
longer travel times. This information was briefed by 
AFCEE to a BRAC staffer on June 5,  1995. These cost are 
annually recurring cost and were not included in the DoD 
proposal. 
Discussions with senior AFCEE personnel indicate that 
there is n o s y n e r g i s m  between AFCEE and AFCESA. 
The reduced overhead cost of locating the Human 
Systems Center at Wright-Patterson w e r e  included in the 
DoD proposal. 

8th bullet 
0 The survey of affected people referred to in their 

testimony appears to be biased when they said "... more 
than 50% won't move." ... more than 50% won't move." 
There probably will be some loss, but it should not 
approach 50 % . 

response: The survey indicated that that at least 50% won't move. 
In some organizations, 75% indicated that they won't 
move. Because San Antonio has a large biomedical 
community, the potential employment opportunities 
strongly influenced this survey. 
We would hope that if the DoD proposal were to be 
implemented, that the survey would turn out to be wrong 
- since this would be in the best interest of the Air 
Force. 



9th bullet 
O A significant portion of the savings and reduced costs 

claimed in the San Antonio COBRA model comes from 
implementing the San Antonio proposal in two (2) years 
instead of six (6) years in the Air Force proposal. 

response: The 6 year period in the DoD proposal includes over 
$200+ million in moving and military construction costs. 
The San Antonio proposal avoids this huge up front cost 
for the construction of facilities and the movement of 
personnel and equipment. 
Because people are not moving, and it does not require a 
huge construction effort, such as at Wright-Patterson 
and Tyndall AFB's - the San Antonio proposal can easily 
be accomplished in two years. We agree, it would take 
the Air Force six years to implement the DoD proposal. 
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ALLIED RESOURCES CORPORATION 

June 9, 1995 

M r .  Alan J. Dixon, Chairman i- -. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission , ,, 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Subject: DOD Recommended Closure of NUWC New London facility 

Ref: (1) My letter of May 30, 1995 
(2) Your letter 95051718Rl of May 19, 1995 

Encl : ( 1 ) Office of Naval Intelligence publication : "Worldwide Submarine 
Proliferation in the Coming Decade" 

Dear M r .  Dixon, 

The fact, described on pages 5 and 6 of enclosure ( I ) ,  that there are 
six potentially enemy submarines now at sea which are quieter than any 
US submarines now at sea makes improvements in US sonars a critical 
priority in the naval balance of power. This directly bears on the need 
to stop the planned move of NUWC New London personnel to Newport. 

The U S  Submarine Force is used to having a substantial technical 
advantage, and they are shocked and very concerned about this new 
development. On June 7, 1995, VADM George Emery, who is the 
Commander, U S  Submarine Force Atlantic, and the Submarine Force's 
senior admiral, stated: "In my view, Russia has seized the underwater 
initiative. I' 

Reference (1) forwarded an overview of the issues involved in the 
potential shutdown of the New London facility of the Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center. This laboratory employs the world's leading experts in 
the design of submarine and surface ship sonar. The planned closure of 
this laboratory and the ordered move of its staff to Newport will cause 
about one-third of these personnel to leave Government service, based 
on the U .S. military's own experience with moves of R&D facilities in 
the past. This will be a major loss of our capability to design new and 
better sonars, at  a time when they are greatly needed. Since most of 
the Laboratory civilians have not yet moved, it is not too late today to 
revise the 1991 decision, and retain this key capability. 

You can help our country remain strong by discontinuing the realignment 
approved in 1991, and disapproving the dosure recommended this year. 



If you desire any further information, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

Sincerely, /7 

President 





N Tll- DECA 

The growth of submarine capabilities and the submarine's growing ability to escape 
detection by antisubmarine forces are of increasing concern, due to the large number 
of foreign fleets now operating one or more submarines, and the sheer numbers and 
widespread distribution of submarine forces around the world. Not all - or even the 
majority - of these foreign submarines are potential threats, of course, but a good 
many are now owned by countries with demonstrably hostile or uncertain intentions. 
As submarine technologies continue to improve, the danger lies in the proliferation of 
those formidable capabilities into the hands of nations whose interests or actions may 
be hostile to the United States and its allies. 

(Right) The most "popular" submarine in 
the world to day... German-desigd Type 
209 Diesel Submarine. 

(Belaw) Iranian KlLO C h s  
diesel submarine. 



The Russian Navy considers the submarine to be its most powerful naval platform; 
the submarine force can target land-based as well as sea-based targets. In turn, 
Russian submarines can themselves be targeted by only the most modem submarines 
or antisubmarine systems. Russian nuclear-powered strategic ballistic missile 
submarines (SSBN) are slated to take an increasing percentage of the remaining 
Russian strategic strike force to sea; these SSBNs are to be protected by modem, 
extremely capable nuclear and conventionally-powered attack submarines. The 
Russian Minister of Defense, Army General Pave1 Grachev, has publicly stated that 
"A nuclear submarine fleet is the future of the armed forces." Older, maintenance- 
intensive submarines are being taken out of service and replaced by fewer but 
qualitatively more capable and sophisticated units. Funding for the Russian subma- 
rine force, though reduced, continues: new system upgrades are being installed 
during overhauls, and construction continues on current submarine classes as well as 
on the next generation nuclear powered attack submarine. 

This heavy concentration of 
Russian national resources on the 
submarine force comes at a high 
cost to the rest of the Russian 
military. Significant sacrifices 
have been made in the strategic 
bomber forces, strategic rocket 
forces, and the navy's surface 
forces, as well as in the armor, 
infantry, and artillery capabilities 
of the Russian Army. 

(Right) Russian TYPHOON Class 
nuclear powered submarine. 

RUSSIAN STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WARHEADS 

CURRENT START 11 (2003) 

BOMBER 

SSBN 



(Above) Pneumatic mount for vibration and 
sound isolation. 

Today, for the fmt time, Russia's front-line submarines are as quiet or 
quieter in some respects than America's best. Programs to provide still 
further reductions in radiated noise are active today and are expected to 
continue. By the year 2000, over half of the remaining Russian submarine 
force will have incorporated stealth technologies on a par with those of 
modem Western submarines, and 20 percent of Russia's nuclear-powered 
attack submarines (SSN) will be quieter than the U.S. Navy's frontline 
Improved LOS ANGELS-Class SSNs. 

In December 1993, in an unprecedented public announcement, Russia 
revealed that the keel for the fmt unit of a new-generation nuclear-powered 
attack submarine class had been laid down inside the same building hall that 
previously built the TYPHOON Class SSBN. This new multi-mission 
submarine, the SEVERODVINSK, is scheduled to become operational by 
2000. Designed to emphasize improvements in quieting, sensor perfor- 
mance, and weapons delivery, SEVERODVINSK is projected to outperform 
today's most advanced Western submarines in many respects. 

FUTURE QUALITY OF RUSSIAN SUBMARINE FORCE 

1995 2000 
68.6% 

46.3% 

m 2.5% 

51.2% 

1ST 2ND 3RD 4TH 

Generations 
In 1995,3596 of 2nd generotion and In 2000, approximately 10096 of 2nd 
75% of 3rd generation submarines have and 3rd generation subrrmrines have 
improved quieting. improved quieting. 

(Below) Artist's conception of the new nuclear powered submarine SEVER0DV.K .  

SEVERODVINSK 



RUSSIAN SUB OPAREAS PASTAND PRESENT 
Operationally, the Russian submarine force is demon- 
strating a renewed commitment to spending quality 
time at sea both in local training and in conducting 
combat patrols and long-range deployments. Examples 
include an unprecedented deployment to the mid- 
Pacific in July 1994 by an OSCAR II antisurface 
warfare, cruise missile-carrying submarine (SSGN) that 
operated in the vicinity of the U.S.S. Kitty Hawk and 
U.S.S. Independence Aircraft Camer Battle Groups 
during their transit of the Northern Pacific en route the 
Korean Peninsula. Elsewhere, the Russian submarine 
force celebrated the first joint Russian SSBNISSN 
surfacing at the North Pole. This latter accomplish- 
ment followed several weeks of deployed operations in 
the Arctic Basin. 

(Lej?) Russian OSCAR 11 Class cruise missile nuclear 
powered submarine. 



At present, there are over 600 submarines worldwide operated by some 43 countries. The majority of these are diesel pow- 
ered; only five countries operate nuclear powered submersibles, and no additional nuclear fleets are expected to appear for at 
least the next decade. Until recently, only a small fraction of the submarine-owning countries were considered to be moder- 
ately to highly proficient in submarine warfare; in fact, most still have only rudimentary skills. Several Third World subma- 
rine navies, however, have made significant strides in submarine operational proficiency in recent years. 

While diesel submarines are difficult targets anywhere, their effectiveness is maximized in shallow-water, littoral areas and 
especially in choke points in strategic waterways. In such areas, it is possible for diesel submarines to use the restricted waters 
to their tactical advantage. Also, diesel submarines can lay minefields covertly in many areas of the world. Examples of 
strategic waterways susceptible to such tactics are the Strait of Hormuz, the straits through the Indonesian Archipelago, and 
many areas in the Mediterranean region. 

HIGH INTEREST SUBMARINE OPERATING COUNTRIES 



The Ministry of Defense has extended the distance at which it will defend 
vulnerable coastal cities and industries against sea-based attack from the 
existing inner island defensive line to an outer, longer range distance. In the 
fall of 1994, a HAN Class nuclear powered attack submarine operated in the 
vicinity of the U.S.S. Kitty Hawk Battle Group, a fmt time occurrence. 



With 22 obsolescent 
ROMEO and 4 even older 
WHISKEY diesel attack 
submarines, as well as 10 
new SANG-0 coastal 
submarines and 48 YUGO 
midget submarines, North 
Korea has the world's 
fourth largest submarine 
force and the world's 
largest midget submarine 
fleet. 

However, despite its numbers and some 30 years of operational experience, the 
North Korean submarine force is only modestly proficient in basic operations 
in its own coastal waters. Wartime missions for the submarine force could 
support a ground offensive insertion, offensive and defensive mining, rein- 
forcement interdiction, and coastal defense. 



Advanced quieting technologies are 
being used to make new submarines 
more stealthy, and high-strength steels 
are being used to extend depth limits 
and improve survivability. New, 
computerized combat systems may 
offer the greatest improvement in 
diesel submarine capabilities, as 
automation permits consolidation 
of fire control, sonar, and weapons 
system functions to make inexperi- 
enced crews more competitive. 

Japanese HARUSH10 Class diesel submarine using 
high-strength steel. 



! Chinese HAN Class nuclear powered submarine. 
I 

I 

This product contains copyright material. Every effort has been made to identify copyright owners and obtain permission 
for the use of all material contained herein. If this product contains material which you own and you have not been 
contacted for release permission, please call the Office of Staff Judge Advocate (ONI-OCB), Office of Naval Intelligence, 
425 1 Suitland Road, Washington, D.C. 20395-5720, phone: (301) 669-3069. 
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June 20, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. A T. Mollegen, Jr. 
President, Allied Resources Corporation 
1 50 North Main Street i 

Manchester, Connecticut 06040 I 
Dear Mr. MoUegen: .-. -- ,- - 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Naval Undersea Warfare Center (MJWC), 
New London, Connecticut. I certainly appreciate your interest in the challenge fscing our 
submarine force and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission wiIl thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review of the 
nation's military infhstructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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June 6,1995 

Richard Helmer 
Senior Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Dick: 

I just received a FAX copy of the editorial that appeared in the Syracuse Hearld-Journal 
on June 2, 1995. The editorial is in response to the news article that appeared in last 
Thursday's edition of the New York Times. I thought that you would find the editorial 
interesting since it reflects the same level of frustration that we have experienced with the 
Air Force throughout this process. 

Last Thursday, we met with Jim Boatright, General Blurne, Matt Milezwa and others in 
the Air Force to discuss Rome Lab. Essentially we had a cordial but not terribly 
informative meeting with the Air Force. They are standing by their original position that 
this is a cost effective move. They indicated that they would reassess their position if they 
became convinced that their financial analysis was flawed. 

Interestingly, they believe that a closure with a return on investment af 10 years or more 
is not cost effective. 

I expect to be in Washington fairly frequently over the next couple weeks as things draw 
to a close. I am sure that we will be seeing each other. If you have any questions please 
do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

p & ~ b L  eve J. iMeo 

/ ~ x e c u w e  Director 

1s BAI" ~ o r r d  
Grillbr AFB, New York 13441 

home (31-393 Fax (315)338-5691 
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BROOKS HERITAGE FOUNDATION, INC. 
P 0 BOX 35362 

BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE. TEXAS 78235 

9 June 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I am writing you concerning Brooks Air Force Base. Not only is Brooks the site 
of the Human Systems Center, the world's largest aerospace medical research center 
and the sole human-centered research and development installation for the 
Department of Defense, it is also one of the oldest continuously active military 
installations and the site of many important events in aviation history. I realize 
that you have been very well briefed on the current mission at Brooks and the 
importance of that mission to the defense of this country. As a result, you are able 
to see the necessity of keeping that mission intact, in its current location. 

The City of San Antonio has proposed to the Base Closure Commission a 
cantonment plan that would effectively leave the mission in place, but would close 
Brooks Air Force Base. While that plan is a good one and will keep the mission intact 
and the jobs in San Antonio, it does not address the historical significance of the 
base. 

Brooks is home to Hangar 9, the oldest remaining World War I aircraft hangar in 
the USAF. It is still in its original location and it is home to the Museum of 
Aerospace Medicine. A restored World War II structure compliments Hangar 9 and 
houses the Aerospace Medicine collection dedicated to Aeromedical Evacuation. 
Brooks is also the burial site of the remains of Lieutenant Sidney J. Brooks, for 
whom the base is named. These are important parts of our military aviation history 
as well as the history of aviation medicine. It is not clear what will happen to these 
sites i f  the base is cantoned or the mission moved to Wright-Patterson AFB. But, 
there is a good chance that they will disappear. In fact, Kelly AFB has already made 
inquiries about "relocating" Hangar 9 to Kelly when Brooks closes. 

I realize that historical significance is not a criteria for the Base Closure 
Commission, however, we must at some point, stop destroying our history. History 
is our training manual - it is what we use to determine our past mistakes and to 
insure that we don't make the same ones in the future. A favorite saying around 
Brooks is "Those who don't respect the past don't deserve the future". We must start 
making concerted efforts to preserve these important links to our past. This 
Commission has a perfect opportunity to do this. By removing Brooks AFB to ta l ly  
from the list of closures, you will not only preserve the important aeromedical 
research and development mission, you wfi also preserve a very important part of 
USAF history that can not be duplicated or replaced. 



It is obvious from the interest that Brooks has generated that it is important. 
Why else would the Dayton, Ohio and Panama City, Florida communities be so anxious 
to obtain portions of Brooks' missions? But, the key word is "portions". Brooks 
works well because it is in one place. To divide the mission and scatter it over the 
country will destroy its effectiveness. And, the historical ties to the base also play 
an important part in the hearts and minds of the Brooks workers and the over five 
thousand students who train in aeromedical related fields each year at Brooks. 
Hangar 9 is a constant reminder of where we came from and the museum housed 
there tells us how far we have traveled in such a short time - with one aoal, to keep 
man safe in the hostile environment of flight. 

When President John F. Kennedy performed his last official act at Brooks in 
November 1963, he challenged those present by saying "America has tossed its cap 
over the wall of space and we have no choice but to follow it". That complex of 
buildings dedicated by President Kennedy remains as the heart of the Human Systems 
Center. And, just as Brooks accepted President Kennedy's challenge in that critical 
race to the moon, throughout its seventy-seven year history Brooks has always 
played a critical role in our national security. To lose Brooks would be to lose a 
valuable national asset for the future of the United States and a most important 
connection to our past. 

I urge you to please keep Brooks Air Force Base ooen! 

Q;;/$// 
LI KLEl 

Executive Director 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

June 16, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Shelia Klein 
Executive Director, Brooks Heritage Foundation Inc. 
P.O. Box 35362 
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 78235 

Dear Ms. Klein: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your strong support for Brooks Air Force 
Base. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the D e f m  Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be carefidly considered by the Commission during our 
review and analysis process. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

INDIANAPOLIS. INDIANA 46204-2797 

EVAN BAYH 
G O V E R N O R  

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore 
Arlington, VA 22209 

June 9, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Enclosed please find a statement I would like inserted in the record of the 
Commission's regional hearing held on April 12, 1995 in Chicago, IL concerning the 
Naval Air Warfare Center in Indianapolis. 

I am aware that you received some very informative testimony from Senator 
Richard Lugar, Representative Andy Jacobs and Mayor Stephen Goldsmith relative to the 
importance of NAWC to the Indianapolis area, the State of Indiana, and the nation. I join 
with them in support of this facility and its employees. As I indicate in my statement, the 
design to production capabilities of NAWC, coupled with the Hoosier work ethic, is a 
unique commodity. Further, there is an indication that the cost analysis upon which the 
closure decision was grounded may be flawed, but that real, substantial savings can be 
generated through alternative scenarios. 

Thank you for the opportunity to include my statement in the record, and I ask 
that you give serious consideration to the alternatives to closure that have been proposed. 

Sincerely, 

Evan Bayh U 
EBIgrl 
enclosure 

@ RECYCLED PAPER 



STATEMENT OF GOVERNOR EVAN BAYH 
FOR INCLUSION IN THE RECORD OF THE 

1995 BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

On behalf of the citizens of the State of Indiana, thank you for allowing my 
statement to be included in the record of the hearing dealing with the proposal to 
consider closing the Naval Air Warfare Center in Indianapolis (NAWC) and the 
Naval Ordnance Station in Louisville, Kentucky. Unfortunately, this is the third 
time in four years that I have had to come before this Commission to inform you 
of how the decisions of the Department of Defense and this commission have or 
will impact my state. . 

Since 1988, four military facilities in Indiana have been closed, deactivated or 
experienced a major realignment. In addition, the two remaining facilities, 
including the Naval Air Warfare Center, were required to implement reductions 
in force. These decisions will result in the loss of over 13,000 direct jobs by 
next year, with the resulting negative economic impact to our communities and 
state. In addition, due to defense industry contract reductions, our businesses 
will experience substantial reductions in income, resulting in an estimated loss of 
23,000 industry jobs by 1997. 

Now the Department of the Navy and the Department of Defense has proposed to 
close yet another facility in Indiana. The Naval Air Warfare Center is a facility 
that employs some of the most talented and efficient members of the avionics and 
electronics industry. NAWC is a center of excellence that provides a unique 
product to the American public---state of the art technological advances in a 
timely and cost effective manner. The ability of this facility to develop electronic 
systems from design to production, in a fraction of the usual time, is a valuable 
asset to our country's need and ability to respond to worldwide emergencies. 
Truly, this interactive network of engineers, designers, fabricators and workers 
proves the adage that the whole is often greater than the sum of its parts. Any 
proposal to dismantle this unique working team will result in a loss of 
substantially more than just the jobs associated with the change. In addition, 
although a number of the jobs are destined to remain in Indiana, a large number 
of our dedicated employees have been at NAWC for extended periods of time 
and have established roots in the Indianapolis community, and a transfer to the 
Crane community may not be a viable alternative. 



For almost two years, representatives of the state, Indianapolis' Mayor Steven 
Goldsmith, and communities near the Crane Naval Surface Warfare Center have 
worked to craft a plan that will accomplish cost reductions required by the 
military while at the same time retaining the one of a kind workforce setting of 
NAWC as an alternative to closure. These proposals, which involve some 
administrative consolidation of the two Naval facilities, coupled with other cost 
cutting efficiencies and an exciting partnership with Purdue University, were 
presented to the Navy on numerous occasions both in Indiana and in Washington, 
DC. Apparently, although not due to lack of trying, we were unable to convince 
the Navy of the validity of these proposals. The Navy's analysis of financial 
information indicated that a closure of NAWC would generate substantial savings 
in a realtively short period of time. However, an independent analysis of the 
cost/benefit model utilized by the Navy appears to indicate that there may be 
some discrepancies in figures used and assumptions made. I would request that 
the Commission make a thorough analysis of the COBRA formula utilized for 
this facility. 

In addition, Mayor Goldsmith has proposed another alternative to the closure 
scenario. This concept would incorporate a hybrid of publiclprivate operation 
with the retention of some federal employee jobs, with others being transferred to 
the private sector. I would encourage the Commission to review this proposal 
and give it every consideration in your deliberations. It would appear that such a 
scenerio would be beneficial for the employees, the community, the navy, the 
taxpayers and the country. 

It is my understanding that representatives of Kentucky, Louisville, and Jefferson 
County have presented a similar proposal for the Naval Ordnance Station. As 
you may be aware, over 350 Indiana residents are employed at this facility. The 
effect of the closure of this facility, on the heels of the loss of jobs at Jefferson 
Proving Ground and the Indiana Army Ammunition Plant, will be felt throughout 
Southeastern Indiana. I request that you consider this impact in your discussions 
concerning the Louisville facility. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments and concerns about 
this matter. I enjoyed meeting with Commissioner Lee Kling in Indianapolis and 
appreciate having had the opportunity talk with him about the above issues. 
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HERBERT KLEIN * 334 BLUFFCREST * SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78216 
(21 0)545-3646 fax(210)545-3664 

June 11, 1995 

Mr. Lester C. Farrington 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Dear Mr. Farrington, 

Enclosed is the latest COBRA run for Brooks AFB - this run is a slight 
variation of the run that we sent you as an enclosure to Congressman 
Tejeda's June 5, 1995 letter. 

There are three differences between this and the June 5th run: 

1 .  This one keeps all the Brooks facilities and the BOS support is 
provided from Lackland AFB or Kelly AFB. 

2. This run did not include $5 million in military construction at 
Brooks AFB (cantonment related). 

3. The total twenty year savings decreased by $6.3 million ($247.8 
million vs $241.5 million savings). 

We are also sending you a disk (separate mailing) with this latest COBRA 
run. Please let me know if you have any questions or need addit ional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Herbert Klein 

Enclosed: 
COBRA run 



COBRA R8ncIQNHHlvr S W M Y  (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report m a t e d  17:54 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR PORCB 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario Pile : c:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : c:\COBRA\BROOKS.SPP 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Y e u  : 2001 
RoI Y e u  : Immediate 

Net beta (SIC) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 

. . 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 500 500 0 o 
Person -3,906 -13,439 -19,055 -19,055 

Overhd 176 -188 -513 -542 

Moving 73 8 709 0 0 

Miseio 0 0 2,808 2,808 

Other 111 110 0 0 

TOTAL -2,380 -12,308 -16,761 -16,789 

POSITIONS BLIMINATXD 
Off 19 

Bnl 115 
Civ 7 8 

TOT 212 

POSITIONS W I G N E D  
Off 10 9 

Eal1 64 64 
stu 0 0 

Ci v 114 114 

TOT 188 187 

Tot81 
-----  
1,000 

.93,566 

-2,209 

1,447 
11,232 

221 

,81, 875 

Total - - - - -  
38 

229 
155 

422 

19 

128 
0 

228 

375 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

-19,055 

-626 
0 

2,808 

0 

-16,874 

Summrry : 
- - - - - - - -  
BROOKS APB RBMAINS OPBN; ALL ArXMTIES REMAIN IN PLACE gXCBPT 80s. 
W BOS IS SUPPLIIU) BB LA- OR KELLY. 



COBRA REALIQNHm WIUVU(Y (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data A. Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Craatod 17:54 06/10/1995 

Dopu-tment : AIR PORCB 
Option Packago : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOK9-1.CBR 
std Peers Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SPP 

bats ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  ---- 

nilcon 500 500 
Parson 1 ,349  1 ,665  

Overhd 476 697 

I(oving 738 709 
Miesio 0 0 

Other 111 110 

Total ----- 

TOTAL 3 , 1 7 4  3 , 6 8 1  

Savings (SKI Conetant Dollus 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

MilCon 0 0 
Parson 5 ,255  15,104 

Overhd 299 885 

Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 

Other 0 0 

Total -----  
0 

99,187 

5,875 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

19,707 

1 ,172  
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 5 ,554  15 ,989  



NET PRBSBNT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR PORCB 

Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SPP 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 

1997 
1998 

1999 
2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 
2013 

2014 

2015 

Adjusted Cost ( $ )  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-2,347,988 

-11,817,254 
-15,661,939 

-15,268,461 
-14,878,574 

-14,494,056 

-14,146,114 

-13,767,508 
-13,399,034 

-13,040,422 

-12,691,409 

-12,351,736 

-12,021,154 

-11,699,420 

-11,386,297 

-11,081,554 

-10,784,968 

-10,496,319 

-10,215,396 

-9,941,991 



TOTAL ONB-TIME COST RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCB 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\cOBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 
Family Housing ~onstruction 

Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 

Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 

Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 

Military Moving 
Freight 

One-Time Moving Costs 
Total - Moving 

other 

HAP / RSB 221,181 

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 

One-Time Unique Costs 0 
Total - Other 221,181 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 5,361,144 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 

One-Time Moving Savings 
Bnvironmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 5,361,144 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 

Total - construction 

Persowel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Plawing Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 

Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

other 
HAP / RSE 

Cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 

One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 

Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 

One-Time Unique Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 

Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/6 
Data AS Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:00 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario File : c:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SPP 

Base: BROOKS AFB, TX 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family ~ousing construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 

Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated ~ilitary PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Persomel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 

Mothball / Shutdown 
Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 

Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
W / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 4,361,144 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 

Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 

One-Time Unique Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 

Total Net One-Time Costs 4,361,144 



ONE-TIMB COST RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCB 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario Pile : c:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SPP 

Base: BASE X 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Pamily Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 

Civilian RIP 
Civilian Barly Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 

Mothball / Shutdown 
Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 

Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

other 

HAP / RSB 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 

One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Total One-Time Costs 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 

Land Sales 
one-Time Moving Savings 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 

One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 5/6 
Data Aa Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : c:\cOBRA\BRWKS-1.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFP 

Base: mNDALL APB, FL 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military ~onstruction 

Family ~ousing Construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 

Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 

One-Time Unique Costs 
Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 0 

One-Time Savings 

Military Constmction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 

Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 

Bnvironmental Mitigation Savings 

One-Time Unique Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4  , 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : c:\coBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: LACKLAND, TX 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military construction 

Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 

Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 1,000,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 

Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 

One-Time Unique Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 1,000,000 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created l8:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

All Costs in $K 
Total 

Base Name MilCon 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTERSON ARB 0 

BROOKS AFB 0 

BASE X 0 

TRJDALL AFB 0 

LACKLAND 1.000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 1.000 

Land 
Purch 
- - - - -  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

0 

cost 
Avoid 
- - - - -  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
. - - - - - - - - 

0 

Total 
cost 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA vS.00) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BRoOKS.SFF 

MilCon for Base: LACKLAND, TX 

All Costs in $K 
MilCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
MINOR ADAPTATIONS OTHER o n/a o n/a I, ooo 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 1,000 

+ Info Management Account: 0 

+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 1,000 

* All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BRDOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB. OH 

BASE POPULATION (PY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 

Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3,709 2,993 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3,709 2,993 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BROOKS AFB, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996) : 

Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

640 999 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

14,109 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

14,109 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,766 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

Officers 

Enlisted 
Students 

Civilians 
TOTAL 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action): 

Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

82 6 1,128 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,665 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: LACKLAND, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 10 9 0 0 0 0 19 
Enlisted 64 6 4 0 0 0 0 128 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 114 114 o o o 0 228 

TOTAL 188 187 0 0 0 0 375 

TOTAL PERSONNEL R E X I G N M E N T S  

1996 
- - - -  

Officers 10 

Enlisted 64 

Students 0 

Civilians 114 
TOTAL 188 

BROOKS 

1998 
- - - -  

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

AFB,  TX) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 19 
0 0 0 128 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 228 
0 0 0 375 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 Total 

Officers -19 -19 0 0 0 0 -38 

Enlisted -115 -114 0 0 0 0 -229 

Civilians -78 -77 0 0 0 0 -155 
TOTAL -212 -210 0 0 0 0 -422 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 

Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

769 771 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,282 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5 .08)  - Page 2 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario File : c:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\BRWKS.SPP 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASB X 

BASB POPULATION (PY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

73 6 3.263 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

73 6 3,263 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: TYNDAtL AFB, PL 

BASE POPULATION (PY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

802 3,801 0 

BASB POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

802 3,801 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LACKLAND, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,787 4,738 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

11,455 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

11,455 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,011 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

2,578 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS AFB, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 10 9 0 0 0 0 19 

Enlisted 64 6 4 0 0 0 0 128 

Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

civilians 114 114 o o o o 228 

TOTAL 188 187 0 0 0 0 375 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Officers 10 9 

Enlisted 6 4 6 4 
Students 0 0 

Civilians 114 114 

TOTAL 188 187 

TX) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 

- - - - - - - - - -  
2, 806 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5. 08) - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) *+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

Total 
- - - - -  
228 
0 
0 
0 
0 

228 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 78 77 0 0 0 0 155 
Early Retirement 10.00% 8 8 0 0 0 0 16 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 4 4 0 0 0 0 8 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 12 12 0 0 0 0 24 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) *+ 5 5 0 0 0 0 10 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 47 46 0 0 0 0 9 3 

Civilians Available to Move 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 114 114 0 0 0 0 228 
Civilians Moving 114 114 0 0 0 0 228 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RBTIRMBNTS 8 8 0 0 0 0 16 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 7 7 0 0 0 0 14 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 47 46 0 0 0 0 93 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCB 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 

Regular Retirement* 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 

Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 

Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 

Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: BROOKS AFB, TX Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement+ 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  
228 
0 
0 
0 
0 

228 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 8 8 0 0 0 0 16 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 7 7 0 0 0 0 14 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 47 46 0 0 0 0 9 3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

+ Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.001 



PERSONNEL IMPAff REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : C:\coBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SPF 

Base: BASE X Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.001 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS) * 0.00% 

Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 

Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS) * 0.00% 

Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RBTIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NBW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNBL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCB 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: TYNDALL AFB, FL Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS RBALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement+ 10.00% 

Regular Retirement* 5.00% 

civilian Turnover* 15.00% 

Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 6.00% 

Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS BLIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilian Turnover 15.00% o o o o o o o 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)+ 6.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS RBALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMBNTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN NBW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 6/6 
Data AS Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created l8:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.cBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

Base: LACKLAND, TX Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
civs Not Moving (RIFS)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 114 114 0 0 0 0 228 
Civilians Moving 114 114 0 o 0 0 228 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.009 



PERSONNBL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DBLTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCB 
Option Package : BROOKS ACT #4 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std P c t r s  File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFP 

Base 

Personnel 

Change %Change 

WRIGHT-PATTBRSON AFB 0 0 % 

BROOKS AFB -797 -22% 

BASE X 0 0 % 

TYNDALL APB 0 0% 

LACKLAM) 375 4 % 

Base 
- - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTBRSON AFB 

BROOKS AFB 
BASE X 
TYNDALL AFB 

LACKLAND 

Base 
- - - -  
WRIGHT-PATTBRSON AFB 

BROOKS AFB 
BASB X 
TYNDALL AFB 

LACKLAND 

RPMA($) 
Change %Change ~hg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

RPMIIBOS ( $ )  

Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0 % 0 

.I, 172,561 -9% 1,471 
0 0 % 0 
0 0 % 0 

545,988 1% 1,456 

SF 

Change %Change Chg/Per 

BOS ($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA VS .0 8 ) 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

NetChange($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
RPMA Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change -24 -339 -626 -626 -626 -626 -2,870 -626 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES -24 -339 -626 -626 -626 -626 -2,870 -626 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT # 4  

Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFP 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 
Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH Realignment 
BROOKS AFB, TX Deactivates in FY 2001 
BASE X Realignment 
TYNDALL AFB, FL Realignment 
LACKLAND, TX Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
BROOKS AFB REMAINS OPEN; ALL ACTIVITIES REMAIN IN PLACE EXCEPT BOS 
ALL BOS IS SUPPLIED BE LACKLAND OR KBLLY. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Prom Base: To Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH BROOKS APB, TX 
BROOKS AFB, TX BASE X 
BROOKS AFB, TX TYNDALL AFB, PL 
BROOKS AFB, TX LACKLAND, TX 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from BROOKS APB, TX to LACKLAND, TX 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Militaxy Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN POUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB. OH 

Total Officer Employees: 3,709 
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,993 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 14,109 
Mil Families Living On Base: 34.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 18,046 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 116 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 75 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 93 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 
1,265 mi 
1.000 mi 
846 mi 
11 mi 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Infomation: 

Yes 
NO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCB 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.sFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS AFB, TX 

Total Officer Employees: 640 

Total Enlisted Employees: 999 
Total Student Employees: 0 

Total Civilian Employees: 1,766 
Mil Families Living On Base: 19.0% 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 

Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 1,918 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 8 0 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name : BASE X 

Total Officer Employees: 73 6 

Total Enlisted Employees: 3,263 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,455 

Mil Families Living On Base: 54.0% 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 0.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 13,709 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 6 6 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 5 0 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 6 9 
Freight Cost ($/~on/Mile) : 0.10 

Name: TYNDALL AFB, FL 

Total Officer Employees: 802 

Total Enlisted Employees: 3,801 
Total Student Employees: 0 

Total Civilian Employees: . 1,011 
Mil Families ~iving On ~ a s e :  48.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 

Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 

Tocal Base Facilities(KSF): 4,817 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 65 
Enlisted VHA ($/~onth) : 5 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 75 

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Total Officer Employees: 

Tocal Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 

Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/~on/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
~amily ~ousing  year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll  year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Family Housing ($K/Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non- Payroll ($~/Vear) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Unique Activity Infonnation: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 

BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Unique Activity Infomation: 

Yes 
NO 

Yes 

NO 

Yes 

NO 



INPUT DATA RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario Pile : c:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SPF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WRIGHT-PATPERSON AFB, 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 

1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+BUY/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule ( % I  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 2 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS out-~atients/Yr: 
Pacil ShutDown (KSP) : 

Name: BROOKS AFB, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 

Pam Housing Avoidnc($K): 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Pacil ShutDown (KSP) : 

Name: BASE X 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 

Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 2 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 

Pacil ShutDown(KSP) : 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Pamily Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 2,808 2,808 2,808 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

50% 0 % 0 % 0 % 

50% 0% 0% 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Pamily Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 229 11% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDon: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created l8:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCE 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario Pile : C:\CoBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFP 

INPUT SCREEN PIVB - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: TYNDALL APB, FL 

1996 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Pacil ShutDown (KSP) : 

Name: LACKLAND, 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Save ($K): 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 

Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (2)  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSP) : 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

50% 0% 0% 0% 
50% 0% 0 % 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS APB, TX 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 

Civ Force Struc Change: 

Stu Force Struc Change: 

Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 

Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 

En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 

Caretakers - Militaq: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCB 
Option Package : BROOKS ALT #4 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BROOKS.SFF 

INPUT SCRBBN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
MINOR ADAPTATIONS OTHBR 0 0 1,000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 76.80% 

Percent Bnlisted Married: 66.90% 
Enlisted Housing Milcon: 80. 00% 
Officer Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 

Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 36,148.00 
Bnl BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 

Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks1 : 18 

Civilian Salary($/Year) : 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 

Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 

Civilian RIP Pay Factor: 39.00% 

SF File Desc: DBPOT FACTORS 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIBS 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 

Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care) : 162.00 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 256.00 

Avg Family Quarters(SF) : 1,320.00 

APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Barly Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 

Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 

Civilian PCS Costs ( $ )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ($ )  : 4,000 .OO 

Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 

Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 

Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 

HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 

RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 

RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 

MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 

MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREBN THRBB - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 

HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per Bnl Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 

Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 

Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 

Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate ($/Ton) : 284.00 

Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mile) : 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 

Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 4.10 

Routine PCS ($/~ers/Tour) : 6,437.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 

One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 21:59 03/09/1995, Report Created 18:OO 06/10/1995 

Department : AIR FORCB 
Option Package : BROOM ACT #4 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\BROOKS-1.m~ 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\BRWKS.SFF 

STANDARD FACCORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Horizontal 

Waterfront 

Air Operations 

Operational 
Administrative 

School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 

Family Quarters 

Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 

Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 

RDT & B Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 

Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

UM $/UM Category 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
(SY) 

(LF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(BL) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
( ) 

Optional Category A ( ) 

Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( ) 

OptionalCategoryD ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 

Optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( ) 

Optional Category H ( ) 

Optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( ) 

Optional Category M ( ) 

Optional Category N ( ) 

Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 

Optional Category R ( ) 
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MARY A N N  LOVE 
DEPUTY MAJORITY W H I P  

DISTRICT 32 
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

COMMITTEE: 
ECONOMIC MATTERS 

HOUSE O F  DELEGATES 

ANNAPOLIS OFFICE: 
2 1 5  LOWE HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991 

ANNAPOLIS: ( 4 1 0 )  841-3233 
DISTRICT: ( 4  10) 7 6  1-9963 

June 7, 1995 

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

Dear Senator: 

On May 1st of this year the County Council of Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland passed Resolution Number 24-95 "urging the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the 
Kimbrough Army Community Hospitaln. I am also writing to you in 
support of maintaining Kimbrough at it's current operating level. 

As you may be aware, Kimbrough serves not only the Fort 
Meade Garrison, but also a very large "military retirement 
communityn of men and women who served our Country since World 
War I. In addition, this facility performs a critical function 
in providing emergency medical services for the National Security 
Agency. 

While I realize that this is a federal issue, I believe it 
is incumbant upon me to join with my many constituents who depend 
on Kimbrough for their medical needs to ask that you reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense concerning this 
matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Delega 

cc: Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 



MARY ANN LOVE 
DEPUTY MAJORI lY  WHIP 

DISTRICT 32 
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

COMMITTEE: 
ECONOMIC MATTERS 

HOUSE O F  DELEGATES 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 2 140 I - 199 1 

A N N A P O L I S  O F F I C E :  

2 15 L O W E  HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21401-1 991  

ANNAPOLIS: (41 0 )  8 4 1  - 3 2 3 3  
DISTRICT: ( 4 1 0 )  76 1-9963 

June 7, 1995 

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

Dear Senator: 

On May 1st of this year the County Council of Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland passed Resolution Number 24-95 "urging the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the 
Kimbrough Army Community Hospital". I am also writing to you in 
support of maintaining Kimbrough at it's current operating level 

As you may be aware, Kimbrough serves not only the Fort 
Meade Garrison, but also a very large "military retirement 
communityH of men and women who served our Country since World 
War I. In addition, this facility performs a critical function 
in providing emergency medical services for the National Security 
Agency. 

While I realize that this is a federal issue, I believe it 
is incumbant upon me to join with my many constituents who depend 
on Kimbrough for their medical needs to ask that you reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense concerning this 
matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Love 

cc: Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
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June 7 ,  1995 

ANNAPOLIS: (41 0)  841 -3233 
DISTRICT: (410) 76 1-9963 

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

Dear Senator: 

On May 1st of this year the County Council of Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland passed Resolution Number 24-95 "urging the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the 
Kimbrough Army Community Hospitaln. I am also writing to you in 
support of maintaining Kimbrough at it's current operating level. 

As you may be aware, Kimbrough serves not only the Fort 
Meade Garrison, but also a very large "military retirement 
communityu of men and women who served our Country since World 
War I. In addition, this facility performs a critical function 
in providing emergency medical services for the National Security 
Agency. 

While I realize that this is a federal issue, I believe it 
is incumbant upon me to join with my many constituents who depend 
on Kimbrough for their medical needs to ask that you reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense concerning this 
matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Delegat 

cc: Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
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June 7, 1995  

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

Dear Senator: 

On May 1st of this year the County Council of Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland passed Resolution Number 24-95  "urging the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the 
Kimbrough Army Community HospitalH. I am also writing to you in 
support of maintaining Kimbrough at it's current operating level. 

As you may be aware, Kimbrough serves not only the Fort 
Meade Garrison, but also a very large "military retirement 
communityu of men and women who served our Country since World 
War I. In addition, this facility performs a critical function 
in providing emergency medical services for the National Security 
Agency. 

While I realize that this is a federal issue, I believe it 
is incumbant upon me to join with my many constituents who depend 
on Kimbrough for their medical needs to ask that you reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense concerning this 
matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Mary ~ n e  
Delegate 

cc: Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
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June 7, 1995 

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

Dear Senator: 

On May 1st of this year the County Council of Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland passed Resolution Number 24-95 "urging the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the 
Kimbrough Army Community Hospitaln. I am also writing to you in 
support of maintaining Kimbrough at it's current operating level. 

As you may be aware, Kimbrough serves not only the Fort 
Meade Garrison, but also a very large "military retirement 
communityH of men and women who served our Country since World 
War I. In addition, this facility performs a critical function 
in providing emergency medical services for the National Security 
Agency. 

While I realize that this is a federal issue, I believe it 
is incumbant upon me to join with my many constituents who depend 
on Kimbrough for their medical needs to ask that you reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense concerning this 
matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Sincerely, rn 

Delegate Mary Ann@e 

cc: Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
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ANNAPOLIS: (41 0)  841 -3233 

DISTRICT: (410) 76 1-9963 

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

Dear Senator: 

On May 1st of this year the County Council of Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland passed Resolution Number 24-95 "urging the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the 
Kimbrough Army Community Hospitalw. I am also writing to you in 
support of maintaining Kimbrough at it's current operating level. 

As you may be aware, Kimbrough serves not only the Fort 
Meade Garrison, but also a very large "military retirement 
community" of men and women who served our Country since World 
War I. In addition, this facility performs a critical function 
in providing emergency medical services for the National Security 
Agency. 

While I realize that this is a federal issue, I believe it 
is incumbant upon me to join with my many constituents who depend 
on Kimbrough for their medical needs to ask that you reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense concerning this 
matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Mary ove 

cc: Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
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June 7, 1995  

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

Dear Senator: 

On May 1st of this year the County Council of Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland passed Resolution Number 24-95  "urging the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the 
Kimbrough Army Community HospitalH. I am also writing to you in 
support of maintaining Kimbrough at it's current operating level. 

As you may be aware, Kimbrough serves not only the Fort 
Meade Garrison, but also a very large "military retirement 
community" of men and women who served our Country since World 
War I. In addition, this facility performs a critical function 
in providing emergency medical services for the National Security 
Agency. 

While I realize that this is a federal issue, I believe it 
is incumbant upon me to join with my many constituents who depend 
on Kimbrough for their medical needs to ask that you reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense concerning this 
matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

I 

cc: Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
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June 7, 1995 

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

Dear Senator: 

On May 1st of this year the County Council of Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland passed Resolution Number 24-95 "urging the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the 
Kimbrough Army Community Hospitalm. I am also writing to you in 
support of maintaining Kimbrough at it's current operating level. 

As you may be aware, Kimbrough serves not only the Fort 
Meade Garrison, but also a very large "military retirement 
community" of men and women who served our Country since World 
War I. In addition, this facility performs a critical function 
in providing emergency medical services for the National Security 
Agency. 

While I realize that this is a federal issue, I believe it 
is incumbant upon me to join with my many constituents who depend 
on Kimbrough for their medical needs to ask that you reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense concerning this 
matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Sjncerely, h 

Mary +sL Ann 

I 

cc: Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 

Delegate \3 
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T H E  D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE A N D  REALlGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 16, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Mary Ann Love 
Maryland House of Delegates 
2 1 5 Lowe House Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 2 140 1 - 1 99 1 

Dear Delegate Love: 

Thank you for your recent letter in support of the Kimbrough Army Community Hospital, 
Ft. Meade, Maryland. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Kimbrough Army Community Hospital. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional infonnation to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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June 12, 1995 

hlr.  Edward A.  Brown,  I11 
Arrny Team Leader 
T h e  Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Cornlnission 
1700 North Moore  Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Re:  Correspondence No. 9505 16-6 

0 1 7  behelf ot'Larry F u l b ~ g t l t  and myself: I want to  thank you and David Lewis tor  taking the 
time to meet wit.11 us last 'fhtlrsdi~y (Jur~t: Yth) cvncerning L I I ~  recomlnerldation to 1,eiilign Kennrr  
Army C o l ~ m l l i ~ ~ t y  1lospit;ll (K.4CH) fo an outpnrient clinic 

After ou r  meeting we obtained a copy o f  Colonel Michael G. Jones' correspondence dated 
18 )\lay. 1995 (Correspondence N o  9505 16-8) wlhicll provided the U.S Xrnly's response to our  
concerns Based upon our  review o f  Colonel Jones' letter and comments made d i l r i t l~  our  June 
R i l l  rnecrlng, \ve would like to  provide addit~onal observat~ons dealing with the  three n:ajor 

z - -  - -  - - - -  - u n r c s o l ~ c d  tssucs - - - 

I .  Nonavailability Statelnenr Requirements 
2. Benchlllark Model Tesriny 
3 .  Post Realigl~men! Costs 

-- - - -- - - - - - - -- . - -  

I l ~ e  atlached inforlnalion subsi:t:ltiates our  p o s i l i ~ n  on all three I cferenced ~ ~ s u e s  Wc hope 
that yoilr oflice will l a k c  ~l l i s  infornistrvl~ Irrto consideration during your  upcorning dcliberatior~s 
w ~ t h  the Cornmissione~ s 

\i'e appreciate t h e  oppor .~unr~y to prese111 [lie enclosed inforriiation ant1 stand ready lo  assist 
iri n rlianllrr you deem appl-ol~riatt: 



hllr Edward A. Brown, 111 
June 12, 1995 
Page Two 

Thank you again for all of the counesies that  you and your fine staff have extended to u s  
over  the past nine months. 

Sincerely, 

I 

Dennis K.  Morris 
Executive Director 

Enclosure 

cc: Senator John  MI. Warner 
Congressman Nor-nlntl Sisisky 
Congressman Robert C. Scott 



Corn munity Response 
to 

Issues of 8 June 95 
BRAC Meeting 

Nonavailability Statements - The OClJAMPUS 1994 Handbook states. "If the 
military hospital near you can provide the inpatient or oufporiercl care you need, ask them 
for a nonavailabil~ty statemcnt". Also, the handbook states previously NAS's were needed 
only for nonernergency inpatient care by people who I~ve In catchlnent area. 'I-he 1994 
handbook also statcs: 

"Remember. . f ~ . v f  heculur u unlfor-med s e r v r ~ e  ho.vpr/ul grvL.., )$ozr u 
nona~~urkf~b~/r fy  s/ale1net21 doen n0f rlleatz f/?u/ ( ffAA,ff-'[/,5' crrn he/{? you 
pay / i ~  N I I  care f / ~ u /  you recerve from ~ t t 7 j 1  prov~der (.'lfAhiIi,S' c-oxv~ 
.c/7ur*r>s only fl7c krt?d~ ofcure ( I I I O I I ~ C ' C ~  by IIIC'  CHAAOIJS rrrlec: " 

Benchmark Model - There 1s no evldence or data source of the benchlnark model 
actually being tested In 25 MTF's as stated in the Anny's response of 18 May 1995 to the 
RRAC: Com~niss~on staf'f from COL Michael Jones 'The appl~cat~on of the model has 
been made against the hospitals slated for do~~nslzlng under the BRAC inltlative, and 
other MTF's had the model appljed subsequent to the BRAC decisro11 Agaln, there I S  no 
ev~dence that a hospital has undergone reorgan~zation or is currently operat~ng under  a 
certlfied/validated model based on tlme tested operairons A MTF IS  a ~nedrcat and/or 
dental treatment facrlity by defin~tion. Thc answer the Army gave wrts lhe dlircrcnce 
!=tween -- apples and oranges, when cgn~paring medical or dental clirlics to huspirak - 

Howmany hospttals other  than those k i n g  realigned have the model applred and how 
many including those des~gnated for realrgnrnent have truly undergone a val~dation, 
certification testing? 

- - -- -- -. -- -- -- - - - - -- 

Past Realignment Costs - The Army, In rts 18may 1995 response to the RRAC 
Conitnission staff-. did not cha1leng;e the irlcrcased outpatient costs as stated in the Kenner 
analysis. Without the NAS's being requircd for outpatierit care or procedures, by all 
analyses, costs will increase not decrease. An estimation of ir~creased costs can be 
computed. that clearly shows any prcdicted savings by thc Anny  o n  this realignment 
action will not be realized. 
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Nonavellability StaiemIentS 
If tho military hcqitaJ near you cznnot provide tho 

Ir!zatlent or o w d e n t  care you need, esk %em for a 
ncnavailsbiiii statement (OD Form 1251). 

A nonavall~bNltysIa;ement (NAS) is a cen:ficarion 
Iran] a military hwpital stating that it w n s t  p:ovide tha 
caE If yortdon't get e nonavalability statemml before you 
gat inpatient care (and cerf2h-1 Mnds of ourpatient C Z ~ !  
from a civilian hospital. CHAMFUS msy not shae  your 
CCdts. 

The NAS systcm is n m  automated. This me- that. 
im:eaa 01 a w r  copy of the NAS being sent in wfi  tfig 
CI-LAMPUS clerm, the uniformad m i c e  medical f a g i  
anters :he NASs~ lec l r on l ca l~  Into the OEERS c c m p m r  
filas. These elactrwrwrcaJly filed NASs are the only ones 
accfped for procsssing CHAMPUS ciaims. 

Aiso. :he a e  of nonavdlability Sa!ernem hS6 b a n  
expcnoed lo certain ovloarian: rnecfical poMures .  The 
procedures are: 

Cenain hernia rapairs 

Freest mass cr :Lmor removal 

* Nose rspa:r 1f t .1~ ip le s ty  and sept?p:ils:,-. 
clanging Me shane d lno nosej 

~7 Stra!Ssmus r~pa:r'(curgeq to !eng~ren or s M e n  
;r,usdeS ma: h 6 l ~  the eyes funmcn toge:her! 

Dilation and curettage (C h C -w13ar,mg of rhe 
cervical mal ard scraping o I thc utarine mvity 

* Of endoscopy (vW examrnalton 0t the ~marior 
of the gashoirrtesh'ral trac) 

Mynngo-y or l y n p m o m y  (incision of the 
rymparqc rnembywjn the ear to relieve pzoaure 
znd dran the mdde  ear. Includes placemem of 
lub6s in aar to aid drainage) 

* Ligation or rransectton of Ihe fai lo~i2n rcbes 
(=,- me failopian lubes b preverr, lanlizauor.) - ARhrosmpy /use 91 an instrumem :o vkualy 
examine the herior of a jcim) 

9- '&tapamsFopy (use of m i i G e n r  
-aparscope to e d n e  l ends  
reptududve organs rn the abdomen) 

Cystoscopy {use of an irrstmnent ID eram:ne the 
interior of the Eladder) 

NeuroplaStv (decompressd cr freeing of r.erv8S 
frcm scar 

Previa~sty. NPSs were ceded onkt for 
nonemergency inpaikrrt carct Cy w p i e  who iiie svnhin the 
ZIP Code sarvlce ar;a ot their PeaIbSI sarvice hospital. 
Check witilt!le Hedh  Benef2s Ajvisor at yokr na*j 
rnilRa hoc,pr'.al or <rnic for detailM informajon atolrl the 
noodxr NASs tor dltler inpatiex ar outpaaenr care. 

1 you live in Va Z1P C d e  tone wourd a military 
hospital, the onty times you don'l n M  a 
norravaibb\llty statement for Inpatkm cam are: 

3 When you have other m G H A M P U S  major 
medical carr I n s u r a ~ s  *at pays fist m fie bills lor 
C ~ P U S c c v e r e d  care. (C.hXk wi?h yaur H3A or 
claims processor cn ;his.) 

In a true medkal emergency. A m d ' W  9mBrg2nCy 
is 316 s~ddsn  2n3 unexp2cred cnsa! o! a r r . e S d  
andition. or the acute worsen:% of e chroni: 
cond'rtion. ;hat is threafer~ng to Irfe, limb o* s~ght. and 
wqim :eqmreS .mmediate metical 1:esnent cr 
wnic? ra;.~bes yertr.ent :3 relieve 611Kaclng frcm 
paintul s jrnp:s.-s. Maj:cal s rnergerk~s  inc1.d; 
hear, snacks. cardir~vascdar accidw.-s. gaswing. 
con~ulsions, iddney stones. an3 otnor an le  
coilaitrcnz ~ 5 s t  z-a da:srnrnd to be r;-.&lcal 
emergencies. D:egranc!-re~a:~d me5czi 
energencisc nus1 invoiva a sudden and ~ n e s o w . d  
maical  cz.v;icatcn tha 2us Ihe no;ae;. ;Jie b a y .  
or bCt9. 31 a<~k 

38 sue  to check wilt! ycur nearby milnary hoEpla; cr 
Cinic gverv +rmg ycu need inplienl care. Evan if mey 
CmIdn't ;rctw3e the a r e  you needed the fme p~ 
cnackad, !h3ic siafing levels or capabilities m'iy t .ne  
chang6d. anc t h e y  may now te able to rsa=e 'cr you. 

Remember: e -- - 

. . 

J J S ~  ==use a unformed $ e m  h o r p ~ d  g v e s  
you s no~vat lac~l i r /  s:afficenr we$ ,-a me& 
that CHANPUS a t 7  P l p  ytu ?a lor a'/ care tnaf J ,vcu rocerva l rorn any pmvider A d M P U S  c s r -  
shares onJv :tte irCj d cafe st l~~weo by :fie 
CI-IAMFLIS .vies A rJ GliA MPUS ,>d s pal !or 
care 0n3/ rrcm r& mnes o/ o r o w d e n  [HAMPCS 
r e a p r e 5  7 e s e  piixiilanTe7~7ea32b5 - 
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LEAD AGENT: Ihe  lead agent is a person designated to develop a tri-service, 
regional health plan for beneficiaries of the MHSS, including the development of 
a single, integrated health care network for the Health Service Region. Lead 
agents are responsible for maximizing the use of all direct care assets in the 
region, then supplementing that health care through competitive contracts 
developed in coordination with OASD(HA). 

JCAHO ACCREDITATION STATUS: Medical centers and hospitals that have 
heen accredited by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare 
Organizations (JCAHO) within the past 3 years. 

MEDICAL CENTER: A large hospital, which has been so designated, 
appropriately staffed, and equipped, that provides a broad range of health care 
services and serves as a referral center with specialized and consultative 
support for medical facilities within the geographic area of responsibility. 
Conducts, as a minimum, two graduate medical education programs. The 
definition includes those CONUS medical centers defined in OASD(Health 
Affairs) Health Services Operations (HS0)-Defense Medical Facilities Office 
(DMFO) Memorandum, 1 April 1992, Department of Defense Training Facilities 
(approved by OASD(Health Affairs) Health Services Operations (HSO), 3 April 
1 992). 

MEDICAL EXPENSE AND PERFORMANCE REPORTING SYSTEM (MEPRS) 
FOR FfXED MIUTARY MEDICAL AN? DENTAL TREATMENT FACILITIES: 
A uniform reporting methodology designed to provide consistent principles, 
standards, policies, definitions, and requirements for accounting and reporting of 
expense, manpower, and performance data by Do0 MTFs. Within these specific 
objectives, the Medical Expense and Performance Reporting System (MEPRS) 
also provides, in detail, uniform performance indicators, common expense 
classification by work centers. uniform reporting of personnel utilization data by 
work centers, and a cost assignment methodology. For specific details, see 
Medical fi~6nsKSbd-Performance Reporting System for fixed Military Medical 
and Dental Treatment Facilities, DO0 601 0.1 3-M,  January 1991. 

MILITARY TREATMENT FACILITY (MTF): A facility established far the 
\ 

purpose _ - of furnishing medical - -- and/or denta(cale tod ig ihk  indbrduals, - 

MHSS: Military Health Service System. 

NUMBER OF ACUTE CARE HOSPITALS: The number of non-Do0 hospitals in 
a catchment area is based on 1992 Donnelly Marketing Information Sewices 


