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June 14, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As members of Pennsylvania's congressional delegation, we 
are very concerned about the future of Pennsylvania's remaining 
military bases. As you are aware, the Department of Defense has 
recommended that additional Pennsylvania bases be closed or 
massively realigned. We ask that before you approve this year's 
recommendations that you consider the benefits of locating 
military bases in Pennsylvania and that you are mindful of the 
disproportionate burden that Pennsylvania has carried in the 
process. 

Pennsylvania's military installations contribute 
significantly to the defense of our nation. Our strategic 
location, superior transportation network and world-class work 
force make our Commonwealth uniquely qualified to host military 
bases. Moreover, Pennsylvania's history of support of national 
defense is unparalleled anywhere in the nation. 

Despite these advantages, Pennsylvania is no stranger to the 
BRAC process. Our Commonwealth has been stung many times by the 
process, and contributed more that its fair share in the name of 
downsizing and reducing spending. 

We have enclosed a graph that specifically shows the burden 
that Pennsylvania has borne in the base closure process. As you 
can see Pennsylvania will be second to only California in terms 
of net jobs lost from the BRAC process if this year's 
recommendations are approved. Even more disturbing is the column 
in which losses are viewed in proportion to total defense jobs in 
each state that shows that Pennsylvania will suffer a greater 
proportionate hit than California. 

Pennsylvania supports the BRAC Commission and your 
critically important role. However, as one state with relatively 
few defense personnel, we have paid more than our fair share. As 
you make your decisions, we ask that you remember the significant 
advantages that Pennsylvania bases offer as well as the 
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tremendous burden that we have borne in the process. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 
f i  

Hobert Walker 

/k2l~+- Paul Kanjorski 

, 
hick Santorum 

~flliam Goodling V 

7- HA 
Tim Holden 
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U. S. Department of Justice 

Drug Enforcement Administration 
75 Spring Street SW 
Suite 740 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

June 6, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am deeply concerned regarding the attention that the Naval Air 
Station (NAS) Atlanta has received by the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. I hope that the committee fully 
appreciates the significance and importance of NAS Atlanta. NAS 
Atlanta is a vital link in our government's drug interdiction 
effort. NAS Atlanta's support of the drug interdiction reaches 
across the entire southeast United States. 

NAS Atlanta's strategic location allows for the most rapid response 
to both east and gulf coast drug importation hot spots. NAS 
Atlanta's mission capability is already substantial. The arrival 
of the E-2 surveillance aircraft can do nothing but enhance NAS 
Atlanta's drug interdiction and support mission. We at DEA have 
relied heavily on NAS Atlanta in the past, and we are planning an 
expanded role for the base in the future. 

As our nation's efforts against the scourge of the mighty drug 
cartels increase, we at DEA seek support in our mission from the 
military. NAS Atlanta is vital to our success in our constant 
effort to provide a drug free America. 

Your support in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

Raymo . McKinnon 
Agent in Charge 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 16,1995 

Mr. Raymond J. McKinnon 
Special Agent in Charge 
Drug Enforcement Agency 
75 Spring Street, SW 
Suite 740 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 03 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Special Agent McKinnon: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the importance of Naval Air Station Atlanta 
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 of the nation's military idrastmcture. 

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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SHERWOOD BOEHLERT 
2 3 ~  DISTRICT, NEW YORK 

COMMITTEES: 

SCIENCE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON BASIC RESEARCH 

TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

2246 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 205153223 

(202) 2253665 
Fax: (202) 225-1891 

E-Mail: BOEHLERT@HR.HOUSE.GOV 

CENTRAL OFFICE: 

CHAIRMAN. SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
ALEXANDER PlRNlE FEDERAL BUILDING 

EsouRcEs AND EN"lrnNMENT &ingress$ i f  toe Qhtteb State$ lo BROAD STREET 

SUBCOMMllTEE ON RAILROADS UTICA, NY 13501 

B o u e e  o f  3Lleprteentatibee Fax: (315) (315) 793-8146 798-4099 
U.S. DELEGATION. NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY 
CHAIRMAN. NORTHEAST AGRICULTURE CAUCUS 
CHAIRMAN. MINOR LEAGUE BASEBALL CAUCUS Wasibington, B6 20525-3223 TOLL FREE: 1-800-2352525 

June 15, 1995 

Mr. James Owsley 
Cross Service Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure And 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Owsley: 

I am enclosing an analysis of the final Air Force's COBRA estimates 
for the recommended relocation of Rome Lab for your review. This 
comprehensive analysis by my community reviews and refutes each element 
of the Air Force's COBRA. Please take particular note of our discussions 
regarding the incorrect discount rate and the faulty RPMA figures used by 
the Air Force. 

I'm also enclosing the May 5, 1995 letter sent to Chairman Dixoi. by 
five former United States Air Force Chief Scientists. It cleary 
articulates the military value of Rome Laboratory and strongly opposes 
its relocation. 

I appreciate your hard work and efforts to evaluate the Department 
of Defense's recommendations. Please don't hesitate to contact me or 
Eric Webster of my staff at (202) 225-3665 if you need further 
information. 

This is not an easy time for anyone, and your thorough, professional 
examination has been greatly appreciated. 1'11 bet you cannot wait until 
next week is over. 

With warmest regards, 

~oehlert 
Member SherwO% Congress 

SB : ew 
enclosure 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



May 5, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The undersigned are former United States Air Force Chief Scientists. In our prior capacities 
as the Air Force's senior scientific representatives, we have had the opportunity to work with 
and appreciate the military value of Rome Laboratory to the Air Force, the Department of 
Defense, and the country. Therefore, we are driven to write you this letter, expressing our 
grave concerns regarding the Department of Defense recommendation to relocate most of 
Rome Laboratory to Hanscom Air Force Base and Fort Monmouth. 

We understand that the Department of Defense must operate in an environment of shrinking 
resources, and is under considerable pressure to downsize. Notwithstanding those pressures, 
this proposed action is a judgment call with which we disagree. Our reasons for 
disagreement are set foah below. 

1. Rome Laboratow is a Uniaue and Imlaceable Resource: Movement Will Severely 
Damage That Resource 

Rome Laboratory is an important Command, Control, Communications, Computers, and 
Intelligence (C4I) resource. The proposed movement will severely damage that resource. 
The Lab undertakes some unique and outstanding activities that ought to be preserved. For 
example, the Intelligence directorate, in addition to conducting research, develops devices 
and systems that are critical to the Air Force. The Photonics laboratory conducts "leading 
edge" research with a fme collection of personnel ranging from experienced scientists, to 
recent recipients of doctoral degrees, to doctoral candidates. The latter are students at 
Cornell University and Syracuse University. 

The greatest strength of a laboratory is its people. Any move of Rome Laboratory will cause 
senior people -- who provide the Laboratory its leadership -- to take retirement. Some key 
junior people, like those at the Photonics laboratory, are likely to opt to stay at their 
respective universities to pursue their doctorates. 



2. The Move Will Damage the Laboratom's Central Mission 

The core mission of Rome Laboratory is the advancement of the research and development 
of C4I. The very existence of the term "C4I" implies the integrated nature of this field of 
inquiry. Yet the Department of Defense recommendation proposes the breakup s f  Rome 
Laboratory's C41 team. For instance, k e  recommendation contemplates such dislocations as 
the move of the Space Communications unit to Hanscom, while the rest of the 
Communications department is to go to Fort Monmouth. Modem military communications 
networks depend on the ability of ground, radio, and space communications systems to "tallc 
to each other." Ensuring that that happens depends on the ability of scientists working in 
these related fields to exchange information regularly, share laboratory space, and exchange 
personnel. This will be prevented if the proposed move occurs. 

The implications for the Air Force are profound: no other function ranks as highly as C41 in 
the eyes of senior military and civilian leaders, as evidenced by the repeated statements to 
that effect made by the Commanders in Chief of the unified commands, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary and Undersecretary of Defense, and the Director of 
Defense Research and Engineering, as well as in resolutions made by both houses of 
Congress. Indeed, the Department of Defense's recommendation to break up the Laboratory 
acknowledges the importance of the Laboratory's mission: the recommendation was not 
made for the purpose of reducing excess capacity, otherwise the Department would not have 
suggested moving the capability. 

3. Damage Done Will Take Years to Rebuild 

The Department of Defense has suggested that any difficulties encountered will be justified 
by a reduction in administrative costs and by the benefit of new synergies that will develop 
among the services and with the universities surrounding the Hanscom and Fort Monmouth 
sites. We believe this is an inadequate justification for these reasons: 

There is little logic to breaking up an organization that works very well to see if it 
will work better in a different configuration. In our experience, the break up and 
movement of technical organizations is rarely successful and often leads to the loss of 
capability. 

a Scientific synergies - whether between services or between the academic and 
industrial laboratories -- take years to develop, because they are highly dependent on 
personal relationships and the growth of a sense of professional respect among 
researchers. Thus, even if research collaborations are possible in the new locations, 
they will take years to develop. 

a We are told that the costs and savings attributabie to this proposed action have been 
incorrectly calculated. In our experience, out year cost savings estimated for such 
moves are rarely achieved. 



Evidence of the truth of the above statements includes the Navy's declining to 
participate in the proposed action, and both the Army and Navy declining to 
participate in other pre-recommendation proposed relocations of C41 capability. 

Finally, movement of the Laboratory will have a devastating impact on the Rome 
community. 

Our recommendation is to keep Rome Laboratory in Rome, New York. Rather than 
undertake the proposed action, we suggest that the nation would be better served if the 
Commission were to challenge the New York State Technology Enterprise Corporation and 
the Rome community to find a method whereby existing administrative costs could be 
reduced to a level where the Department of Defense would not feel compelled to recommend 
this drastic action, and the Laboratory could h t i o n  efficiently, supplying the Air Force 
with useful advanced technology systems. 

Sincerely , - 
Dr. George R. Abrahamson Dr. Joseph V. Charyk 

Dr. F. Robert Naka Dr. H. Guyford Stever 

Dr. Michael I. Yarymovych 



Discussion of Community Changes to COBRA 

Return on Investment - Rome Laboratory 

OVERVIEW 

Analysis of the .Air Force (XF) COBRA run of 23 May 95 revealed significant errors. These 
errors varied from erroneous assumptions, incorrect data, unjustified manpower savings, undocumented 
reductions in one-time expenses, and omissions of significant cost data. The purpose of this paper is to 
identify the errors, explain the reasons why the AF calculation or data is in error, and present the correction 
that was used in the COBRA run which the Rome community believes accurately portrays the real costs 
and savings. The following discussion also takes a conservative position and portrays reasonable, 
supportable positions. 

Community position: Return on Investment: 100+ Years 
One-Time Cost: $103.447 M 
Recurring Annual Savings: $12 M 

AF position: Return on Investment: 6 Years 
One-Time Cost: $79244 M 
Recurring Annual Savings: $12.979 M 

DISCUSSION: 

1. Discount Rate. In his testimony before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission on 
March 1, 1995 (Atch l), Secretary of Defense Perry indicated that the DoD had used a 4.2% discount rate 
in its calculation of the savings and return on investment. In its COBRA runs, the AF used 2.75% in its 
calculations based on the previous year's guidance. Both the 4.2% discount rate and the AF 2.75% rate, 
however, are lower than the rate which should have been applied. 

Community position: 4.85% 

AF position: 2.75% 

Discussion: DoD guidance in Policy Memorandum One, May 3 1, 1994 (Atch 2) states, "OMB 
Circular A-94 specifies the discount and inflation rates to be used in ROI calculations Mr Robert 
Anderson, OMB Office of Economic Policy, and the OMB Circular Point of Contact (FOC) who 
confirmed the DoD use of actual Treasury Bill discount rates in COBRA (Atch 3), confirmed on June 7, 
1995, that the Circular discount rates are always updated in January or February of each year. Appendix C 
of this Circular states, "This appendix is updated annually around the time of the President's budget 
submission to Congress (Atch 4)." 

When asked the source of the 4.2% rate, the OSD Base Closure and Utilization Division, that 
applied the discount rate to the service calculations, the answer given was that it was obtained by "word of- 
mouth" in anticipation of the annual circular change since they knew it was going to change and the 
"calculations would have to be redone anyway." 

Although the AF use of a 2.75% discount rate prior to February 1995 was consistent with the 1994 
guidance (Atch 4). it was not the correct rate to use after the new guidance was issued on February 7, 1995 



(Atch 5). According to the updated guidance, the correct discount rate should have been 4.85%, obtained 
from linear interpolation to a 20 year rate between the 10 and 30 year rates, as stipulated in the Circular. 
The correct discount rate for any COBRA after February 7th, 1995 should have been 4.85%. 

The AF has continued to use the 2.75% discount rate in its COBRA runs, while the Army has used 
the 4.2% rate in adjusted runs requested by the Commission. 

The use of the correct discount rate is essential to obtain a valid result of cost effectiveness in b s  
case. Use of a lower discount rate is inconsistent with the actual cost of money to the Federal government 
and therefore reduces the "apparent" cost of the action. Use of the lower rate after the 1995 guidance was 
issued is clearly inconsistent with the published DoD and OMB guidance. The change in the discount rate. 
even from 2.75% to 4.2%, is an increase of 52.7% in the cost of money and substantially affects the 
perceived cost effectiveness of the action. 

The community elected to use the correct discount rate of 4.85% to be consistent with the 
guidance in DoD Policy Memorandum One and the OMB guidance of February 7, 1995. 

2. ~ e i  Property Maintenance Activity (RPMA) and Base Operating Support (BOS). AF RPMA 
numbers reallocated to the correct categories and utilities expenses reduced to eliminate double counted 
amounts. 

Community position: RPMA = $1.0 M COMM = $0.12 M BOS = $8.699 

AF position: RPMA = $8.136 M COMM = $0.12 M BOS = $3.714 M 

Discussion: RPMA non-payroll costs are the expenses associated solely with maintenance and upkeep 
of the real property--buildings and pavements, etc. These costs are items such as structural repairs, 
painting, plumbing and electrical maintenance. BOS costs are all the other items, both payroll and non- 
payroll associated with maintaining and supporting the installation. These include utilities (electricity, heat, 
water, sewage, etc), logistics support, personnel, general support contracting, comptroller (finance), safety 
and other support activities needed to operate the base. 

The model calculates savings in these categories differently. RPMA is added at receiving locations 
only if there is new construction. BOS, however, is determined proportionately with the number of people 
moved. Consequently, if there is no new construction at the receiving site, and the model is told that no 
facilities remain at the closing/realigning installation, the model takes all of the RPMA as savings. If the 
costs are properly allocated to both RPMA and BOS, the model takes a much smaller amount of savings to 
account for the need to provide adequate support in the new location. 

The AF included substantial amounts of BOS expense in the RPMA category. This error resulted 
in significant and inappropriate savings calculations in the COBRA model. The original data used by the 
Air Force was based on a May 94 Rome Lab estimate of the stand alone RPMA and BOS costs (Atch 6). 
The estimate included the costs for both the Rome facilities and the remote sites. These costs were not 
separated into RPMA and BOS categories and showed utilities expenses separately from and in addition to 
the Civil Engineering expenses. However. additionai inquiries of the lab disclosed that the utilities costs 
were embedded within the civil engineering costs and should not have been added to attain the total. A 
comparison of the AF RPMA expense of $8.136 million for the 1.3 million square feet of Rome Lab space 
was also substantially larger than and inconsistent with other WMA expenses at other installations 
(Atch 7). 



Using a conservative estimate of $1.0 million for RPMA at Rome Lab and reallocating the other 
support costs to BOS (Atch 8) allows the model to properly calculate the amount of RPMA and BOS to be 
saved as well as the amount needed at the gaining locations to support the realigning activities. 

The correction of the RPMA and BOS allocation, combined with the correction of facilities space 
remaining after closure eliminates more than half the annual recurring savings claimed in the Air Force 
calculation. 

3. Existing Facilities and Facilities Shutdown: The AF calculation uses a significantly understated 
amount of existing facilities at Rome Lab, retains no facilities space for the remaining functions at the test 
sites, and assumes no new construction at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth. Correcting these errors 
reduces annual savings even further. 

Community position: Existing Facilities: 1,341,000 SF Facilities Shutdown: 1.068.000 SF 

AF position: Existing Facilities: 177,000SF FacilitiesShutdown: 177.000SF 

Discussion: The model determines the amount of RPMA to be saved as well the cost of mothballing 
facilities based on the difference between existing facilities space and the amount of space to be closed or 
shut down. If the total square footage is eliminated, the model will take all of the RPMA as savings. 
leaving no dollars to support any remaining functions. If the square footage closed is understated, the one- 
time closing costs will be understated as well. 

The AF understated the total square footage at Rome. The AF COBRAs used 177,000 square feet 
as the existing amount of facilities at Rome Lab. The actual existing square footage is 1,341,000. The AF 
figure is inconsistent with the data supplied in the certified questionnaire (Atch 9). When questioned about 
this discrepancy, AF BRAC officials stated that this was a "typo" but made no effort to correct it. 

The AF COBRAs leave no facilities for either the test sites or the modelinglfabrication shop, 
although both are supposed to remain in existing facilities. Because the AF included the funds for the test 
sites and modeling/fab shop in its RPMA and BOS expenses, this error causes the COBRA to "take" those 
expenses as savings and erroneously leaves the test sites with no support dollars. 

Using the incorrect figure of 177,000 square feet also understates the one-time cost of mothballing 
the facilities by approximately one million dollars. 

The community used the existing total facilities of 1,341,000 square feet and the actual space to be 
shutdown of 1,068,000 square feet. This information was obtained from Rome Laboratory civil 
engineering facilities records. As with the other data, this information also provides a more accurate 
representation of the real cost of this action. This correction allows the COBRA to calculate RPMA and 
BOS savings based on accurate data 

4. Facilities Construction and Renovation: The Air Force has substantially understated the facilities 
requirements at both Hanscom M E %  and Ft ;\Ionmouth. The 'IK Force plan depends, in some cases, on 
using existing facilities that are either unavailable or unusable for the intended purpose to avoid new 
construction. In addition, some facilities requirements identified during site surveys were inexplicably 
deleted from the final COBRA. Correcting the facilities omissions and errors is essential to represent 
accurate cost data and to ensure the laboratory has adequate facilities for the functions. 



Community position: Add new construction: Hanscom: 69,878 SF - $15.076 M (Adds $8.239 M) 
Ft Monrnouth: 15,000 SF - $2.39 M 
Plus SIO, Contingency. Planning and Design 

AF position: No new construction. Renovation of existing facilities only. 

Discussion: 

Hanscom AFB. The Air Force includes use of Building 1614. which currently houses the base 
commissary. The use of this building assumes construction of a new commissary. However, investigation 
with Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) officials disclosed that there are no fm plans for a new 
commissary. Funds have not been budgeted for a new facility and there is currently no documented 
justification to build a new facility. Therefore, the commissary is not available, and no other space was 
identified for the lab's use. 

Therefore, at Hanscom AFB, the community believes that the 69,878 square feet shown for 
building 1614 at a renovation cost of 56,837,000 ($97.84/square foot). must be replaced with new 
construction at a cost of $2 15.75 per square foot, which is derived from the Au Force's estimate of new 
construction cost ($36.0 million 1 166,859 SF) for laboratory engineering support facilities in its level play 
COBRA run (Atch 10). This facility should then cost $15,076,178. The Supervision, Inspection and 
Overhead (SIO), Contingency, and Planning and Design amounts should also be increased by the 
appropriate percentages (10,6, and 8.5 5% respectively). 

Ft Monmouth: The Air Force deleted a project for modelingifabrication facilities required to 
support the Reliability and Electromagnetics functions. This deletion was predicated on the existence of a 
fabrication shop at Ft Monmouth. While a current facility exists, it is approximately 40 miles off station 
and is sized to meet current requirements. The original construction estimate stated, "Sufficient fabrication 
shop space does not exist at Fort Monmouth to satisfy [sic] Rome Laboratory mission requirements." 
(Atch 11) A facility project to provide a fabrication facility on Ft Monmouth is apparently in planning, but 
it neither exists nor was it sized to include any requirements for the functions moving from Rome Lab. 
Therefore, funds for a facility for Rome Lab should be included, either as an addition to the Army project 
or in lieu of i t  The original site survey estimate (Atch 11)  of $2.39 million for 15.000 square feet should 
be added to the Ft Monmouth MILCON estimate along with funds for SIO, Contingency and Planning and 
Design. 

5. Equipment: The AF reduced the Rome Lab estimate of $10.186 million to $7.429 million. The AF 
asserted equipment already exists at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth (Atch 12). This assertion is 
invalid and the amount estimated by the lab, based on site survey visits, should be included. 

Community position: $10.186 M 

AF position: $7.429 M 

Discussion: According to Rome Lab supporting documents, the equipment purchases included only 
those items not already in place at the gaining sites and required to support the relocating activities. Since 
the modeling/fabrication facility must remain at Rome to support the test sites, none of its equipment can 



be moved to either of the gaining sites. Moreover, at Hanscom A m ,  the fabrication shop is a contractor 
owned and operated facility so use of equipment that is available must be reimbursed at the contract price. 

The AF assertion that full sets of supporting equipment will not be needed is also incorrect The 
Rome Lab equipment is currently dedicated solely to the support of Rome Lab activities. Whlle some 
equipment may already be available in equipment pools at the gaining sites, the additional equipment is still 
needed to avoid work delays or stoppages due to conflicts with other users on the base. This is especially 
true since the needs of acquisition actions to meet near term commitments will always take priority over lab 
research requirements that generally will appear to be less impacted by delays or scheduling conflicts. 

The AF provided no documents to verify the existence or availability of the equipment at the 
gaining sites. The Rome Lab requirement was based on site survey to the gaining location visits by 
knowledgeable functional experts. The full cost of the equipment should be included. 

6. Communications: The Air Force reduced the Rome Lab estimate for communications from $10.135 
million to $4.939 million with the rationale that the Rome Lab data included items planned for the future 
and duplicated capabilities already existing at the gaining sites (Xtch 13). The assertion is incorrect. and 
the funds must be included to provide the proper communications capability for the Lab. 

Community position: $10.135 M 

AF position: $4.939 M 

Discussion: Rome Lab is currently contigured in contiguous facilities, interconnected by highly 
sophisticated telecommunications capabilities. While some of this capability exists at the gaining locations, 
site visits by Rome Lab communications specialists identified shortfalls in both capacity and compatibility. 
Contrary to the AF assertion, the costs projected by Rome Lab did not include equipmentlcapability 
upgrades. Moreover, the general administrative systems existing at both Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth 
do not possess the cabling, network and communications compatibility or capacities required to provide 
comparable capability to that in existence at Rome. In addition, the connectivity costs estimated by the Lab 
to link the three widely geographically separated sites are realistic. 

These costs must be included for the Air Force to replace existing capability. If the capability is 
not replaced, the lab will not be able to perform its functions to current standards. 

7. Manpower: The manpower data used by the AF is unsubstantiated and inconsistent with actual data 
The 93 positions cited as elimination savings are not justiF~ed by any AF documentation and must be 
retained, except for 22 positions. 

Community position: Positions Eliminated (Savings) 22 

AF position: Positions Eliminated (Savings) 93 



Discussion : 

BOS: 

The AF manpower savings included eliminating 44 BOS positions from a starting baseline of 107 
(Atch 14). However, the baseline includes 21 security and 5 BOS positions. The security positions are not 
BOS and are required only to protect the test sites: their elimination would leave those sites without 
security (Atch 15). In addition, these positions were, in effect double counted because they were eliminated 
in one place, but 17 of these positions were also included in the 65 positions remaining behind for the test 
sites. The disappearance of the other 4 security positions is unexplained. The 5 BOS positions eliminated 
were also double counted because they are included in the 65 missionfmission support personnel remaining 
at the test sites. 

No valid justification is offered by the AF for eliminating the other 23 BOS positions. It appears 
that these positions consist of 18 modeling/fabrication positions plus 5 BOS tail positions associated with 
49 mission support positions that are arbitrarily eliminated. The 18 modeling/fabrication positions are not 

. BOS and cannot be eliminated. The modeling/fabrication work is not being eliminated and requires all of 
these positions to provide the requisite variation in skills. The other 5 BOS positions should not be taken 
because there is no justification for the mission support eliminations which will be disused later. 

If excess BOS capacity exists at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth due to force structure 
changes. then the excess, associated BOS tail should be eliminated as a non-BRAC savings, in accordance 
with DoD guidance stated in Policy Memorandum One, "Force Structure Savinys The savings associated 
with force structure drawdowns shall not be included in the return on investment calculation." (DoD Base 
Closure and Realignment Report March 1995, page C-22) [Atch 161. 

Mission Support: 

The remaining 49 positions were taken by the AF from support staff. The AF justification for this 
reduction is not credible. These positions provide specific support to the laboratory and are integral and 
uniquely authorized to each laboratory for its particular need. Positions to perform these functions do not 
exist at either Hanscom AFB or Ft Monmouth. If excess capacity exists at either location due to, non- 
BRAC cuts, such as a reduction in the Geophysics Directorate at Hanscom AFB, the reduction should be 
taken at Hanscom or Ft Monmouth. Using a non-BRAC action to generate excess capacity that would 
allow a BRAC reduction would appear to contravene DoD policy ,ouidance. 

The AF alleges that "Considering the availability of laboratory support staff at Hanscom AFB and 
Ft Monmouth, a savings of this [25%] magnitude is attainable" (Atch 17). However, at Ft Monmouth, no 
Air Force laboratory or positions currently exist and the Army research functions are programmed by an 
earlier BRAC round to be moved or eliminated. These positions are not available at Ft Monmouth 

The assumption of consolidation savings, on which the A .  bases the elimination of 49 mission 
support positions, is not realistic. The AF asserts that "The manpower savings occur because of 
consolidation of stand alone operations onto bases that have "normal" and laboratory specific support 
hc t ions  in place. As a result some previously required staff operations can be merged into the existing 
functions at the gaining bases. (Atch 17)" While some laboratory functions exist at Hanscom AFB, the 
mission support staffs for those functions are sized to the specific need of the function. In the case of 
functions at Hanscom that belong to Rome Lab, the associated mission manpower is already embedded 



within the Rome Lab command and support authorizations, so additional savings from the move is not 
justified. 

The Geophysics Directorate of Phillips Laboratory at Hanscom is. according to the AF (Atch IS), 
being reduced in size by 164 positions, leaving only 200 positions. Since this activity is also currently 
only a directorate, it would not have the structure or positions available to assume or consolidate the 
responsibilities of the Rome Lab mission support structure. If any excess capacity exists as a result of the 
non-BRAC action. this excess should be eliminated as a non-BRXC savings. 

The other "normal" functions at Hanscom AFB. which is largely a product center, are authorized 
for and support existing functions and authorization levels and are designed to support acquisition and 
delivery of products that exist. Rome Lab's structure is designed to support research endeavors aimed at 
products not yet defined or still in concept. These two very different focuses do not lend themselves to a 
simple merger of workload. Ft Monmouth is also a product center. The Army is moving its laboratory 
research functions to Maryland. and there is no AF normal or laboratory support structure in place. For all 
these reasons, the AF assumed manpower savings are unjustified. 

In addition. this realignment will separate a single, tightly configured function into what will be 
three sites that are widely geographically dispersed and to locations where no command or mission support 
positions currently exist. Programmatically, geographic separation tends to add, not reduce manpower 
requirements. And, not only will the functions be dispersed to three sites but, at each location the functions 
will be far more physically dispersed throughout the base than at the Rome site. In reality, th~s action will 
produce the exact opposite manpower effects than those expected in a consolidation. 

General: 

It is of interest to note that the AF FY 96 manpower baseline, 916 authorizations, in its 
recommendation and its revised (May 23) COBRAS for Rome Lab did not change. It is equally interesting 
to note that the explanation for the manpower reduction in the recommendation COBRA was quite 
different, although equally unjustified, from the explanation of the May 23 version. The explanation for the 
recommendation COBRA stated a BOS savings of 28 and a "consolidation savings" of 22 positions (Atch 
19). The AF justification for the May 23rd COBRA offers a totally different explanation. While the 
baseline remained the same, somehow the BOS savings grew 157% and the mission support (consolidation) 
savings grew 223%. At the same time, force structure before the BRAC action decreased and the number 
of positions moved also decreased. Consistent logic would dictate that the savings for both categories 
should have gone down, not up. 

The AF also refers to a baseline of 955 positions as the starting point for the May 23 COBRA 
(Atch 16 ), yet this number appears nowhere in any AF COBRA. It is unclear how the AF used this as the 
baseline to derive the elimination of 93 positions. 

The AF justification for the manpower eliminations is neither supported by the actual manpower 
numbers, or by the circumstances at the gaining locations. The 44 BOS positions and the 49 mission 
support positions should be retained and perhaps split in some proportion between Hanscom AFB and Ft 
Monmouth to ensure adequate support &r the move. However, given that a large portion of the current 
Rome Lab would move to Hanscom AFB where there is an existing AF structure, some small mission 
support manpower savings may be attainable. To acknowledge that possibility, albeit remote, the 
community includes a savings of 10% of the mission support personnel plus the 9% BOS tail, or a total of 
22 positions to eliminate. 



It appears that the manpower savings projected by the AF were created to generate the cost savings 
needed to support the action rather than as a savings resulting from the action. 

8. Locality Pay. The Air Force did not include any amounts for recurring annual locality pay. These 
costs should have been included. 

Community position: Add locality pay -- Annual recurring cost $1.23 M 

AF position: No locality pay 

Discussion: Locality pay is a civilian pay differential that is paid under statutory requirement since 1994 
at specified, high cost locations around the country to partially compensate federal civilian workers for the 
higher cost of living in these areas. Beginning in 1995, it is applied throughout the contiguous states. It 
provides a locality adjustment similar to the Variable Housing Allowance (VHA) paid to military 
personnel. 

Both the Hanscom AFB and Ft Monmouth locales have a locality pay differential substantially 
higher than the one at Rome. The differential at Hanscom is 6.97% and at Ft Monmouth is 7.3% , while 
at Rome it s 3.74% (Atch 20). The differential is applied to the average, annual, federal civilian salary 
which in the COBRA standard factors tables is $46,642. Using the difference between the differential at 
Rome and each of the two receiving locations yields an approximation of the added annual recurring cost . 

At Hanscom the average added salary cost per person would be $1493.55 and at Ft Monmouth the 
average would be $1646.14 (Atch 2 1). Using the revised manpower data adds $1.3 million in annual costs 
to the Rome move and, in any scenario, with or without manpower adjustments. either erodes savings 
sufficiently that proposed relocations are NOT cost effective. 

When queried as to whether or not locality pay was included, the AF answer was evasive at best, 
but clearly indicated that the use of area cost factor was intended to provide some discrimination between 
high and low cost areas (Atch 22). However, the area cost factor only applies to limited calculations in the 
COBRA and does not accommodate salary adjustments. 

The VHA is specifically entered in COBRA for each base to reflect any changes in cost, either up 
or down, that would result from a BRAC action and provides an adjustment to military personnel for living 
in high cost areas and is comparable in principle to locality pay. Although there is no pre-set location to 
enter locality pay in the COBRA, it can and should be entered, using a manual calculation and entry 
procedure, in a Miscellaneous Recurring Costs cell in the model. This cell was specifically added to the 
model to accommodate costs that apply only to a given installation, or in such variance among installations 
that attempting to define a standard factor would not be practical. 

When asked why locality pay was not considered, a variety of responses were obtained. One 
response was that DaD, by policy, did not include locality pay in the model. When the OSD Base Closure 
Utilization Division which oversees the entire BRAC process was asked if such a policy existed, either in 
writing or verbally, the response was emphatically negative. None of the OSD policy memoranda include a 
policy prohibiting or denying the use of locality pay. The Defense Base Closure Law requires that the 
evaluation of bases be conducted using approved criteria which include cost and savings. Locality pay is a 
statutory obligation and is, therefore, a legitimate and essential cost to consider. Any policy by DoD or a 
Service that directs exclusion of this cost would seem to contravene statutory requirements. 



Locality pay must be included in any COBRA calculations for the Rome move. 

The AF COBRA calculations are based on erroneous data. understate costs and overstate savings 
by arbitrarily zliminating a variety of costs. including manpower. construction, equipment. communications 
and salary differentials. While it is true that COBRA is not intended to be a budgetary tool, it can be and is 
being used in the case of Rome Lab to measure the absolute cost effectiveness of moving the functions to 
another location. The model is not being used to evaluate differences between two alternate receiving 
locations. It is being used to determine the costs and savings of moving Rome Lab from where it currently 
exists. 

However, to use the model in this manner requires that the input data be as accurate as possible 
and that it reflect. to the maximum extent possible. all relevant cost data. To produce a valid return on 
investment evaluation of the Rome Lab move, the discount rate has to be adjusted upward, BOS and 
mission support manpower positions must be reinstated to appropriate levels, and costs for construction, 
equipment, communications, and locality pay must be adjusted to reflect accurate information. With these 
corrections made, the COBRA model calculations show that the move of Rome Lab is NOT a cost effective 
action. 

22 Attachments 
1. Extract. Testimony, SECDEF to DBCRC, 1 Mar 95 

w/BRAC Cost and Savings slide 
2. Extract. DoD BRAC Policy Memorandum One, May 3 1, 1994 
3. DoD Paper, Discount Rate for BRAC 95 Return on Investment Analyses 
4. OMB Memorandum, M-94- 14, February 10, 1994 
5. OMB Memorandum, M-95- 13. February 7, 1995 
6. Extract, SAFiLLP Letter, April 28, 1995 
7. Comparison Chart, COBRA RPMA figures 
8. RPMA BOS Summary - Rome Lab 
9. Extract, AF BRAC 95 Base Questionnaire, Rome Lab 

Facilities Square Footage by Category 
10. Extract, MILCON Assets, AF Level Play COBRA, 1011 1/94 
1 1. DD Form 139 1, Modehg/Fabrication Facility, Ft Monmouth 
12. Extract, AFIRT Letter, 6 Jun 1995 (pg 2) 
13. Extract, AF/RT Letter, 6 Jun 1995 (pg 3) 
14. Extract AFIRT Letter, 6 Jun 1995 (pg 2) 
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20. Presidential Memorandum. Locality-Based Comparability Payments 
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2 1. Locality Pay Calculations - Differences at Hanscom and Ft Monmouth 
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22. Extract, SAFILLP Letter, March 24, 1995 
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TROX : Lacn E. P ~ . , e t t  
b i r t c t z r  

SVBY'ZCT: 1394 Discount  R a i s r  Zar O m  C F r c u l a r  Nc. A-94 

On octobnr 2 9 ,  1931, 010 isasaC a r sv ia ion  tc 0X2 Cir==lar 
NO. A-94,  mGufdslinar and Diacsunt Eatas f o r  Benefit-Coat 
Analysis 02 ?ads-a1 Prograarr.n ma revision .at.sblisl..ad nav 
discount rata g??dalir.cr fcr csr in ba~.fit-c~~t and ather tygao 
aI ccmomfc aaalysin. 

Tha reviaad Ci=cula= rpacifiss cer ta in  discount rates t h a t  
will km updntmd 8nnu31ly vhan the inte-.st  rats and inflation 
a ~ ~ ~ p t i c n ~  in th* budgat =a ohingmd. Tkasa d i r c c u n t  rst.8 are 
fcund i n  Appandlx C of thr rrv i~od  Circuulaar. Ths attac&m+ to 
this amxozaadua is an updata cC Appc.?dlx C .  It pravidaa 
discount ratas that w i l l  hm in e f f e c t  for the period March, 
1994,  through Pebr~ary, 1395. 

Tho rats. pras8nt.d ia As2endix C do not  ap3ly to 
rmgulatory unalyaia .  Thay are ta be used f o r  laare-pcrchasm a ~ d  
cost-effectivenmas analyaia,  am spaciflsd in the Circular. 



nf j v a  ts . This apprndix 1s u ~ d a t r d  annually arcund the 
t h e  -sPl.riCai.='s budget auhisa ien  t~ Congress. This 
version of L i a  a p ~ e n d i x  is valid tikcugh *.a end of Fsbruary, 
1995. Uwatzs cf this appendix wiil ba a v a i l a 3 l r  upzn r a p e s t  
from t 3 ~  ofiica cf E c c ~ r m i c  Policy i a  oMB (262-395-3382). 
Copier of t h a  i?ppn3ix arxt thr Circular may a l so  Se obtained 
frax thr CPIS ?uklicationo O P l i c a  (703-393-7333). 

1 Dj Seo-. Nominal ifiterast rmtrs h a a C  cn tha 
ecoaozic asauaptio3s Z z o m  t h a  budget ara prrssntsC in the table 
belcw. h e a a  ncuina: r a t r s  a r r  to be usrd for discou~.t ing 
ncninal f l o w a ,  as i n  isass-gurchass a n a l y s i s .  

Analyses OF prcszsms with tarao O i i Z r = a n t  irca tbcso presentad 
afcve nay use a Liasar in tap0l i t icn.  For exwplr,  a four-year 
pro jec t  can be avaluatad w i t !  a tat* mqual to ths avarags of the 
t.ka@-ysar and fivs-ysar ratas.  Program w i t h  duratian~ long'ar 
'than 30 yaarn may ura t5e 30-year inttrzst rrzr .  

4 R+rl. Real intarsst ratrr based on the economic 
~ ~ 8 ~ t i 0 n ~  fzom t 3 m  kudgrt ara pras~ntad  beLou. Thame real 
ratrs at* to be used for diacaunting raal (conatant-dollar) 
flaws, a8 in cost-efisetivenesu analys i s .  

Bm*l m-ir*a+ mtmm sn T T  * = aa 4 fin a m r o w  

Axalysrs of aragrana with term diffarent from those presented 
above may use a linear f n t 8 ~ o l a t i o n .  ?or exanple, a four-yaar 
=rojoct can ba avaluatad with a rat. equal to tha  avurags al the 
%?roa-yrar ax! Yive-yrar rate.. Prcgrams w i t h  durations l o r ~ e r  
than 30 years may use the 30-yea= i n t 8 r t s t  rata. 
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F2CH t Alica W .  R f v l i , ~  - .  

On Occabar 2 9 ,  1592, OH3 issue3 a rrvision to O m  CLrcu lor  
NO. A - 3 4 ,  m9uidaliner r r d  Discount Ratas ~ O Z  Banailt-Cast 
&w?ys:a o f  ?rdsraI Prof :am#, * Thr ravis:on aatrbLish8d new 
dircount rat4 q u $ d a l i n r ~  fcr urg In banriit-cost  and o t h r c  . 
t-aa of acanmiu vnalyt i s .  

T3a  r8visrd'Cfrcull.r mptcifias crrtrfn discount rat*. that 
will br updrtad r n n ~ a l l ! ~  nhrn t h r  Intarart rrta rnC f n f l a t l o n  
ra8u~lptiona in tho b u e r ~ t  crr ak&?g.d, T5816 disc~unt r8t.m ar8 
taund in Xppandir c . O F  ';h8 ~ s v f s # d  Cfztufar. Ths attrohmrnt t o  
this meoPcrandw 1s rn uldata o f  Appendix C. Z f  prcvlb,, 
bimcaunr ratmr' t h a t  wil . be in affacf ~ D Z  t h a  period Harch 1993 
tarough tabrurty 1996. 

T h r  rat#@ prarrntri in Apprndfx C d o  not apply t o  
tmgulatary aaalymt=. t ~ e y  arm to b~ usmd ?OF laas.-purchame and 
coat-sf LmtLlivwnaar anal pi,, as rpmcf f imd In tha Citaulrr. 



Obia Circ441ar No. A-34 
Rovfsad Oatabar 2 9 ,  1992 

A3PZNDIX C 
(Rsvh lad January 199'4) 

. . -va w. Thi* a p p m r d i ~  i a  u p d a t r d  annu.1 Cy around t h r  t l m a  
VZ L!.. PrrafC8tltrr budgat s#i!miralon t o  C o h G i r s .  -Thtr varsion a ?  
thm apprndir is valfd thrau$:b the and a2 Iabruary., 1996. Coplms ef 

. tha uplatad appendix and thr Ciraular aan be obkainrd from tha OMB , 

Publioations O f i i a r  (202-39 5-731 3 )  . L3datrs 02 this rpprndf x are 
'. 8150 availablr upon rrqueat f : o n ' . t h a O f f i ~ s  ct'letonomfc Palicy (202- ' 

396-3?Pl)., as i e  a tab10 of p a r t  yorrrr ratas ,  

l3-b . Eroninrl intnrmmt ratma b8r.d on th. 
mcononLc iswxnptfo-oa L?r budgat ars peaaerated in tho t a b l a  
b . 1 0 ~ .  Thara norninaL r n t w  a=* to be uaed tar dioaouatLnq noninal 
f l ~ v a ,  as in 1ra.e-prraharr rnalysis. 

Ahalyoas or pr3gram.s ,with t t m s  difim~ant CZES tho.& pramentad ebova 
may urs. a Iaaar intsrpola:ion, Far exanglr, a, rour-y+&r pfo;a~t 
can ha avaluat#d W l t R  a r a F a  aqua1 ta the avarapa or t h e  thram-year 
and flvs- arr ratrr.  Prqp-ans w i t h  duration. Iongar than 3 0  years ii m y  ura t 3Q-yaaY fntererlt ratr. 

. . 
-.' R u L  intarnot rats, Pasad on tho rl;onomic 

. asrumptions t r o d  tha budge.: arm pramonted brkow. Thaaa- r e a l  r a t m r  . 
a ~ e  t o  IM umed for dfrcoun.;ing rnrl (conatrnk-dollar) Plows, aa i r ,  
ooat-oitmativmnama ~ l a l y s i , l .  

. .  , . 

Ana~1ys.s of f f o g r n m 8  with t a m s  dLf forikt f=orn &oak pzemanted abova 
may us. 6 1 f near intsrpol~;t?on, 'Far ,mxunplm, a four-ymat prajrct 
aan ba r r r l u ~ k ~ . w i t h  a r N , : m  agua: ta the avmraqr of tha t h a e - y l a r  
mnd tlvr- ear rat*#. Prosran with auratfonr longer than 3 0  y e a r s  F; s l y  urr t m 30.-year frrtarrst  rrto. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

- -- - - - - -- - - - - - . - 

1905 / \ I  I t  ICORCE 13ASE QUk:S'I'IONNAIItIC 

. - --- .. .. .- ----. Rome L;rb - AFMC 
. _ __--.-I_.-L-_.-.. _ _ 

Sectia~l I I  

I .  Installntion (:itpacity & Conclition 

A. [.and 
. . . . . - - . - . . - . 

Acreage 

Site -- . . 
11.1.1\. 1 

. P ~ ! M ~ ? ' F ~ ~ L ! , Q K C f I  S!TE -. - _ .. .- 

I .  5 ~ U A H J ~ I ~  ~!ll,l. .. l!ljAS !</?.'I.[ t l ~ ~ L J i J j  $'I' 

II.1.A.') YEH- 

11. Fncilities 
II.l.n.1 Orom real property words: 

. . - - - - - - . -- . - . - - - . . . . . 
Faclllty I 
Catsgory 
Code 

--- 
SF 

0.0 

0.0 

SF 0.0 
. - -Ap---..- ..-- - .. .~ 

SF 0.0 0.0 

-- SF 0.0 

- -. - . - -- - ----- ------ .- - .--. -. -- - - - --- -. 
0.0 0.0 

. . . . . . .  . .. - - . - --.-- --- . .- 
SF 

- - - . - - . - -- -. .. . . . . - . . . . . . . - -- . .-- -- -~ . . - . - . . . -- .. . - . --. . 

UNCLASSIFIED 15-1;~11-95 11.12 





MILI7ARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (CCBRA v5. t8)  - Prgb Z/d 
Oata As O f  O8:18 10/11/1994. Raport  Crbatbd 18:49 03/22/7955 

Oapartaont : A i r  l o r c m  
Op t i on  Pmckrga : Rome L b v o l  P l a y  
Scbnar lo F i l m  : C:\COBRA\RCW25701.C8R 
Std P c t r s  Fi t .  : C : \ ~ B R A \ D A T A \ P R O C ; R ~ ~ . S F F  

M i  LCon f o r  Basa: HANSCOM. MA 

A11 Costs !n SK 
Mi LCon Us ing Rehao N bw N ow Tots 1 

O e ~ c r i p t i o n :  Cat ag Rbhab Cost* M I  (Con Cost' Cost' -......------ ..--- ---.- --... . -. . . . . - -. - - - - * -  

Eng inaor ing  Support OTHER 0 n l a  166,858 n / r  38,000 
L i g h t  Lab OTHEF 0 n /a  38,000 n /a  8,700 
Madi urn LAD OTHER 0 n / r  18,000 n!r 23,000 
Hmavy Lab OTHER 0 n /b  4,800 n l a  3,300 
L i g h t  SCIF Of HER 0 n /a  26.000 n l a  8.600 
~ a a v y  Ldb OTHER 0 n /a  29.000 n / r  17,5CG 
----.--.-*--------.-.-------------.-------.------------.-.-.-.-.----..-----.-- 

T o t a l  Const ruc t ion  Cost: 95,100 
+ I n f o  Yanagrmbnt Account: 0 

- - -  + Land Purchrrms: 0 
- Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

TOTAL : 95.1CO 

' A l l  M i  Icon Casts I n c l u d a  Design. Si t a  Prbpara t lon ,  Contingency P tanning. and 
SIOH Costs whbrb b p p i i c a b l a .  



M I l I T A R Y  CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 3 8 )  - Page 214 
3ata As Of 08:16 101:1/1994. Rapor: Crr r ted 18:Jg 03/22/!9SS 

Oopa r tmen t : A i r  Corcs 
Option Package : R o n  Love; PLay 
Scenario Ff La : C: \COBRA\ROYZS?OI .CBR 
Std Pc t rs  f i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\PROCTRSS.SFF 

< 

Mi [Con f o r  Base: HANSCOW. MA 

A i l  Costs i n  SX 
M i  [Con Using Rehab N ew R eu T j t r  1  

Dsrc r ip t lon :  Categ Rehab Costg YiICon Cost* Cost' .---.-...--.- ---.. --...- -.-.- ....- 
Enginaerfng Support OTHER 0 n/a 166.853 n/a 36,000 
L ign t  Lab OTHER 0 n/a  36.000 n/a 8,700 
Mmdium LAP O f  HER 0 n/a 16,000 n/a 23.000 
Harvy  Lab OTHER 0 n/a 4,600 n l a  3.100 
L i g h t  SCIF OTHER 0 n / r  28,000 n i a  8,600 
Heavy Lab OTHER 0 n/a 29,000 n/a 1 7 . 5 C t  

Tota l  Construction Cost: 95,100 
+ I n f o  Managearnt Account: 0 
+ Land Purckasar: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
..--..--...*------.-..--.----.-.---..-.. 

TOTAL : 95.1CO 

A 1  1 M i  Icon C J S : ~  inc lude Design. Si ta  Preparation. Contingency Planning, rnd 
SIOH Co l ts  where app l i  cable.  
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RrS iabrfca=Lcn Shop Car 3-a u s  

2 . 4 7 9  
SF :5. o c o  ~ i a .  6~ ii ,  3f3! 

m: 
Eair paju:'?r taquirrd ca g e &  a p p ~ i r t a  and c w l r e a  Lacilitilrs and 

oehmr r $ . c i d  --or o p . c r  to su3port thr Ubaracortms E l e c = ~ o C I c  
Rollakillty U i t K t e r r t a  rrlocrttaa t , ~  GrtfZi88 U s  F a t e m  Baar. Row. New 
Y a t X .  mu- t r  :,Cu r m r u l t  of D I U C  95 initfacivr. a d  1s r8qu~r.d to 
cjn:lnum r o r a r t t h  and d m v a l ~ a t  O C  nsw ~ ~ ~ . h o l e g i o r  and :aek.?fcal fmaoqwmeat 
J C  3 w m r a .  



tort w c , s .  
N e u  Jam- 
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9 7 45934 U X N t S I O N  CAFX: :2 APR 1992 
L I 

BCA ( A 5  C f  04/12/1995 A T  11 : L 0 : 0 9 )  ~ ~ I v R L ~ ~ s ! ,  ' ! 
w-1. :9 K ' 

.L .. - 
< 
i 

lCiO FLbriatAan Shop Car Kca, t r b s  

C - W  3 m T : a r I  
>A a m t i ~ r f  orgaal;=rtioo La c~rzmneiy L O U C ~  r e  G ~ f ~ ~ i s .  NY. 

u=d ?a taqui=od c t  r s l o u c r  ta  Fotr ~ a ~ z t k ,  KI IS p a r =  3t s aRXC 9 5  
r=-ricn. Sufficiant L&iu:icn shop rprcr daem not e r u t  at Fort 
1Joaslcut9 ts sac&-9 Xunm Lakotrcarf misaisn trqui=.rmenea. 

ZUXC= 12' h W  ?RQVT=Pr 
f f  JIC.13 .~=o: ec, is zec: p=w?bd, ;artemel raai ig~fau f 2 Fa== mri3auth 

Grt:.L:ar A A  w i l l  ta fo=.rd b t a  -rkajla tacllA:ia~. aincr o x i r c i n ~  rpao  
&*a me U l y  a r t i a - 9  trl'ratl:ar:aa miasiur rwqufswaunza. 3 L . s  v f L l  
Fro-t h h b t a c o r i a a  t= eL,OaetLvoly porLc&?g Its aisafoa oC -.d. 
c--CzaL and c=amarcrez=rra roa- .nd d r v a l w a t  far ckm U. S .  A i r  F o x a .  

mrr?C.P;U. r 
>As m y = =  v i L L  tr c a o , d h r d  u i c h  tzm I r ,acr l l r r lcn  I h y a i c a l  S,cari:;r 

? L a .  rad aoc&-t:f w ~ p ~ p l ~ t s  udldz  S-+=~=IQ cl~r3r13a (CST/Tl thr+ 
a:* rqulrad v%Ll br i ~ e h d d .  p ~ 3 o c z  corplirr w i t h  t h  sc tFa  and doaign 
czt:ar:r o t  CC= 4770 .1 -M .  Caatz-uczAsn C = . i t a t i r ,  t>ac us== 1s rf i *e= : J-y 
1917. u 4f-=ad by Lha u k = . a i t m r l  and hgtaarrrng 1arer~c.tions 
( = I .  C m i e  Ci:ar:r. C.ud D u - r  I99Z w i *  L3e 8 2cly 1992 a d  eil 
=bequa+ ravzainaa incLu&ad 1: eha Era'= et:sr:r h f i ~ - r c f c c  Syatam 
(Cf:sl . 



personnel reductions throughout DoD, tt c climinstion of 93 positions against a personnel 
baseline of 955 is a rtlativcly conservati~ e estimate. 

The BOS qavings r c rc  tstirnatcc by subncting the BOS required to be moved to support 
the Rornc L a b o r a t o ~  functions (63) fro1 I the stand alone BOS of 107 projected for VI.1 in the 
Unit hfanning &xumcnt (UMD). Thc I rojccted requirement represents a 9% BOS tail fur  
positions being realigned to Hanswrn A1 ;B and Ft Monmouth, This ccllcultltion yk!ds a savinp d 
of 107-63 or 4-4 ROS positions eliminated due to the proposed realignrrent 

The suppvrt staff savin$s due to I onsoEdation efficiencies w e n  esdrnated based .>n the 
number oflaboratory suppan staff (not f OS or mission) position3 that wiIl be eliminatctl (frorr: 
those slated to go to Hanscorn AFB and 3 Monmauth) to suppon anticipaed ci7;ilian pcrsonncI 
reductions. This cstirn;itt is cumenfly 45 positions. The estimated n u m k r  of Rome Laboratory 
support staff positions projected for 97/4 from the Unit Manning Dacument is ~ e ! l  over L/ 
200, so this is 3 rtduction of about 25%. Considering the availability of Iabnratory suppor: staff 
at Hanscom .4F3 and Ft bionmuth, a s: vings of this magnitude is attainable. 

Request 2.  The difference and n sonale for the reduction of communication and 
equipmcnt costs 3s provided by Rome L; hratory and as grubbed by XFMC ultimately usccl in 
the refined COBRA? 

Answer 2. The tables below sho* v the clifferenccs bctwctn the cquipmnt and 
communications cosa initiaIIy submitted by R o m  Laboratory and k e  data certified by the ESC 
Tnspector Gcncnl fcr use by the Air Fort e Base Realignment and Closure OfTtce (HQ USAFRT! 
to estimate the dosure costs. 

hnrntxllty 

Equipmt?: 

I 

Initial Cmified Delta , R;lrion~lc 
Cost 

10.186 

Cust 

7.429 

I 
2.757 Rome L3-ry identified the quiruncnt to c o m a  a 

fabricdon and rnodcllng shop at  bod^ Hanswm kFB and Ft 
Momwth including c o . ~  for ncw equipment at each 
locition &Lh locations have cxisdng hbdcldon md 
modering ,shaps with capabilities ta m r t  tht Rome 
Lzboraturp nquimcnts. Xn addition. the Rome Laboratory 
cstimatc included pu- full Ktr  of .support equipment 
rabcr than supplemenring the existing equipment p o t 5  at 
each loaion 



I Commodity I Inidd I Cenified I lk u 1 RUionaic 

Request 3 A detail of the 65 positions remaining at Rome Laboratory after the closure 
action is cornplerd. 

ammunicationc 

- - 

i O k r *  1 6 1 
* Other includes Supply, Conkact hfainl. CE Tech Support, etc. 

10.133 

- 

Arwwcr 3. Thc dctailcd breakout of the 65 positions nmaining at the Romc, NY facility is 
as foilows: 

. 

Pcnonncl Type 

Mi$sioo 

Test Sites (5  Sites) 

Mission Support Staff 

Security 

Slodcling & Fabrication 

I 
4.939 

- -  

Number of PctsonncP 

18 

18 

41 

17 

18 

[ 

exi5tir.g H m o m  .WE rttwork backbone (as a p s c d  to 
a clew bxkbon specifically far Rome Lab). In tdditlon. 
adminimtive and R&D LAN requirements wcrc 
educed to tnc pmjcclcd pcrsonncl ;tulhori;mtiorrs 
~ l o w d n g  mhcr than the prrrscnt Romc L a h r a r a y  
pcrsanncl authof7ations. Fin ally. TS ON ttlcph~ne I- 
projected at Han.xum .GB  an consistent with W C  
customer usage and internal acccu is avaitabk at 
Hamurn AFBarnoccst 

5.1 96 Romc L~buntory estimates lndurlcd migration w theit 
five y e u  standard he architeclun pan m j r  h a  nor 
htm achieved at Rome, NY. The certified esanatt 
includes the costs to rtc5~eve thc current capabiiitlcs of 
the existing syscerns at Rome. NY. Thus. rhc ccnificd 
estimate h s  not indude upgrading dl computers. 
M w m .  sofrwm, mwo* systems (including ;rU: new 
fiher opuc cabling),yld video capability for all desktop 
u.ws. it &m, however, indudc cometion to t!e 



pcmnoei ductions tbrougfiout DoD, tl e cljminat!on of 93 pusitions against 9 psrsonl~I I 

bawline of 955 ir a relatively wassvali\ e CStirn~~. !. 

The BOS savings wen cstimrtcc by subtracting thc BOS nquizced to be moved to support 
i".e Row2 Labarawry fum?ions (63) hr I the stand dcme BOS of 107 projected for 97ta in the i 

Unit Manaing bxumcnt (UlbD). TPK 1 rojcc0sc! x q ~ i n m t n r  m p s e n b  a 9% W S  tail for d i 
# positions being ~ d i g r i c d  to Hansc~rn A1 ;B and Ft Vonmouth. This ukuhricn yul& a savings 

of 107-63 or 6: ROS posi3on.p elirrinatt d due to the pru,wd r t d ign rgn t  t 
L 

Tie support mfl savizgs dw to I onsolldsdon cflicicr&a ;wen: t$timat@ k t ~ d  on the 
numbc: of hbora:ory supFort:bf(not f OS or mission) psiti0n.l that will k eliminatc;l (from I 

thost slated to go to Henscorn AFB and 3 Manrmuth) rc suppart anticipated ci~if im perscnnel 
r,ducticns. T h i s  cstima is czm.nCy 45 positions. I l c  cjtiiated number of Rome Laboratcry 
s;r?~qt  sta f f  p ~ s i l l ~ n s  pm,kted tix 97!6 from tile Uuit Mmning h - u m t  (UMD) is well over L/ 
200, so L$~S is a reducnon of a b u t  UR. Considering ?he ivaikbi!irj of  Laboratory Tuppon staff 

I '  1 

a: Ea;lscom AFa and W idonmourl.., a t; vings of v d i s  mapnirde !$ attainable. I 
Reqoe:t 2. 'fie cEfc:enct a d  a J o ~ ~ l e  f(:r &c ,'cduction of corrmunication and 

equipment co.nts 3s ~rovidec? by Rome Lc bontcry acd as ,w~bW b./ XFMC uit imkly usct! in 
14 1 r 
- f 

t)?c ttfird C O B U ?  1 
Answer 2. ?& tabkt biw sbo*v k e  dlkrtricea ktmm tkz equipment and 

conr;lunications cost3 initially s~;binitW by R o m  Labramry and d..e b u  &Fid by the ESC 
In.qmS~r Ocnenl fcr use by tk Air Pcrc c Base Rcalignmnr and Clwuc (HQ USA.F;'RT) 
to estimate tte cl o s u ~  cosu. 

Xon# 'Ubamy Mudt&d tht icquiruncrJ to comtnrct a 
hkrfudondnodcllngshcptrSodrH- AFB and Ft 
Mcnnarth Mudtng hx tiw d q u i p n e  tt cJd.5 
katicz Bah ~ ~ h t v e  uMng hbricldon ar~! 
mc&Iing 4th upbiittia 0 wr! mt Rame 
I A x m r q  tqutrtmcn. h a d d k t  tb Rome Laboatory 

hluda! &u- f a  W of-R w ~ t  
n&r 4un rupphcaring the exhlfne tqulpmt pwb u 
erchk3&m. 



RO1IlE LA8 MANPOWER PROJECflON 
QEE AMH GIYTdTBk 

ROME LAB 83 . 26 881 790 
BOS TAIL (from BRAC 99) 2 50 34 86 
ared ~ p p o r t  (fabm~n) 36 36 

stand alone ~ B C U ~  2l 
t u b ! .  E 97 751 G33 

d i  support Idemied by Af& as rnalqxr- in At32 
~ c § r s c : ~ a n d m a b r t a J  
~ ? o F @ m C a b ~ a h a u M ~ r  
doFkm3Lab 

alone ~ e c ~ r i t ) . :  21 space8 jocensed by AFMC as ĉ yst 

for Rome Lab 60 frs own security 



- 
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3 

5.196 1 Rmc L a k e ~ a r y  efirnmz id&d migration 10 tht:t 

I lSvt ytlr W e  trL%oec:,st ram' i n 1  ht2 not 
item xFkwed rr Ran*, NY The czm9ed utimarc 

- - C -WJ& the lo & ~ e - a  iiEC ctlm:~ capJSi!i::ts of 
~ e a i s t i ~ ~ y d t ~ ~ ~ s a f R m t , W .  fhw. dtcccrr~ficd 
&mate &x? rn 5Lwk q;gr%fi,q tl! caqxrtcrs. 
hdwm. sfrcrss. . ~ P , o ~  s y s t m s  (jrrcludln# dl T)CW 

f l h r  opc t=A3r$~ -A %..i; a?abiJ!f)i kr dl deskfop 
csm. It b, ' : m e t ,  i x i ~ Z B  cnrncttion to Iht 
esi&q H ~ i m ~ n :  .%?3 rnslork !3c!cWZe (a3 G ~ J  1c 
r new ~i~~~ qecificdiiy !c: Emu Ub). h sddruon. 
x h i r . i j ! t v z  R&D thV rg&oRrnfnrs wcx 
&ucsu to tA& p - c w  piscn;r:, auchod~oos  
relcc3rtng &z t h  ze ;rrsct Rome M m e y  

I pnonncj ou3&r'.zadms. FfrAl y iS3X &$one line.; 
p f r m d  i ,Easxm A F 3  ur: c d m  wK7 ESC 
e w e r  usage md hr.zrnd u,ut is ovliiibie at 

- ~ A F 3 n ; 7 6 c ~  

~ U C S ~  3 A &tail of the 65 p itionj n&;ing a R G ~  b h ~ ~ a y  sfrer the ctosilre 
d o n  is cocxylttad. 

Mission Suppan Staff 

I MtloCciiw & Fabrication 1 
i i a  / 

i Ocher* I 
* Otbtr includes Sunly,   contra^? .hint. CE! ie;h S u ~ ~ " a r ~  ct'. 

6 1 

; thc R o r s ,  F Y  facility is 



approved; for redxced prices whzre prcperty is likely to be sold 
f o r  restricted uses; cr, when significant public benefit or 
ecosamic development transfers are anticipated. 

o Foscr Structtae Savinw The savings associatad w i t h  
force stracture drawdowns shall not be included in the return on 
investsent calculations. While declining force ~2~nct.r;-e, as 
espicted in the requirsd Force Structure  Plan, will of t en  be the 
underlyi~g reason f o r  rscclcsending base closures or realignments, 
the savings associrtad w i t h  closing bases should generally be 
foundad on t!!s eLfmlnatlcn of bass ~psrating suppczt (SCS), 
infrastr~ct-xe a d  ralaraC costs. 

o -.j. (=-as+mc-tio3 - DcD Cca2cnents w i l l  describe - - 
a~ticipatad construc=ion raquirenests (Da-rracks square fast, 
ctz.) to implement a B ~ ~ s C  reccmslendaticn and nct actual projects. 
T b s e  requiranents only heme projects during the implementation 
p h a ~ e ~ e f t e r  the 1995 Cozmfssion rcpcrts ta t h e  Prasisent and 
cftzr instzllatfon site s7-eys cra  conducted and fsnal project 
documents (DD 1391s) a== prspcred. 

o ctio~ Ccst  A v o l a , e g  a Clssing and realiming 
bases caz resilt in construction &st avoidane6s. Cost - 

- 

avoidances should include FY46-01 prcgraxmed military and faaily 
housing csnstraction Lkat  can De avoided at the  clcsing or 
realigning bases. other than zeu-misaicn csnstruction. 

The foiloving stateztents clarify ce--ain cost nssm?ticns  
written into the COBR% mcdel: 

o cal Eoves Xoves of less than 5C miles will not incur 
PCS moving costs. 

Q Z P,ioritv P a m e n t  Svstgzv C-sts. S i x t y  percant uf a l l  
employees will be placed Fn other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Progzam. Fifty percant cf all employees placed in 
other jobs t k ~ i q h  t25e Program will be relocated at government 
expense. These percentages are based on historical data. 

o m o v e e  A + a o r :  and T m e v a .  Fifteen Percent of 
all ern;loyees will not need ta be placed or severed due to nomal 
attritfsn and turnover. 

o actcc 3 - . Fifteen parcant cf all snplcyees 
are e l i g i b l e  f c r  re t i rement .  Piva pcrcrnt of those era eligible 
fcr nomal retirement and ten percent are eligible for eariy 
retirement. 



Ru 303 ravings wrs e h c r  by s~b-mt 'u4 BOS required m be rrsoved to .support 
the Wrra b b r ~ r s r j  h~lim (63) hr I he nand ilm BC3 of ICS ,&ueud fcr 97P in the 
Unit Manning btxwwnt (Urn). Rw ; :aj;itt=tr? aqLMamt W n r J  r 9% 903 tail fur 
p d t i o n s  biq ~di$Eed to Hansccm .+A% and Ft Mon-th. mhhuc~.  ~ k l &  n savings d 
of :G?-63 ot 61 BCS pi i ions  d i r k a t i d  dze to the p r o y c d  ~ d g ~ ; ~ c r ~  

Tf;c ac,p.xr rut svinas &I a I c?uoU&+a &"&r~ka we.* 2 3 h i t = d  b d  on the 
n1mbcr of b h r ~ t q  sum SM ( ~ r  I C3' cr rr-) p&~iorw ~"ur w,i l  be tfirninakcf (from 
:?OR >latad cu gc~ to H ~ X J ~  ,4FB d :r Momuth)  E sup mtkiptLd r%ili~.r personn~l  
teiucdons. T h i s  s:eirrrtt is c m m t y  49 psidam. 7)re ~ t i m r t d  n m & r  of Rome Laboratory 
S u e  s k l f  pcsihons ?m*=Ed fcr T/? from th L'~; ?&irhg S G C J m f  &?AD) it we11 0% t r  5/ 
tw, su *&is u a r c d a n  sf 23%. Gymihhq ttx a*d lbUiry  of hbarszmy .rugpor: staff 
at ' r fanscm A58 a d  52! hionmouth, a n v v l p  o i  mgd~x!3 L.P at~ainabb. 

2 ;g l~ : t  2. TPrc dfilwx= arx! n 9mAe far &e ~ztixtica of ~ ~ m r u n i c a i i c n  and 
q u i p a t  ~ 3 . ~ 3  3s p o v W  by Ror i  LA "ctrlary and $3 ,=bbLC ,ly AEMC uhimfely useti Ln 
the did COBRA? 

k w e r  2. Tbe ?xbu r i o . v  L?X at-7cts &tween tLr M p n t  a d  
c.x~muniadcr5 cozrr iadJb mbrd* by RODI Labramy and ta &ra &W by the EJC 
'In- aenrnl f a  ;rst by *-E A= Rir c b ; ~ t  m p m c n t  and Ocaurc G f ! h  WG L'S.eFRT! 
tn estimate tbc cfoturr c c s a  

I I 1 I I 



ik ytr* Ak S t d  wLing (la May 95, HQ USAFiRT), W r n  wu W t d  io cost a option 
to move Xome U b  u, Hamcam, assuming elinination cf '%on-space rc!auA efforts c c ; l $ x ~ d  by 
ae muips LabCmxy (Gc-ophysics)". 

We split the m s  La3 di.~Xcas (appximaely) dong Ae .q!&ncn-spm lines, with b e  
amqg~ut, O ~ ~ O Z J S  and suqport staff pro-rated a c r d i n g  to the pcnesrzge of spacafnon- 
s p z  ~ubCTiZBtons (SO-: Agr 95 W). - - -  

Total Spact Past?&. 2W Toul Non-Space Fusowel: 164 

9 y  asuahg that physicai s p x  wcufO only be q c i d  far , - z c e - ~ k d  PkGiips Lab'EImsxm 
auharizacions, additional bddkgs a d  spw~ k a m z  avmic to arzcmodntc Rome Lab 
psczmd.  We n 0 m d  the hIILCONlninor cornmuxion bill fcr Hanscom from 326398M to 
st0.84sM. 

Also, we sdcW SlOOK for moving casts to coasoE& -t Phillips h b  md Rone h b  
residents, nrd thereby make mom for L& dirtctorzm to remain togetha after the 
p r o p o d  movc 

I cz.w eat tt.5 iGfcrrnation contahed herria is me and m u :  to the b a t  of my knowledge. 

Attacbacnts 
I. New roll-u? S L m  fc: proposed RL movz 
2. l??hxcia A F 3  hieps 
I. CE Sprtadshet: Iioil-7;p 



DEPAXTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HASH!NGTCN OC 2C33C- 1 0 0 3  

Harch 2 4 ,  1995 

s;Lr"/-- 
1160 Air Fsrce Pentagon 
Washinqtcn, Dc 26330-1160 

- .  

The, Ecncrabls Shsrdocd L. Eoe.?.?lsE-t 
House of Representativ~s 
Washicgton, CC 20515-3223 

This is in raspcnse to your letters of #arch 17, 1995, to ths 
Secretary of the Air FDrce requesting additional clarification on 
data provided concerning Rome Laborztory, Nsw York. Responses t o  
your qusstions are as fallows: 

QUSSTION l ( a )  : hihat causes this discrepancy in n-icers? 

RESPONSE l(a): Tke total number of positions shobn as being 
realimed out of Rome Laboratory and being eliminated reflect 
total number of Government authorizations being affected by 
closure of Rome Laboratory. The total number of direct jobs to be 
lost is a description of economic impact and also includes the 
mrn-year equivalents for contractors servicing the installation. 
In the  case of Rome I&, this equates to 134 contractor man-year 
equivalents. 

QUESTION l ( 5 )  : What types cf jobs did you assume are going 
to be lost at the laboratory? 

EYUS'WE2 l ( S ) :  The total of 50 positions to be eliminated by 
the closure of Rome Lab can be broken into two types. A total of 
22 positions will he eliminated fro3 consolidation savings. 
Another 28 positions will be eliminated from Base Operating 
Support (BOS) savings. 

QUESTION 2: I ' m  requesting a copy of the details of these 
estimates for both Fort Monmauth and Hanscom AFB. I would like to 
receive copies of any 2nd all worksheets or computer analyses used 
in developing the cons~rcction estiaates. 



THE WHITE H O U S E  

W A S H I N G T ~ N  

November 3 0 ,  1 9 9 4  

Eased C::.?azzkslicV.r Pzfle!zrs Lccal i ty-"  

1 ha7@ revrewed .?-oar reporc cancerzlcg rocssmez~e5 Iccaliry- . . base= czmparabrl:=-!r paymerlcs f c r  ~ e n e r a l  Schedde e ~ L = y e e s ,  
s u b ~ ~ c c e ~  in acc=rdance wick sec=lsn 5 3 3 4  cZ t z f l t  5 ,  
* -  ' tur,~=ei S t a r e s  Cads. I ap>r=ve thp, r~c3rrxel?=td Fayrr.eLlts 
as sec Zarzk in T a k l e  4 of t h e  r s ? o r t ,  and 1 direct the  D i r e c t c r .  
z f  t k a  Office of ?ersonriol  Kanacemenc ta irnylemerit zhcse 
zavr; te-ts.  eEf zc=zvo  3s 05 t?-e ktsirz-iz? of t he  first agplicable 
?ay ceriad ccmrnenc:z$ cn  o r  after January 1, 1 9 9 5 .  I fcrzher.. 
a u ~ k 3 r l z e  a n c  c F r 2 c r  c5e DLrecczr 02 c5e Office of 2ersonnel . .-:=na~emen= t= ezscre ckac t t is  c=xorandua and a schedule of the 
aczacnea c=m~araaility payment rtces ark lscal icies  be ~*&lished 
L z  c z e  Federa l  F.eais=er. 



Joca1it.r-Sased Comma-&++v P?vments.. 
E f f  ~ c t i v e  J a n u m  1995 

A t l a n t a  MSX 
Eos t sn  ~ S X  
Chicago W A  
C i sc  iraati C l r I  
ClevelanO CYEA 
C o l u n h u s ,  OW, M S b  
Dallas -A 
Cayton MSX 
DenVer -A 
Cetzcit CXSA 
t.:ouscon CASA 
Huntsville MSB 
--..d ~ , , , i a n a ~ c l i s  r S A  
Kansas City MsA 
Lo5 mqeies CISA' 
Miazu C???A 
N e w  Yark CYSX 
Phil~delphin -!A 
Port lana,  OR, CXSb 
Rickacnd MSA 
sacranento CtSA 
St. L c c ~ s  MSA 
San D i e q o  MSA 
San Francisco CXSA 
Seatrle CCSA 
washingtan C?.ZSA' 
Rest o f  United statess 

NOTE: %A means Metropolitan Statistical Area and -A means-. 
consolidated Metropalitan statistical Area, b o a  as defined by-.--- 
O f f i c e  af Management and Budget ( O m )  in OMB B u l l e t i n  Number 94-07, 
J u l y  5, 1994. 

'pay lccaiity also includes Santa Barbara County and Edwards. .  
Air F o r c e  Base, CA- 

'pay lacality a l s o  inc lcdes  St. Maqs C s w t y ,  MD. 

3 ~ o e s  nor include Alaska, H a w a i i ,  or U.S. territories or 
p o s s e s s i o n s .  



GE- SClIEDffZ PAY A m - S  FOR 1995 

Lcc-J ' 1 - 7 7  - - "  
~lbuq-~arqxe'  
Xt lan ra  
scs=cri 
CLicaqo 
~rncr.z?ari  
Cleveland 
C31-&-~5, C:i 
Dallas 
DaF3n 
2tnver  
Cetrzit 
% O u S = C n  
i I U 2 t f ' ~ l l l d -  

Ind~anapoliS 
Ka.nsas Ci2f 
~ c s  L-qeles CXZA' 
Sazrx BarSara Co 
~ e ~ ~ n i s '  
Mi& 
New ~rleans'  
trev 
sorf olk' 
oW&ona clef' 
Phi lade lphia  
Fortland,  OR 
Ric:izond 
R e s t  of U . S .  
S a c r a e n t 0  
St, Lauis 
s a l t  Lake  city1 
San mtcnia' 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
Seattie 
Washington 

. /Edwards AFB 

' These seven locations have measured pay gaps below that  L o r  the R e r r t  
of U . S .  Under the  reconmendations of the  FSC, these seven locations have 
been ccwined  w i t h  RUS in a cost neutral fashion. 

C d a t i v e  
Locality pay Net Inc. from--1994.- 
Percentage Locality Uta- I 

f y a o 4 - ~ 9 9 5 \ ~  (Tncl. 2 %  J.nczense) 
3.74% 2 . 6 4 %  
4 . 6 6 %  2.7939 -- - 
6.97% 3.45% - t; z1 $ 1  

G5 employees in tbe L a s  Anqelcs and New York C2fSA1s w i l l  con t inue to  
rese ive the 0 percent i n t a r i n  geographic ad j ustments aut!!orized s h c s  199 1, 
5u: %ill alsd receive the 2 percent general increase. 

6,92% 3.13% 
5.33% 3.09% : 
4 . 2 3 %  2 .88% 

"'0 ..- i : ? S  1cczlit';r say r a t e s  -eplace t5e 1 3 9 4  rates. 

!I < j h / a  
1 3 k i p  
/ $ 1  ,, x 

he ner incre3se percentages are n o t  used to derive i nd iv idua l  employees' 
,>95 lccality rates of pay. 



Locality Pay Calculations - Differences at Hanscom and Ft Monmouth from Rome 

1-N Civs I Avg Civl Area Local i ty~~ome Localilb 
rnoving t 

Hanscom - -- 0.0374 

Total 
. . . - . . - 

. - - - ---- 1 - - - - -.--I - - 

I I Total Locality Pay Difference by Year 
I I 

HANSCOM j 1 347,997.621 507,807.681 816,972.94 

Total I 1 1,228,508.94 

c \n isol l~ce\ex~rrsu~~i~vor\romnLO~ t'AY1 XLS 

- 
Net T - $ % G ~ ( ~ I X ~  1-ocalily person Pay Difference 

1,493.55 81 6,972.94 



MS-WZR 2: The requested infomation is atcached and is based I 
: 

- on a prelimha-ry s i t e  surrey ccnducted in January 1995. We plan 
to perfo,rm a detailed site survey on ~ p r i l  10-14, 1995, at which 

.. 
L 

time w 2  will identify the squarz footage, buildinq tmes, and 
lccations of areas where industrial elesents now at Rome Lab are 
to be loczted at Hanscom A78 and FGXT Honmcuth. This information 
will be fcri7azded to your office upon receipt. 

QCESTION 3: Please e q i a i n  why these NILCON estimates are so 
small, part icu lar ly  since site surveys have not been performed by 
persc~nel wko are fasilfar with t ke  facilities raqulressnts for 
these  research fznct ims.  Pleasa provide any assmptions made or 
engineerins desisiors that were rzlevant in your final HILCON 
nuhers. - - - - 

.WS*WEX 3 :  Xone Lab pravi2ed l&orstcrIv f s c i l i c y  requirements 
ix Lbeir data cail. These requirements were than given to Hanscoa 
-8 ar,C FGK Xonmclcr.th a 2 t z r  refinement for spacs requireaents to 
3RAC target year or' Fiscal Year (FY) 97/4 manpowsr levels. It was i 
elso ~ssumed spacs inefficiancies built intc existing Rome Lab 
facilities would be eliminated when b~ildinqs at the receiving 
l o ca t i on  wore to houss Raze TLab requirsments. This r e s u l t e d  in a 
20 pexenc reductisn of l a b  znd SCIF s=ace based on the nanpcwer 

I 1 
i 

and apace roductior-s.  Fif ial ly ,  any SCIF apace occupied full tine 
by perscnnsl should hay= a ccnsenscrate reduction in the 1 
engineering supper- spce .  The preliminary site surJey was 
conducted in Zanua r j  1945 by Air Fcrce Civil Engineering (AF/CE) 

I 
and Air Farce Realigmenc and Transition (.?2/RT) personnel to 
validate these resgonses. I 

t 

I 
QUEYTIOK 4 :  Please e q f a i n  why the civilian locality pay was 

or was not factored in the calculation; and if so, where; and if 
not, why not? 

ANS'XER 4: Screen Four of the CCBRA ran includes the *area 
cost fectorw for the static bass. The factors are 1.10 for Rome, 
1.19 for Fort Monmouth, and 1.29 for Hanscoa. This factor is used 
in the calculations for Civilian Housing, Purchase Cost, Family 
Housing Constructicn Costs, Homeobners Assistance Program, 
Infomation Management A c c o u ~ t ,  Military Constr~cticn Costs, 
Project New Constzucticn Ccsts, and Project Rehabilitation Cost, 

Q"UESTICH 5 :  Please prcvida a detailed scenario description 
whicn enumerates all asslanptions, facts, o r  other considerations 
used in this scenario and in t3e Air Force "level playing fieldn 
COBRA run? 

L?iS'flR 5 :  T'ke level p l a l ~ i n q  field COBRA assvimes that Rome 
Lahoratcry, Rome, New York, is relocated from the D e ~ a ~ m e n t  of 
Defense (CoC) retained crea to Haascorn AFB, H~ssachusetts. The 
level pLaying field C0ERA run included $95.1 nillion in MILCON, 
$ 3 . 3  sillicn in personr.al costs,  $1.5 n i i l l i o n  i n  overhead c o s t s ,  
$31.3 nillion in m o v i n ~  costs, and $2.4 million in other costs. 
Total cost wes $133.6 millicn. Xanpewer eliminations to offset 
these ccsts were five spaces. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 100+ Years 

NPV i n  2015($K): 86,379 
1-Time Cost($K): 103,447 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 - - - - 

Mi lCon 4,426 
Person 1,096 
Overhd 2,203 
Mov i ng 7,060 
Missi o 0 
Other 2.901 

Do 1 l a r s  
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

41 .724 0 0 0 0 
61 3 371 -990 -990 - 990 

1,870 1.837 -217 -217 -217 
6,818 5,462 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
21.359 7,987 0 0 0 

TOTAL 17,687 72,385 15,657 -1,207 -1,207 -1,207 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  4 2 4 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 345 194 258 0 0 0 
TOT 349 196 262 0 0 0 

Summary : 

1. Closure o f  Rome Lab move C3 and ELectro/Rel d i rectorate t o  F t  Monmouth. 
2. Moves other a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Hanscom 
3. Discount r a t e  = 4.85% 
4. Puts RPMA and BOS i n  correct  amounts i n  correct model input c e l l s .  
5. Corrrect  f a c i l i t i e s .  manpower, coclll, equipment data 
6. Adds Loca l i t y  pay 

Tota 1 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMWARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi LCon 4.426 41,724 
Person 1,127 660 
Overhd 2,325 3,264 
Movi ng 7,066 6,821 
Mi ss io 0 0 
Other 2,901 21,359 

TOTAL 17,847 73,828 18,697 

Savings ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 31 46 
Overhd 123 1 .393 
Movi ng 6 3 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Tota l  Beyond 

TOTAL 160 1,443 3,040 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab to Ft Mnmth 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Year - - - - 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 
201 6 
201 7 
201 8 
201 9 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 
2050 
2051 
2052 
2053 
2054 
2055 
2056 

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

17.273.342 
67,420,901 
?3,309,129 
-1,022,555 
-975,256 
-930,144 
-887,118 
-846,083 
- 806,946 
-769,620 
- 734,020 
- 700,067 
- 667,684 
-636,799 
-607,343 
-579,249 
-552,455 
-526,901 
-502,528 
-479,283 
-457,113 
- 435,968 
-415,802 
-396,568 
-378,225 
-360,729 
-344,043 
-328,129 
-312,951 
-298,475 
- 284,668 
-271,500 
- 258,942 
- 246,964 
- 235,540 
- 224,645 
-214,254 
- 204.343 
-194,891 
-185,876 
-1 77,278 
-169,078 
-161,257 
-153,797 
- 146,683 
-139.898 
-133,427 
-127,255 
-121.369 
-115.755 
-110,400 
-105,294 
-100,423 
-95,778 
-91,347 
-87,122 
-83,092 
-79,248 
-75,583 
-72,087 
-68,752 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : Ai r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 114 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

(A1 1 values i n  Do1 Lars) 

Category 

Construct ion 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Family Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construct ion 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C iv i  l i a n  New H i res  
El iminated M i  L i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program 'P Lanning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C iv i  l i a n  Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi li tary  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
e m - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
U P  / RSE 763,660 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 31 ,484,000 

Tota l  - Other 32,247,660 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Costs 103,447,516 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Savings 15,700 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 103,431,816 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 214 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:5t 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
(ALL values i n  Do l la rs )  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

M i  l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Fami l y  Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construct ion 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C iv i  l i a n  New H i res  
El iminated M i  l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  I Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C iv i  Lian PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

cost Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

To ta l  - Other 0 _________________._~-~~-~~-- - - - - -~~--~~~~-- - - -~- - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Tota l  One-Time Costs 15.103.000 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion C o s t  Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 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 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 15,103,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 314 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

8ase: ROME LAB. NY 
(A1 1 values i n  Do l la rs )  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Fami l y  Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construct ion 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C iv i  l i a n  New H i res  
El iminated M i  l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program P tanning Support 
Mothbal l  I Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C iv i  Lian Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre igh t  
One-Tine Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP 1 RSE 763,660 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 31 ,484,000 

To ta l  - Other 32,247,660 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Tine Costs 56,448,516 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 
Land Sa les 
One-Tine Moving Savings 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Tine Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Savings 15,700 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 56,432,816 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 414 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, MA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Family Housing Construct ion 
In format ion Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construct ion 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i  l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated Mi li tary  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i  l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
M i  t i  t a r y  Moving 
Fre igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 31,896.000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 31,896,000 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 114 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
T o t a l  I MA Land Cost T o t a l  

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 
FT MONMOUTH 14,747 0 0 0 14,747 
ROME LAB 300 0 0 0 300 
HANSCOM 31,104 0 0 0 31,104 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota 1s: 46,151 0 0 0 46,151 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 214 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i  l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTF13.SFF 

Mi LCon f o r  Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Mi lCon Using Rehab New New Tota 1 

D e s c r i p t i o n :  Categ Rehab Cost' Mi lCon Cost' Cost' 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  
A l t e r  Meyer Center 
AFMC 5/3/95 
A l t e r  B l d  207 (ER) 
AFMC 5/3/95 
Add R8D Fab Shop 
8.5% (AFMC) 
P lan  8 Oes F t  Monm 
8.5% (AFMC) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - .  

- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  -. 
OTHER 124,150 n l a  0 

OTHER 20,500 n/a 0 

OTHER 0 n / a  15,000 

OTHER 0 n/a 0 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  
T o t a l  Construct ion Cost: 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoid: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 14,747 

* ALL Mi lCon Costs i n c l u d e  Design, S i t e  Prepara t ion ,  Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l i cab le .  



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 314 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: ROME LAB. NY 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Mi lCon Using Rehab New New T o t a l  

Desc r i p t i on :  Categ Rehab Cost' Mi lCon Cost' Cost' 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
Renovate BLd 101 Adm OTHER 3,100 n/a 0 n /a  300 
AFMC 5/3/95 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  Construct ion Cost: 300 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 300 

' ALL Mi lCon Costs i n c l u d e  Design, S i t e  Preparat ion,  Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where app l i cab ie .  



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 414 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

M i  LCon fo r  Base: HANSCOM. MA 

A1 1 Costs i n  $K 
M i  lCon 

Descr ip t ion:  Categ 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
Renovate B ld  1105A OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1102D OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B ld  11058 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Add Eng Sup (B 1614) OTHER 
Comm Est 
Renovate B l d  1302F OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 1302FA OTHER 
esc 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1508 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B ld  1120M OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1140 OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Cont i ngency OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
SIO OTHER 
ESC 5/23/95 
Plan & Design OTHER 
8.5% . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Using Rehab New New Tota l  
Rehab Cost* M i  [Con Cost* Cost* 
- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - 

31,700 n/a 0 n /a  3,186 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  Construction Cost: 31,104 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 31,104 

* ALL MilCon Costs inc lude Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SlOH Costs where appl icable. 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 061 

Oepartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: FT MONMOUTH. NJ 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

41 6 505 406 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: ROME LAB, NY 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  11 2 5 8 80 0 0 
TOTAL 11 2 58 80 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  FT 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

o f f i c e r s  0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 
Students 0 0 
C iv i  Lians 11 2 58 
TOTAL 112 5 8 

MONMOUTH. 
1998 

, NJ): 
1999 2000 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

41 6 505 406 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: ROME LAB, NY 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 - 74 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 - 46 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  Lians 0 98 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 - 22 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

10 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: FT MONMOUTH. NJ 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  t ians 11 2 5 8 80 0 0 
TOTAL 112 5 8 80 0 0 

Civ i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

7,341 

2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 250 
0 250 

2001 Tota l  

C iv i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

7.591 

C iv i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

786 

2001 To ta l  

C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

884 

2001 Tota l  
- - - - - - - - - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 , 250 
0 250 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

To Base: HANSCOM, MA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
TOTAL 237 138 182 0 0 0 557 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  4 2 
En l i s ted  0 0 
Students 0 0 
C iv i  l i ans  345 194 
TOTAL 349 196 

ROME LAB, NY): 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

4 0 0 0 10 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

258 0 0 0 797 
262 0 0 0 807 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  Lians 0 0 -22 0 0 0 -22 
TOTAL 0 0 -22 0 0 0 -22 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l ians -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 65 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: HANSCOM, MA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

852 872 0 2.354 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: ROME LAB, NY 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 0 0 0 10 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
TOTAL 237 138 182 0 0 0 557 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  HANSCOM. 
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  4 2 4 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  233 136 178 
TOTAL 237 138 182 

MA): 
1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 10 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 547 
0 0 0 557 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

562 872 0 2.901 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5 .08)  - Page 114 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regu l a r  Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder)  
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai Lab l e  

2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - 

0 797 
0 80 
0 41 
0 120 
0 48 
0 508 
0 289 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2  
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 1 0 0 0  1 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai t ab le  t o  Move 0 0 2 0 0 0  2 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 2 0 0 0  2 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  345 194 258 0 0 0 797 
C i v i  Lians Moving 220 124 166 0 0 0 510 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i r e d  125 70 92 0 0 0 287 
Other C i v i  l i a n  A d d i t i o n s  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 34 20 28 0 0 0 82 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 21 1 1  17 0 0 0 49 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 125 70 92 0 0 0 287 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Ret i rements,  C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a r e  not  a p p l i c a b l e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i l es .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) va r i es  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change of S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Retirement' 10.00% 
Regu tar  R e t i  rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*  6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai  l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  P lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  Lians Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  112 58 80 0 0 0 250 
C i v i  Lians Moving 71 37 53 0 0 0 161 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i r e d  41 21 27 0 0 0 89 
Other C i v i  l i a n  A d d i t i o n s  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 41 21 27 0 0 0 89 

E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Ret i rements.  C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  l l i n g  t o  Move a re  no t  a p p l i c a b l e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les .  

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 314 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB. NY Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*  6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regu l a r  Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - * - -  - - - -  - - - -  . --- - - - -  - - - - -  
345 194 258 0 0 0 797 
34 20 26 0 0 0 80 
18 10 13 0 0 0 41 
52 29 39 0 0 0 120 
21 1 1  16 0 0 0 48 
220 124 164 0 0 0 508 
125 70 94 0 0 0 289 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i  Lians H i  r e d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i  l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 34 20 28 0 0 0 82 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 21 1 1  17 0 0 0 49 
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Ret i rements.  C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  [ L i ng  t o  Move a re  not  a p p l i c a b l e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i n v o l v e  a permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 414 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, MA Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai t ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regu tar  Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai lab  l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  Lians Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  RIFE ( t h e  remainder)  

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  233 136 178 0 0 0 547 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 149 87 113 0 0 0 349 
New C i v i  Lians H i r e d  84 49 65 0 0 0 198 
Other C i v i  l i a n  A d d i t i o n s  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 84 49 65 0 0 0 198 

E a r l y  Ret i rements,  Regular Ret i rements,  C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  L l i n g  t o  Move a r e  not  a p p l i c a b l e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  Les. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995. 

REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/12 
Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i  Le : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTF13.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
CIV SALARY 

C iv  RIF 
C iv  R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing * 

F r e i g h t  
Vehi c l e s  
D r i v i n g  

Unemp Loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc  

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi  ronmenta L 
I n f o  Manage 
I -T ime  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS D E T A I L  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - P a g e  2/12 
O a t a  A s  O f  13:04 05/23/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  20:51 06/12/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : Rome L a b  t o  F t  M n m t h  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 
C a r e t a k e r  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
E n 1  S a l a r y  
H o u s e  A 1 Low 

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

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a  1 
- - - - -  

0 

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

0 

TOTAL COST - 17,847 73.828 18,697 3,950 3,950 3,950 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
F a m  H o u s i n g  

om 
1 - T i m e  M o v e  

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 e  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-T IME 

T o t a  1 
- - - - - 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O W  

RPMA 
00s 
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a  L a r y  
E n  1 S a l a r y  
H o u s e  A 1  Low 

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

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a  1 
- - - - - 

0 

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

TOTAL SAVINGS 160 '1.443 3,040 5,157 5,157 5,157 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

08M 
Civ  R e t i r I R I F  
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ($K)-.---- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Sa la ry  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 17,687 72,385 15,657 -1,207 - 1,207 -1,207 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT KINMOUTH, NJ 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 1,327 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

om 
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIFs 0 
Civ R e t i r e  0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV Mi l es  0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Mi sc  0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT ' 
Packing 0 
F r e i g h t  0 
Veh i c l es  0 
D r i v i n g  0 

Unemployment 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
New H i r e s  164 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 
POV Mi l es  0 
HHG 0 
Mi sc  0 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental  0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1 - T i m e  Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1,491 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
08M 

RPMA 0 
BOS 420 
Unique Operat 0 
C iv  Sa lary  0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  0 
En 1 Sa lary  0 
House A l low 0 

OTHER 
Mi s s i  on 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 420 

To ta l  
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE -TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(a)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Sa la ry  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa Lary 
En1 Salary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - *  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTF13.SFF 

Base: FT MONMOUTH, 
ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Housing 

oaM 
Civ  R e t i r / R I F  
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP 1 RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A1 tow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 1,911 14.325 1,343 1,379 1,379 1,379 

Tota  1 - - - - - 

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 7/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

08M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIFs 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc  
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT , 

Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh i c l es  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e s  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Oiem 
POV M i  l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Env i  ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
I - T i r e  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-R0MEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o m  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ( 8 K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa la ry  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 160 1,443 3,040 5,157 5,157 5,157 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Cab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: ROME LAB, 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fain Housing 

08M 
Civ  R e t i r t R I F  
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

RECURRING i4ET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Sa lary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mi ss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 11,926 28,086 11,793 -5,157 -5,157 -5,157 



Department 
Option Package 
Scenario F i  l e  
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  

Base: HANSCOM, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fan Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
C I V  SALARY 

Civ RIFs 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV M i  les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT - 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemp loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i n  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1 - T i r e  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/12 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

: A i r  Force 
: Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
: C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department :. A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM. 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
oaM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o m  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi l Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(%)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary  
CtlAuPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A 1  l o w  

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/12 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department 
Opt ion  Package 
Scenar io F i  l e  
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  

: A i r  Force 
: Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
: C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base: HANSCOM, 
ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o m  
Civ  R e t i r I R I F  
C iv  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi  ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
!-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING- NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa la ry  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 



PERSONNEL. SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Base 
- - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 
ROME LAB 
HANSCOM 

Personne 1 
Change XChange 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

250 3% 
-829 -93% 
557 14% 

SF 
Change XChange ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
15,000 OX 60 

. I ,  068,000 -80% 1 ,288 
69,878 2% 125 

RPMA ($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change ChgIPer Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 32,208 0% 129 934,810 2% 3,739 
ROME LAB -772,426 -77% 932 -3,295,997 -76% 3,976 
HANSCOM 90,476 1% 162 1,565,138 7% 2.810 

RPMABOS($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH 967.019 1% 3,868 
ROME LAB -4,068,423 -76% 4,908 
HANSCOM 1,655,614 6% 2,972 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : Ai r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  
RPMA Change -123 
BOS Change 1,097 
Housing Change 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 975 

1998 1999 2000 2001 Total  Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
-512 -650 -650 -650 -2,956 -650 
676 -796 -796 -796 65 -796 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
164 -1.446 -1.446 -1,446 -2,891 -1,446 



SCENARIO ERROR REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 13:04 05/23/1995,  Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

PERSONNEL MOVEMENT: 
ROME LAB had 65 c i v i l i a n s  personnel present a f t e r  closing.  

OVERHEAD/RPMA: 
ROME LAB s t i l l  had 273 KSF o f  f a c i l i t i e s  a f t e r  c los ing.  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name - - - - - - -  - - 
FT MONMOUTH. NJ 
ROME LAB. NY 
HANSCOM. MA 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - -  
Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1998 
Realignment 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - -  
1. Closure o f  Rome Lab move C3 and ELectro/Rel d i rectorate t o  F t  Monmouth. 
2. Moves other a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Hanscom 
3 .  Discount r a t e  a 4.85% 
4 .  Puts RPMA and BOS i n  correct  amounts i n  correct model input  c e l l s .  
5.  Corr rect  f a c i l i t i e s ,  manpower, comm, equipment data 
6. Adds Local i ty  pay 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
FT MONMOUTH, NJ 
ROME LAB, NY 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
ROME LAB, NY 
HANSCOM, MA 

Distance: 
- - - - -  - - - -  

276 m i  
276 m i  

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from ROME LAB, NY t o  FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

O f f i c e r  Posi t ions:  
En l i s t e d  Posi t ions:  
C i v i  l i a n  Posi t ions:  
Student Posi t ions:  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpeciaL Vehicles: 

Transfers from ROME LAB. NY t o  HANSCOM. LU 

O f f i c e r  Posi t ions:  
En l i s ted  Posi t ions:  
C i v i  l i a n  Posi t ions:  
Student Posi t ions:  
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
Mi li t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-OATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: ROME LAB. NY 

Tota 1 O f f  Scer Employees: 84 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 46 
To ta l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 786 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 1,341 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 5 7 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 86 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 66 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le )  : 0.07 

Name: HANSCOM. MA 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  YHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi la):  

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (8KIYear): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll (8KIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SKIYear): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
GHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\OATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROLKP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FT MONMOUTH, NJ 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd(SK) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (8K): 
Misc Recurring Cost(8K): 
Misc Recurring Save(%K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (8K): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc(8K) : 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc(8K): 
CHAMPUS In*Pat ients /Yr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: ROME LAB. MY 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (8K): 
Misc Recurring Cost(8K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(8K): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(8K) : 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t ien ts lY r :  
CHAWUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: HANSCOM, MA 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (8K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd(8K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construct ion Schedu le(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

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 

184 268 41 2 41 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

91% 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 

Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

21,178 7,726 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

2,887 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 
OX 0% 0% 0% 

3 3% 34% 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: 

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 

348 508 81 7 81 7 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

91% 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 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) Page 4 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995, Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnnth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\OEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: ROME LAB, NY 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Of f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sat Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi li tary :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: FT .MONMOUTH, NJ 

Descr ip t ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Tota l  Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  .---- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
A l t e r  Meyer Center OTHER 0 124,150 9.200 
AFMC 5/3/95 
A l t e r  B id  207 (ER) OTHER 0 20,500 1,650 
AFMC 5/3/95 
Add R&D Fab Shop OTHER 15,000 0 2,772 
8.5% (AFMC) 
Plan 8 Oes F t  Monm OTHER 0 0 1,125 
8.5% (AFMC) 

Name: ROME LAB, NY 

Descr ip t ion Cat eg New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Tota l  Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Renovate B l d  101 Adm OTHER 0 3,100 300 
AFMC 5/3/95 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 20:51 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  M a t h  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: HANSCOM. MA 

Descr ip t ion ------.----- 
Renovate B l d  1105A 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate BLd 11020 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  11058 
ESC 5/23/95 
Add Eng Sup ( 8  1614) 
Comm Est 
Renovate B l d  1302F 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B ld  1302FA 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1508 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  1120M 
ESC 5/23/95 
Renovate B l d  11 40 
ESC 5/23/95 
Contingency 
ESC 5/23/95 
S I O  
ESC 5/23/95 
Plan 8 Design 
8.5% 

Cat eg - - - - -  
OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

OTHER 

New M i  lCon ------.--- 
0 

0 

0 

69,878 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($IYear): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enl is tedSalary($/Year) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E L ig i  b i  li ty(Weeks) : 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i  na 1 Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui Lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion) :  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab M i  lCon 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

31 ,700 

11,860 

60,346 

0 

28,700 

9,256 

1,000 

4,100 

4,100 

0 

0 

0 

Tota l  Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

3,186 

954 

2,724 

15,076 

1,053 

91 7 

58 

435 

31 4 

2,472 

1.582 

2.333 

Civ Early Ret i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114.600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11.191 .OO 
C iv i  Lian 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 Mi LCon Cost : 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi LCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi [Con Contingency Plan Rate: 
MiLCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate for  NPV.RPTIRO1: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Oata A s  O f  13:04 05/23/1995. Report Created 20:5? 06/12/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Rome Lab t o  F t  Mnmth 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\SS-ROMEP.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\DATA\SS-DATA\DEPOTFI3.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material /Assigned Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per O f f  Fami Ly (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 Sing l e  (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  Lian (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($lTon): 284 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi la ) :  0 
Heavy/Spec Vehic le($/Mi le)  : 1 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years) : 4 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Hor izonta l  
Waterfront 
A i  r Operations 
Operationa 1 
Admin is t ra t ive 
Schoo 1 Bui !dings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Faci l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM $/ UM 

other (SF) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optionat Category D ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryE ( ) 
OptionaLCategoryF ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryH ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryQ ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1. Discount fac to r  = 4.85% 

2. F a c i l i t i e s  shutdown changed t o  r e f l e c t  current actual  space less vacated. 

3 .  RPMA and BOS corrected t o  put  r i g h t  amounts i n  correct input  c e l l s .  

4. L o c a l i t y  pay adjusted. Hanscom - 3.23%; F t  Monmouth 3.56%. 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

June 20,1995 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Sherwood Boehlert 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Boehlert: 

Thank you for forwarding to Mr. James Owsley, of the Commission staff, a community 
COBRA analysis on Rome Laboratory. I appreciate your strong interest in the &re of Rome 
Laboratory and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided on Rome Laboratory 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 difiicult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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JAMES 9. H U N T  JR. 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

RALEIGH 27603-8001 ra - 
pi 7 .  . 

June 15,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
i 700 West Moore Streei, Suite 1 525 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Al: 

Thank you very much for the time, interest and courtesy that you showed to us on 
Monday. We appreciate the opportunity that you provided to talk personally about the concerns 
we have with the redirection of the F- 18 aircraft from Cherry Point to Oceana. We a.lso 
appreciate your offer to receive any additional documentation, and I have asked our staff to make 
sure that all such further information is provided to Charles Smith. 

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

I irm compelled to reiterate two issues. First, the integrity of the BRAC Commission and 
its statutory process is inaportmt. In making the dccisirn to rlr?se C e d  Field, the 1993 BK4C 
Commission considered the various alternatives for the relocation of the F-18s and determined 
the best, most cost-effective site would be Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station. The 
Commission at that time considered Oceana and rejected it as the fiiture site for these airplanes. 

The 1993 Commission considered all of the factors, inciuding cost, environmental 
impact, what was best for the military and, in particular, the determination of the Commission to 
promote cross-servicing (a concept then fully endorsed by the Navy and DOD). The facts 
supporting the 1993 BRAC decision are as convincing tociay as they were almost two years ago 
and should be given the same consideration. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 15,1995 
Page 2 

As I stated in my presentation to the Commission in Baltimore, the Navy subsequent to 
1993 has determined to "protect" Oceana against closure by seeking the redirection of the F-18 
aircraft. Accordingly, the Navy attempts to justify its recommendation with projected costs that 
we have demonstrated do not reflect the actual facts. 

Additionally, the Navy has stated that its prouosed accelerated retirement of certain 
aircraft now based at Ocema will provide space for the relocation of the F-18s. Within the past 
month, however, Admiral Borda has confirmed that the Navy has a shortage of carrier aircraft 
and either must slow down its proposed retirement schedule for the A-6 aircraft and/or add 
additional F-18s. Thus, it appears that the net effect will be no additional space. I have attached 
a copy of one of the subject news releases in this regard. 

Second, there is the simple question of fairness. Virtually all of the air-to-ground training 
and most of the air-to-air training of the F-18s will be conducted in North Carolina, whether the 
planes are located at Oceana or Cherry Point. Our State not only has given up the extensive air 
space that is being used for training, but we also will get the bombing, the noise and the 
inconvenience to the public associated with the training. It is only fair that the air crews and 
their families should live in the state where they will work and train. 

In summary, the 1993 factors that were the basis of the BRAC Commission direction of 
the F- 18s to Cherry Point remain valid, and we submit that the factually unsupported 
"justifications" by the Navy for the proposed redirection to Oceana should not be permitted to 
subvert the BRAC statutory purpose and the integrity of the BRAC Commission and process, 
and result in less than the best long-term decision for our military. 

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

JBH:sh 

Enclosures 



EXECUTIVE DVMMARY 

1993 DOD Recom~pdzition and BRAC D e c i a i ~ r l  

Cherry Point to receive thirtaan 12 aircraft operational 
P 10 srquadrons and ulrr 4e aircraft trainLng squadxon. 

• Cherry Point. a1 ln~rtitlrir eonsistsnt with 1993 determinaf ion fox joint 
military operatdon o f  Navy and Marine Corps ai rcraf t .  

a Cherry Point allocatian would alleviate future environmental and 
land use problems. 

a Oceana considered but rejected on the bauis that  assignment to 
Onnana defeated the integration of N a v y  and Merine Corpa carriar 
a s ~ e t e  . 

1993 COBRA analyais was correct and indicwfed higher  cask to Locate 
ai rcraf t  at Oceana than at Cherry Poin t .  

w 1995 COBRA data ie skewed shqwillg unrealieti:: s h i f t  of $385,D00,000 
in C o S t l  attributable to aircraft assignment: to Cherry Poink/Oaci\;usa, 

Raises the question of the integrity of the BRRC procestr. 

a Rejects concept for joint NavyjMarine Corps aircrafC training and 
operatione. 

Tfafninrr Activity 

rn Overwhelming majority of air to ground era in ing for  Navy and Marine 
Corps conducted in North Carolina. 

P r o x i m i t y  to Ms~ine Corps Base Carlly Lajrurlr . 
Proximity to electrnnir? war fa . re  range Cherry Point .  

Easy aceeos to a i r  t o  air rannes on coast o f  North Carolina. 

Cherry Point essentially rural with significant open laxad 
aurrounding apprnaahrn t n  tb base - extsonrely safe for o p c ~ a t i ~ f l a l  
purposes. 

Oceana is in a highly congested metropolitan area - schools, 
rasidcneial nezghborhoode, and shopping malls well within the danger 
zone of the b a w d  

1 Acute and Chronic Water S u ~ ~ l v  Yrobleme 

Lake Gaeton Pipeline water in serious dollbt. 

- Lake Gaston settlement has apparently collapsed 

- Federal Lawsuit by Virginia Cities and Counties 
challenneo Lake Bascon Settlemenk A g r c ~ m ~ n t  as 
Unconstitutional 

Lake Gaston Settlement Agreenlenc Negotiations be tween 
Virginia Beach and Norfolk  st Imparm 



Current: moratorium on new water syertern connections. - ~ ' a q  previously found that current water supply problems 
impact operational readiness during periods of drought. 

a Recent analysis conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and Federal Energy Rmgulatary commission concluded that long 
term water supply needs of the  area cannot be m e t  even with 
f u l l  utilization of the Lake Gaston Pipeline araiect; which 18 
haw un2ikely. 

9 llcutc end Chru~aic Air Quality Prwblerne 

Hamptnn R a n d s  area presen'C1y id n~n-attpinmcnt: for Oeonc under 
Federal Clean A i r  Act  standards. 

SPA prererltly is evaluat,ing whether to elevate the seriousne89 
of the Ozone non-at tainment rating for the Hampton Roads area. 

Federal Clean Air Act requirements w i l l  requirsperf~rmance of 
a nonforrnity dotermination a n a l p i n  for relocation of the 
Cecil F i e ld  F/A-l8s. 

Relocation of Cecil F i a l d  FjA-18s to Qceana would require 
significantly greater efforts by EPA, the S t a k e  of Virginia, 
local air quallcy boarda ana Oceana to aatiafy Federal 
Conformity requirements than will be the case if the planes 
are located at MCW Chcrry P o i n D .  

Cherry Point.- Oceana F w i t v  ()?IervSew 

6 $400,000,000 MILCON expenditure at Cherry Po in t  in the  last decade. 

- New full service Naval Hospital 

- New Water Treatment f a c i l i t y  with excees capacity 

- New Sewage Treatment plant with excess cspar2i.t~ 

O a  Board Yereomel strength co each base approximately equal. 

1, Cherry Point hro 1615 m o r e  family huueang wr iLs  Ll~arr Oceans. 

• Cherry Point has 16 new B ~ l c h e l n r  ~ n l l a t e d  qp~artaro with 1 1 1 0  m a r c  
bed spaces than Oceana and excess capacity. 

VHH housing ditfcrential approximgt.ely $4,364,000 per year 

Parking apron at Cherry P u i ~ r L  lrarj double the capacity of Oceanals. 

e Hanqar space all Cherry  Point sufEic ie r . t  to rcdoivc f i v e  
F-18 bquadrons with msnimal MfLCON investment. 

Hangar space at Cherry P o i n t  tiujfficieat t o  receive seven squadrons 
uf F-16s with moderate MILCON investment. 
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JEP SHORTAGE fiTRZKES NAVY 
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By Robert Holee~ I 
,*- ,*, I I W ; ~ , Y . w ~ ~  .Wbn '-*rYUII-3YIIVy. 

,.,--in YvmiiY .PiIL:n a o . w ~ a I m I ~ e * m ~ ' '  

NOWOLK Va. -- 
me Nay my slow thd  reti~ernent of A-6 and F-A4 airox&R 

or buy additl~n81 P/A-la f i g  tera t o  addr4.s loaning ehortPalLa in the numb62 
OF mguadrons 6vailablta to deploy with aircraft G ~ P E ~ ~ ~ F B  later t h i ~  decade, 
oervlce o f f i c i a l s  said. C *- ,ULRirRirRir ,A PYILIPY * *g;cL- ! --wYxdI*--.yr*9 =u-:*+-- -~*I-W&WLI 
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Aviation of f i o l a l s  a t  A t  lank ia  Fleet ihaadquarters hero and Ln Washingten 
are lkru g l . h  to coma up with We pro sr !mix of a irwat t  t o  addrear a 
ah ~f = g 0 A -  oftjet a l r ~ r a l r  tmt w i l l  mqln r e  

ope= one as early as 1997, !~eevSaa orticia18 leaid. 
I 

me 18sue will bta resolved in the N a * l ~  1997 budget, aaid&dm. II(@ 
eaoraa ahlet 02 rpp&~pp$q* H@ sa.i tne isau. now r a  under =&ti 
~ ' ~ a % r i i ~ f o n S  are a h p  a ~ r m s r o d .  f 

Wfhatovrr the fioluti~n, tha Navy orillltund it from i t s  sxirt ing budget, 
Bo~rda raid.  

"I think we aria going to do Mi. within tk. remonrces and tho ao~lars we 
have, We are not going to go out and say bive UE soma morr money to 40 t h i s , "  
Baorda said. ! 

Thr extent of tho shorttall waa rovebled over the laat  year wn4n the 
impact of prior budget out. beaam~ mgra aiear, Navy orticiala said,  Aaong the 
faaCorr oontributing to the gtoblemr 

I 

---Daohion. to mduoe the funding r quired t o  support 22 ~ t r ~ r a l t  
squadrone on uatricra. 

I -~~Raduceed funding far F-14 upqzadesi* 

"How serious it is is a tough quesUian,I1 Board& said. "If we danlt 
solva it, it would be real lericus, If you have t aa  few of eomothing and you 
peed mare, but you donit get mote, then V ~ L I  either ~ P V B  to do legs or yau 
(hava t a l  work what YaU have harder, Sn qhSs ease we would have worked people 
too hard by aopLoying thsiu too muuh.'l 

! 

IL thr charhEsll i~ sat: aadressoci, dhkn tho Navy would be forasd to 
deploy aquadran~ mare frequently, v i o l a t  ng the establirhed aperationaltemg~, 4 

The Navy re~eatedly exceeded these jtandsrds sf six-month deployment. 
ZolLawed b 18 months of share duty duriqg t h e  Lhte 1970s and thousands of I highly rki l e d  gorsonnnl Left t h e  ~ervice, 

" I L  you start  turnina an a i r  erew iround with less than an. year 

5-15-1995 Aner i c a  onlib. : SteVsnRoot Page I 
I 



4 I nl I b ~ g 1 c . d  1 . 1 ~  1 111b 
[ashorij  ,*4siahonly this sn#kemtmt y ~ o l v c  made in all o f  theae a i r  &&s jus t  
walks aut the dool: and now you are in a d&th s p i r a l , "  ~oqrss writteway, 
direator a?! t a a t i c a l  training and requirerients foe the  AtlanCka Fleet,  aid. 

I 

Moreover, the decis i0n to integrate ujp to three Marine corpe F/A-18 
efquadrone to he lp  mitigate t h e  e f f e ~ C S  of $ha shortfall hae fal len short of 
expr~tationa. That's because the Marines in Cha prooess oe reduatng bhair 
overall number at F/A-18 eguaclxons and mu#t s c L l ~  neet separate overseas 
requirementq , servlao otfiaials baid. 

-'We fitill have the  squadron shartfaXl even w i t h  Che gntesration of three 

a 

Whatever option 58 saleatad t o  gadreha the shartP&I1, there rentilns a 
manpower isrue, Allen explained. Zn gettir)lg khs alreraft,' the Navy aXaa w i l l ,  
have t o  pay tha CaUt of maintaining pilats and ma$nCenance perso~nml tRaL may 
have been retired or shifted elsewhere in / tho Navy. 

"You don't jusb turn a epigot, on an& imadiaf@Zy get a p i l o t  to gc! nan n 
aguadron, ' ~ l l e n  said* I 

Auaelerating produotion or the i..nproGed E/s version od the aornok t o  
redress Chr shortfall i s  not a raalirtic ption,'Allen eaid, since pr~duction 
it? already a~heduled for &997 and money 1 g abliqated f o r  Chat* - - 

A-6 and 
clr upgrading 

I I ~ ~ R L - - ~ ~ ~ = W . ~ I ~ - -  
- P & u u y h ~ ~ l , ~ - ~ B o X U U L . - -  -*-- -*O*y-=- 

'"It t:couLd be ooneidered as an optiob sinea tttege werta 60 C/P airoraft: 
taken out o f  the budget l a r t  year, l Allah said.  

Atlantic Fleet oPPicial8 alca want fb agsess whather the ratirment data 
for 6iQAle A-6a might be mevad beck t o  the !a999 time frame, Whiteway $mid. 

&I'i'CX@easons t o t  not novinq , tnta b a o ~  eo ~p 
but: we ~dide"b5E"~t I - ~ B E ~ ~ W ~ ~  , 4 ~ f i ~ ~ ~ v T & ~ ' Y  ~ 6 " s " Q f m ~ ~ g  em an 
~ x t r a  [year ax s o ] ,  I '  Whitaway satd. 1 

~ranemittedt 95-05-14 2 0 t 0 8 : 3 3  EDP I 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . , - F 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

953/.~ 4 2  I 

June 20, 1995 

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)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEEL€ 

The Honorable James B. Hunt, Jr. 
Governor, State of North Carolina 
Office of the Governor 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 -800 1 

Dear Governor Hunt: 

Thank you for your letter following up on our Monday, June 12 meeting. I 
enjoyed having the opportunity to discuss with you and Senator Sanford the proposed 
redirection of F-18 aircraft from Cherry Point, North Carolina to Oceana, Virginia. 

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. In addition, I have shared a copy of your 
letter with each of my fellow Commissioners for their review. 

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 may be 
of service. 

Sincerelv. 
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VICE CHAIR 

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

Dear Chairman Wixon: 

We are writing to respectfully request that the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission validate the Department of 
Defense (DoD) recommendation to leave Armstrong Laboratory at the 
former Williams Air Force Base, located in Arizona. 

As a research and Development laboratory, Armstrong will 
continue to be a catalyst for the aviation and education consortium 
and their mission of aviation research and training. This will 
only be enhanced when Arizona State University moves its 
Engineering College's School of Technology to Williams this fall. 

In addition, current relocation costs are estimated to be over 
$15 million, not to mention the loss of accurate research data due 
to the downtime of the lab. It will take the Lab years to fully 
recover from the transfer of facilities and produce accurate 
information. 

Allowing the Armstrong Laboratory to stay at Williams would 
allow it to continue using pilots from nearby Luke AFB, as well as 
students of the education consortium. Movement of the lab would 
jeopardize the readily available supply and cost of research 
subjects. 

Chairman Dixon, we are confident that the commission will 
clearly see that the benefits of retaining Armstrong Laboratories 
in Mesa, Arizona outweigh the costs of moving the Lab. 

We appreciate your consideration of this important matter. 

Best regards, 

. 
BOB ST 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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ED PASTOR 
Member of Congress 

Member of Congress ~fmber of congress7 
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Honorable A l a n  J, Dixon 
Chairman . 
Bass Realignment and clbaurc Comn~iseion , i;w1,,kf3C 
1700 North Moore Strest ,  Suite 1425 < * - .tqm&g&-a3 .- . .-* . -wv-. 

Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

near Chairman Dixon r 

We are writing to respect fu l ly  request tha t  the Base 
Realignment: and Closure CommlssFon validate the  Deparcrnent of 
D~irfer28e (DoD) t-ecomandat;ian to leave hrmstrong Laboratory at the 
foxmar Williams A i r  Force Base, located in Arizana. 

As a research and Development laboratory, mmstrong will 
continus co be a cata2yst; fo r  the aviation and educarion eonsoutiurn 
a n d  theix miasion of aviation research and training.  his will 
only be enhanced when Arizona State University moves its 
Hngineering  college'^ School of Technology to Williamv this f a l l .  

I n  addition, cur ren t  relacacion cos t8  are estimated to be over 
$A6 million, not Co msntian t h e  lose  of accurate research data due 
to the down~lms of the Lab. It will take ehe Lab years ECI fully 
recover f x m  t h e  tranafer of f a c i l i t i e a  and produce accura te  
information. 

Allowing the Amwtrong L a b o r a t o r y  to afay at Williams would 
allow it to continue using pilacs frm nearby Luke AFB. as well ae 
student8 of the education c o n a a r t i w .  Movment of  the lab would 
jeopardize che readily available eupply and c o s t  of research 
eua3 ecEs. 

Chai rman Dixon, w e  ars confident t h a t  t h e  cornrni~oiaa will 
clearly see that the  banafits of retaining Umscrong LaBoracorIee 
in Mesa, Arizona outweigh t h e  c o s t a  of moving t h e  L a b .  

W e  appreciate y o u r  conej.daratlon of thia important matker. 
A 

Beet rcgarde, 

BOB 9 
Member of Congres 
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Member of Congreea Vnher of congress- 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425P:-r_r: ' 

'* .- 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ... I .  ~ ~ & L s z ~ @ ,  . - -  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 21, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bob Stump 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Stump: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Armstrong Laboratory, Williams 
AFB, in Arizona. I appreciate your strong interest in the future of Armstrong Laboratory and 
welcome your comments. 

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 issue during this diicult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of 
service. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 . - -. - - - . . . - - a - 
ALAN J. P IXON,  CMAIKMAN 

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

June 21,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jim Kolbe 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Kolbe: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Amstrong Laboratory, Williams 
AFB, in Arizona. I appreciate your strong interest in the hture of Armstrong Laboratory and 
welcome your comments. 

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 issue during this difficult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of 
service. 

Sincerely, 
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WASHINGTON. DC 205 10 

Jtme 15, 1995 

I::onimissioner Rebecca Cux 
Base Realignment and Closure Commissiorl 
1700 Norh  Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

L* . 
I * .  

vi:, ?.? . ;' 
- 1 -  1 -  . . ... , %ai~--aq 

Dear Cormllissioner COX: 

1)uring the Navy testimony befi~re r l i r  Com~nission on June 14, t.he nature of you- 
questions led us to belicvc that you may be considering a reversal of the Dep,utrnent of Defense's 
rccomrnendation 11.1 close Whi te  Oak and move the Naval Sea Systclns Co~llnland to the 
Washington Naval Yard. We ieel that it is extremely important for you to be aware of the 
ccrmpelling I(:tg;c underlying the White Oak decisior~ mil urge you to support the DoD's 
rcconmlcndntion. 

In light of the changing mission requirements and drastici~lly irrcrraced co~~suuction cos( 
estimates for White Oak. the Navy 'and the Depmncnt of Defense recommended that Wlute Oak 
he closed and that NAVSEA nnd its nss(:~ciat.ed offices be moved instead lo Lhe Waslling&on Navy 
Yard. As the Navy argucd t h s  week,  he decision to redirect NAVSEA grew out of a recognition 
that continuing reduct i~~ns in force levels and Naliunal Pcr.funllalce Review-related 
administrati\:c cut-backs cvcjuld reduce the anlnunt of space required at White Oak, crr:iling 
subsranri;il excess capacity there. B y  rtxlircctirlg NAVSEA and other units to t l~c  Wmhmgton 
Navy Yard, the N a ~ y  can substantidly cut its construction and renovation cc:lsts while I-educing 
excess admiilistrative space by uric lilillioll square feet. The one time costs for the clusllre of 
White Oak were estimated at $1 59:7 million, with 20 year savir~gs at .R 144 million. 

'I'he magnitude of thesc snvings i s  no t  sulpl-ising. From the outset? the 1933 blute Oc& 

~.econullcndation was untenable, driven largely by i~lac*curate cost estimates. For esamplc, the 
moving and cunst.n.1~tii111 costs associa~ed \ v i h  ~ h c  uurigi~lal U l i t e  Oak move grew morc than 
17544 in lcss than nvc) years. By nloving NAVSEA to the Navy Yard, DoP will avoiil f i ~ f l h t ~  

cnsl escalation lulnreover, by renu\jatir~g space at the Navy Yard rather than constructing new 
spscc at White O&, DoD \\ i l l  also greatly mitigate thc cost risk assoc.ia~er:l wirh niajor. t-rew 
i :~rlstlu~Tinn. Unresolved isuucs sursuunding the Navy's Draft Eiivironmcntal impact Statement 
for h e  White Oak c.onsrn~ction could further escalate the c:c:~st of cnnsnuctii~g ncw facilities a1 

this site. 

IVlulc we would n a b a l l y  like to see. NAVSEA remain in Virginia we recognix the 
l\J;iyfs desire to reduce the espenditw.e of O&M fiinds Cot lemcd off~cc space. Moving 
NAVSEA to the Navy Yard will achieve these goals while prc~viding the minimum disruptiun to 
the daily rc,utirle of the employees, over 50 pcrccnt of whom live in Virginia. A relocatinn to 
\ \h i re :  Oak would increase average d:iily ct:~rnmute times for hese ernpluyees by over an hour 



each way. Additionally, since White Oak i s  not served by public transpoltation such as Metro, it 
is likcly that the number of cornrnuters on the dready overcrowded beltway would increase. T h e  

Washingrim Navy Yard option retains immediate access to public. transportation and docs not 
disrupt commuting times for any of the employees. 

An additional bonus for the Natlonal Capitol Regiun, associated with a NAVSEA move 
to the Navy Yard. would be the renewal of a seriously depressed area of the District of Columbia 
While not a d~rect BKAC issue, as a rcsidmt of the area we are confident Ihal yuu r r ~ u ~ 1 1 ; Z ~ '  the 
tlemendous positive affect 011 t l ~ c  ncighborhoods surrounding the Na\y Y x d  that NAVSEA and 
~ t s  associated commands wcsuld have. 

We also believe very strongly that the prllllnry purpose of the BRAC. is to close bases. 
Only by closing bases can \ire: achreve the cost savings associated with the reductin11 of our 
il~frastrucrure. Reversing Ihc DtjD rccollsnlendation would not closc a basc and the N a y  would 
be forced to retain significant excess capacity in the Nntiond Capitol Region. 

L)~uing the hearing we were enco~uagerl to see yilu question the wisdom uf muvir~g 
SPAWAR out of the National Capitol Rcgion. As we have written previously, we believe that 
therc are strong national security agwl~ents for keeping SPAWAR collocated with its primary 
customers. Thc Navy's oun  arguments in the 1995 BRAC Data Call indicate that moving 
SPAWAR clut nf the NCR would seriously erode it's effectiveness 'and destroy the local 
synergies which have been so critical to its historical succcss. 

If you have any further questions regarding the.se rnalltrrs, plrixse give us an opportunity 
to meet wilh yuu aid address your concerns. 

Charles S. Robb 



%nited 8tatde Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

June 15,1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

During the Navy testimony before the Commission on June 14, the nature of your 
questions led us to believe that you may be considering a reversal of the Department of Defense's 
recommendation to close White Oak and move the Naval Sea Systems Command to the 
Washington Naval Yard. We feel that it is extremely important for you to be aware of the 
compelling logic underlying the White Oak decision and urge you to support the DoD's 
recommendation. 

In light of the changing mission requirements and drastically increased construction cost 
estimates for White Oak, the Navy and the Department of Defense recommended that White Oak 
be closed and that NAVSEA and its associated offices be moved instead to the Washington Navy 
Yard. As the Navy argued this week, the decision to redirect NAVSEA grew out of a recognition 
that continuing reductions in force levels and National Performance Review-related 
administrative cut-backs would reduce the amount of space required at White Oak, creating 
substantial excess capacity there. By redirecting NAVSEA and other units to the Washington 
Navy Yard, the Navy can substantially cut its construction and renovation costs while reducing 
excess administrative space by one million square feet. The one time costs for the closure of 
White Oak were estimated at $1 59.7 million, with 20 year savings at $144 million. 

The magnitude of these savings is not surprising. From the outset, the 1993 White Oak 
recommendation was untenable, driven largely by inaccurate cost estimates. For example, the 
moving and construction costs associated with the original White Oak move grew more than 
175% in less than two years. By moving NAVSEA to the Navy Yard, DoD will avoid further 
cost escalation. Moreover, by renovating space at the Navy Yard rather than constructing new 
space at White Oak, DoD will also greatly mitigate the cost risk associated with major new 
construction. Unresolved issues surrounding the Navy's Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the White Oak construction could further escalate the cost of constructing new facilities at 
this site. 

While we would naturally like to see NAVSEA remain in Virginia, we recognize the 
Navy's desire to reduce the expenditure of O&M funds for leased office space. Moving 
NAVSEA to the Navy Yard will achieve these goals while providing the minimum disruption to 
the daily routine of the employees, over 50 percent of whom live in Virginia. A relocation to 
White Oak would increase average daily commute times for these employees by over an hour 



each way. Additionally, since White Oak is not served by public transportation such as Metro, it 
is likely that the number of commuters on the already overcrowded beltway would increase. The 
Washington Navy Yard option retains immediate access to public transportation and does not 
disrupt commuting times for any of the employees. 

An additional bonus for the National Capitol Region, associated with a NAVSEA move 
to the Navy Yard, would be the renewal of a seriously depressed area of the District of Columbia. 
While not a direct BRAC issue, as a resident of the area we are confident that you recognize the 
tremendous positive affect on the neighborhoods surrounding the Navy Yard that NAVSEA and 
its associated commands would have. 

We also believe very strongly that the primary purpose of the BRAC is to close bases. 
Only by closing bases can we achieve the cost savings associated with the reduction of our 
infrastructure. Reversing the DoD recommendation would not close a base and the Navy would 
be forced to retain significant excess capacity in the National Capitol Region. 

During the hearing we were encouraged to see you question the wisdom of moving 
SPAWAR out of the National Capitol Region. As we have written previously, we believe that 
there are strong national security arguments for keeping SPAWAR collocated with its primary 
customers. The Navy's own arguments in the 1995 BRAC Data Call indicate that moving 
SPAWAR out of the NCR would seriously erode it's effectiveness and destroy the local 
synergies which have been so critical to its historical success. 

If you have any further questions regarding these matters, please give us an opportunity 
to meet with you and address your concerns. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 L;ladF-?w 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

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

June 20, 1995 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John W. Warner 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Warner: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to move the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) tiom White Oak, 
Maryland to the Washington Navy Yard. 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 concerning NAVSEA will be considered by the 
Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. In addition, 
I have shared a copy of your letter with each of my fellow Commissioners for their review. 

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

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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THE ASSEMBLY 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 

AoAnn M. Oaa~lro 
Membar of Assambly 

116th Dlslrlct 

June 15, 1995 

COMMITTEES 
A31"9 

Agriculture 
Labor 

MunlAl nenllh 
Small Bu:lness 

Economic Developmenl. Job 
Creatlan. Commerce 5 Industry 

SUB-COMMI'ITEES 
Special Problinlr of me Aging 

COMMISSIONS 
Leglslat~ve Cornmlaa~on on 
Science and Technology 

ASSEMBLY TASK FORCES 
Ecot~or~ric Oc'velc~rnsnt 

Publ~c Authorities 
Workars' Compansarlcm 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment & Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

On behalf of Manufacturers Aesociation of Central New York Inc., I 
am forwarding to you the enclosed correspondence in support of Rome 
Laboratory. 

Thank you very much for your consideration and continued 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

-'ROANN 'M. DESTITO 
Member of Assembly 

RMD: tlb 
Enc . 

DISTRICT OFFICES: Roon~ 401, Slbk Oll~cu Bullding. 207 Genesee Srree~. Urtca. New York 13501 (315) 732-1055, FAX (315) 732-1413 
Barrlnger Onica Bullulng, 2nd floor, 303 W6st Llborly Street. Rome. Naw Yorii 19440. (315) 336-5779 

ALBANY OFFICE Room 652. Lagislarive Officir Bu~ldlny. Albany, New York 12248, (518) 455-5454, FAX (518) 455-5528 c2 ~r~nt lo~lo,>  recycluci prpsr 
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Manufacturers Association of Central New York, Inc. 

C 770 James Street, Syracuse. New York 13203-2197 
(315)474-4201 Fax (315)474-0524 

MACNY 
Management 
~esource Center 

June 8, 1995 

Alan J. Dison, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I write on behalf of the 300 member companies of the Manufacturers Association 
of Central New York and their 120,000 employees to urge the Base Realignrnent and 
Closure Conlmission to keep Rome Laboratories open and operating . 

Rome Labs is a vital and vibrant economic force in our region. In addition to the 
obvious benefit of the Labs' employment. there is a significant impact on existing 
buslness in tlle region -- both contractors and suppliers -- and the incubation of new 
businesses, which is critical to our region's economy. It woilld be iinpossiblc for me or 
most peoplt: to place a value on the great scientific col~tributiol~s to this conntry that have 
been made by the researchers at Rome Labs, too. 

Much has been made of the conflicting numbers from the Defense Depart~llent 
regarding the cost of closiu-e of Rome Labs. The near-term cost to lmdei~ake such :m 
action, however, pales in comparison to the impact on C.entra1 New York and the 
ultimate cost to the federal govemnent if thoi~sands of people lose their livelihood either 
tlvough the loss of jobs or the closing of businesses that rely on supplying Rollle Labs. 

This Association's membership is uilallimous in its suppoi-t for the BRACC to 
keep Rome Labs open. 

'I'hank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

C/~;IIII~;;;~ ~ r a ~ ,  CAE 



RoAnn M. Destito 
Member of Assembly 

11 6th District 

June 15, 1995 

THE ASSEMBLY 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment & Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

COMMITTEES 
Aging 

Agriculture 
Labor 

Mental Health 
Small Bus~ness 

Economic Development, Job 
Creation, Commerce & Industry 

Majority Steering Committee 

SUB-COMMITTEES 
Special Problems of the Aging 

COMMISSIONS 
Legislative Commission on 
Science and Technology 

ASSEMBLY TASK FORCES 
Economic Development 

Public Authorities 
Workers' Compensation 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

On behalf of Manufacturers Association of Central New York Inc., I 
am forwarding to you the enclosed correspondence in support of Rome 
Laboratory. 

Thank you very much for your consideration and continued 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

'k0k h. DESTITO 
Member of Assembly 

RMD: tlb 
Enc . 

DISTRICT OFFICES: Room 401, State Office Building, 207 Genesee Street, Utica, New York 13501 (31 5) 732-1 055, FAX (31 5) 732-1 41 3 
Barringer Office Building, 2nd Floor, 303 West Liberty Street, Rome, New York 13440, (315) 338-5779 

ALBANY OFFICE: Room 652, Legislative Office Building, Albany, New York 12248, (518) 455-5454, FAX (518) 455-5928 c$ Printed on recycled paper 



Manufacturers Association of Central New York, Inc. 
rl 770 James Street, Syracuse, New York 13203-2197 

(315)474-4201 Fax (315)474-0524 

MACNY 
Management 
Resource Center 

June 8, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I write on behalf of the 300 member companies of the Manufacturers Association 
of Central New York and their 120,000 employees to urge the Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission to keep Rome Laboratories open and operating . 

Rome Labs is a vital and vibrant economic force in our region. In addition to the 
obvious benefit of the Labs' employment, there is a significant impact on existing 
business in the region -- both contractors and suppliers -- and the incubation of new 
businesses, which is critical to our region's economy. It would be impossible for me or 
most people to place a value on the great scientific contributions to this country that have 
been made by the researchers at Rome Labs, too. 

Much has been made of the conflicting numbers from the Defense Department 
regarding the cost of closure of Rome Labs. The near-term cost to undertake such an 
action, however, pales in comparison to the impact on Central New York and the 
ultimate cost to the federal government if thousands of people lose their livelihood either 
through the loss of jobs or the closing of businesses that rely on supplying Rome Labs. 

This Association's membership is unanimous in its support for the BRACC to 
keep Rome Labs open. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 , .- - :- -4$6b-725-~/ 
__I_ -u 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable RoAnn Destito 
Member of Assembly, 1 16th District 
New York State Assembly 
Room 652, Legislative Otfice Building 
Albany, New York 12248 

Dear Assemblywoman Destito: 

Thank you for sharing with the Commission a copy of a letter fiom Mr. James L. 
Gray, CAE, President of the Manufacturers Association of Central New York, Inc., in 
support of Rome Laboratory. I certainly understand his interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome his 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 provided in Mr. Gray's letter will be considered by the Commission during 
our review of the nation's military infrastructure. I have also responded directly to Mr. 
Gray's correspondence. 

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 COMMISSION - . . .  
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 p'cf?^ " ' ' ,J ..-'"--f 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 %?-:* .a ' , -  - - - ~~$&KLZ~/ 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 2 1, 1995 

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) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. James L. Gray, CAE 
President, Manufmers Association of 

Central New York, Inc. 
770 James Street 
Syracuse, New York 13203-21 97 

Dear Mr. Gray: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission expressing your support for Rome 
Laboratory. 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 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, 
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FRED THOMPSON 

TENNESSEE 

Xnifab Sfnfea Senaf e 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

June 14, 1995 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

I regret that I was unable to attend the 
meeting today with you, Senator Frist, and 
Congressman Ford concerning Defense Distribution 
Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT). Unfortunately, 
scheduling conflicts kept me away from the 
meeting. 

I believe our Tennessee delegation has 
strong arguments for Memphis, including out- 
standing transportation assets, a central loca- 
tion, and a modern automated facility. I ask 
that you consider these and other factors as 
you and the Commission formulate your final list 

Again, I apologize for not being able to 
attend. Thank you for your consideration. 

sincerely, #dgoy tes S nator 

Commissioner Josue Robles, Jr. 
Defense Base Closure and 
~ealignment Comiiission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
~rlington, Virginia 22209 



FRED THOMPSON 

TENNESSEE 

Xniteb Sfnf 4s Senfife 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

June 14, 1995 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

Thank you so much for the opportunity to 
meet with you yesterday to discuss the future 
of Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, 
Tennessee (DDMT). 

I believe our Tennessee delegation has 
strong arguments for Memphis, including out- 
standing transportation assets, a central loca- 
tion, and a modern automated facility. I ask 
that you consider these and other factors as 
you and the Commission formulate your final list. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity and 
your consideration of this matter. 

&&gq)a U ite S ates S nator 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Major General George T. Babbitt, USAF 
Principal Deputy Director 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria, VA 223046100 

Dear General Babbitt: 

June 15,1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RETI 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The HIIDDO '95 Community asserts that the DLA COBRA analysis is understated. The 
Co&ty contends that the one time costs are $409.6 million with annual savings of only $9.3 
million. The return on investment is computed at 100+ years. To assist the Commission in its 
analysis, please provide your comments on the attached HilVDDO '95 Community position versus 
DLA's position. 

Because the Commission is nearing final deliberations, please provide the requested data 
by COB June 19, 1995. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. I appreciate you time and responsiveness. If 
your staffhas any questions about this request, they should contact Marilyn Wasleski or Ty 
Trippet of the Commission staff. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Cook 
Interagency Issues Team Leader 



T E m C A L  REPORT 
COBRA ANALYSIS - DEFENSE DEPOT OGDEN 

INTRODUCTION 

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) computer model is the approved device used to develop 
return on investment ( '01) analysis necessary to address BRAC Criteria 5. The model requires enuy of 
two discrete sets of data -- a data file and a "standard factors" file. 

The data files are straight-forwaid - each cominhg the specific closure or realignment scenario and data 
unique to each of the bases involved in that scenario. The only issue is whether or not the data used by the 
DoD in a data file is, in fact, accurate. However, the "standard factors" files are less straight-forward. 

Despite the fact that the COBRA model was developed under contract for the Defense Department @OD), 
the "standard factors" file is tbe subject of considerable misundentanding within the DoD and its 
subordinate elements. Its components are interpreted as common to the entire DoD or to one of the 
military departments or agencies. Instead, as prescribed on page 67 in the COBRA User's Manual, these 
factors should be developed independently for each scenario. By way of illustration: 

One input included in the "standard factor" file is the percentage of civilian personnel who, if their 
positions are eliminated, will get new Federal jobs under the hiority Placement System. The figure is 
important because severance (RIF) payments need not be paid to those employees receiving new jobs. 
Here, the DoD directed that the figure of 60 percent will be used throughout the Department. 
However, the number actually varies significantly depending on the types of jobs involved. 

If, for example, the employees involved are members of a Schedule A Civil Service rather than 
members of the Competitive Civil Service, none of them will be eligible for participation in the priority 
placement System. Similarly, if the employees hold low-density or highly-specilized skills, only 
between 0 and 10 percent of them will be able to obtain new jobs under the Priority Placement System. 

For the foregoing reasons, to the maximum extent possible, the Community used actual data in its analysis 
of the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) recommendation to close the Defense Depot Ogden (DDOU). . 

FINDINGS 

It should be noted that the Community analysis contained herein focuses completely on the return on 
investment that would be achleved by closing DDOU; it makes no attempt to assess the military value of 
such a closure. 

In the COBRA analysis submitted with the DoD recommendation, the DLA presented the following results: 

One-time costs of $101.763 million. 
A twenty-year net present investment of - $180.850 million. 
The return on investment achieved in 2003 (4 years). 



The Community COBRA analysis found that, through flaws and shortcomings in data collection 
(paniculariy the complete omission of a major unique DDOU mission). the DLA seriously underestimated 
the one-time costs - by some $228.725 million -- and overestimated the twenty-year savings - by some 
$488.065 million. The Community reached the following results: 

One-time costs of $409.602 million. 
A twenty-year net present value of 5307.215 million. 
The return on investment achieved in " 100 + " years. 

The Community also ran its data file with the DLA "standard factors" file. This achieved results similar to 
the Community findings - but with slightly lower one-time costs and an overall return on investment that 
was considerably worse. 

As discussed below, the Community found that the savings do not equal the one-time costs. As a result, 
the DLA and the DoD substantUy deviated from BRAC Criterion 5 in submitting their r#.xmmendations. 

The DLA COBRA analysis (DEPOTQNW.CBR / DEPOTS.SFF) and the Community COBRA analysis 
(OGDEN8.CBR / OGDEN5.SFF) are enclosed hereto in both hard copy and computer disc formats. Also 
enclosed is a COBRA summary repon in hard copy showing the results of combining the Community data 
file with the DA "standard factors" file (OGDEN8. CBR / DEPOTS.SFF). 

SCENARIO 

General 

Defense Depot Ogden is classified by the DLA as a "stand-alone" depot in that its primary mission 
involves regional distribution of a wide variety of commodities and it is not collocated with a 
maintenance operation pertaining to one of the Military Departments. As a "stand-alone" depot on its 
own installation, the DDOU serves as host to a series of minor tenant activities. 

In addition to its generic depot distribution functions, the DDOU has the unique mission of assembling, 
storing, and distributing Deployable Medical Systems (DEPMEDS) - the modular "hospitals in a box" 
that can be assembled to create complete combat hospitals providing modem front-line medical support 
to troops engaged in combat. This program is described in Enclosure 5 hereto. 

Defense heistics Agency 

In its recommendation, the DLA envisaged closing DDOU but leaving a 36.000 square-foot cantonment 
area to be transferred from the DLA to the US Army Reserve Components @p. 12 - 13 of the DLA 
BRAC recommendation) . Some 20 percent of DDOU's stockage was to be transferred to the Defense 
Depot San Joaquin complex and the remaining 80 percent of the stockage was to be moved to 
"XDEPOT" - a generic set of data pertaining to a depot facility yet to be determined. Personnel at 
DDOU pertaining to DLA's Western Region headquarters would be moved to their parent organization 
while the remaining employees would be eliminated or moved "commensurate with workload 
requirements. " 

The use of "XDEPOT" as recipient for such a high percentage of the DDOU stockage should be of 
particular concern. In its initial report to the BRAC Commission, the DLA admitted that complete 
implementation of all of its closure recommendations would result in a significant -- reported as about 
21 million achievable cubic feet -- shortfall of depot storage capacity @. 8.6). In his 7 March 1995 



prepared testimony before the BRAC Commission @. 6) .  General Farre11 confirmed this figure and 
suggested that the DLA could use excess storage capacity at the Service depots to make up any 
shortfall. However: 

The projection of DLA's possible storage capacity shortfall was made under the assumption that all 
Air Logistics Centers would remain in place. Instead, one or more of these installations may be 
closed by the BRAC Commission. 

As a result of other BRAC actions, there may not be any "XDEPOT" to which the DDOU's stock 
can be transferred. 

Perhaps because the mission supports a Department of the Army program using stocks that belong to 
that department (rather than using DLA stocks), the D&A fonnal recommendation and the supporting 
COBRA analysis failed to account for the DEPMEDS mission. 

In its analysis, the DLA provides a "closure" scenario but, because 36,000 square feet of facilities are 
being retained in the DoD inventory, it is actually a "realignment" scenario. 

Except for the following corrections, the Community analysis made no changes to the DLA scenario: 

The scenario was changed from "closure" to "realignment." 

The DEPMEDS mission was accounted for and moved to "XDEPOT." 

STANDARD FACTORS FILE 

General 

Each "standard factors" file consists of inputs organized into four discrete components, individually 
covering personnel, facilities, transportation, and construction. As noted above, the COBRA model 
was designed to use a unique standard factors file with each particular scenario. 

Defense Logistics Aeencv 

The "standard factors" file @EPOTS.SFF) used by the DLA for the DDOU scenario was used by the 
Agency for all other recommendations submitted during the BRAC 95 process. As a result, the values 
it contains are not entirely applicable to the scenario involved in the proposed DDOU realignment. As 
an example, it uses the DoD-wide assumption that separated personnel will be eligible for only 18 
weeks of unemployment compensation whereas the standard in most states -- including Utah - is 26 
weeks of eligibility. As another illustration, the average officer salary used ($54,869 per year) pertains 
to personnel of lower ranks than those typically authorized at DLA depots. 

The DLA "standard factors" file also contained several entries that weight the results in favor of 
closure or realignment. These include the assumption thar 60 percent of the civilian employees whose 
positions are eliminated will be able to find alternative Federal jobs under the "priority placement 
system." This assumption acts to reduce reduction in force (RIF) costs. Even if accurate for general 
clerical personnel, it is not accurate with regard to the highly-specialized occupations employed at 
DDOU. 



For these reasons, correction of the "standard factors" file was both appropriate and necessary. 

Communitv 

In each instance where the Community validated the DLA entries or could not develop independent 
data. its analysis used the DA data contained in the DEPOTS-SFF "standard factor" file. However, the 
Community adjusted certain "standard factor" inputs to reflecr actual conditions pertaining to the 
scenario. 

Extensive changes were made in the personnel "standard factorsw to reflect the actual characteristics of 
the DDOU workforce. Included were the following significant changes: 

Salaries were adjusted to reflect the actual averages pertinent to DDOU employees 

Data comrning unemployment eligibility and compensation were corrected. 

Data collcenaing the Priority Placement System were adjusted to reflect reality. Given the very 
specialized occupational skills of the DDOU workforce, the rapidly shrinking defense depot 
business, and the general reductions in the overall size of the Federal workforce, it would be most 
unrealistic to expect more than 25 to 30 percent of DDOU's excessed workforce to be offered new 
Federal positions. 

The Community analysis likewise made less extensive adjustments regarding the facilities and 
construction inputs. Two significant changes should be highlighted: 

In the facilities factors, the DLA use of 0.00 as a BOS index artificially reduced BOS costs at 
gaining installations. This input was changed to be 0.75. 

Entries were made to fill pertinent gaps in the DLA construction factors. Where provided, the 
DLA factors were not changed. 

The Community did not change the tramportation "standard factor" inputs. 

DATA FILE 

General 

Whereas the "standard factors" file is designed to contain data common to all bases within a specific 
scenario, the data file contains the data that is unique to each of the bases. The data file contains static 
base information (information assumed to remain relatively constant), dynamic base information (that 
changes during the scenario), information regarding personnel force structure changes, and information 
regarding construction required by the scenario. - 

I 
Defense Logistics A~encv  1 

I 

STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

The DLA analysis used erroneous data concerning DDOU's personnel authorization -- attributing 
some 2221 military and civilian employees to the depot. It should be noted that this figure is even 
larger than the authorizations of comparable DLA distribution depots -- and it is even larger than 
that anributed to the massive Defense Depot San Joaquin complex! 



The DLA analysis credited DDOU with 7.203 million square feet of facilities instead of the 7.400 
million square feet of facilities actually at the installation. Similarly, the BOS data was incorrect. 
As reported by the DLA, the total annual BOS bill at DDOU is $31.721 million - including an 
incredible $7.473 annual communications bill! Finally, the DLA analysis also omitted DDOU's 
family housing costs. 

MOVEMENT TABLES 

In its movement tables, the DLA analysis failed to accommodate the DEPMEDS mission. 

DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Although the formal DLA recommendation to the BRAC Commission noted that 36,000 square feet 
of facilities would be retained for transfer to the US Army Reserve Components, its COBRA 
analysis closed the complete installation. The DLA analysis also omitted documented required 
mvironmemal compliance costs at DDOU. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Having omitted the DEPMEDS mission h m  the scenario and the movement tables, the DLA 
analysis failed to add the significant c o n d o n  costs that would be required to house the mission 
at a new location. 

Community 

In each instance where the Community validated the DLA inputs or could not develop independent 
data, its analysis used the data contained in the DLA submission - the DEPOTQNW.CBR data file. 
Except with regard to freight costs, no changes were made in the DLA data pertaining to installations 
other than DDOU. 

STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

The community analysis corrected emneous DLA data, adjusting the total personnel authorization 
to the correct FY 95 authorization of 1099 military and civilian employees and the total facilities to 
the correct 7.400 million square feet. Similarly, the Community corrected the BOS data to total 
$27.349 million - including the m a t e  annual communications bill of $401 thousand (a figure 

more in line with that at comparable installations. Finally, the Community analysis added 
DDOU's annual family housing costs of $48 thousand. 

MOVEMENT TABLES 

The Community analysis adjusted the personnel movement tables to support the DEPMEDS 
mission and the basis for these entries is contained in Enclosure 6 hereto. However, because the 
movement tables could not accommodate the total tonnage required to be moved with the 
DEPMEDS mission, this data was entered under "unique activities." The rationale for these 
enuies is also contained in Enclosure 6. 

DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

The Community increased freight costs from 0.07 per ton-mile to 0.09 per ton-mile to reflect 
actual experience at both DDOU and Defense Depot Red River. 



The Community analysis also retained the 36,000 square feet of facilities to be transferred to 
support the US Army Reserve Components. Although, once transferred, the DLA will not bear 
the costs of these facilities, the American taxpayer will continue to do so. Their inclusion, 
therefore, is appropriate. 

Finally, the community analysis included documented environmental compliance (not remediation) 
costs at DDOU. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

The Community analysis retained the DLA construction entries without change. However, based ; 
on the reported DLA capacity shortfall, it appropriately added the construction requirements to 
support the DEPMEDS mission. These include the storage space to accommodate the Department 
of the Army stockage used to assemble the DEPMEDS units, space to assemble the units, and 
outside hardstand to store the completed contaimrs. The basis for these entries is contained in 
Enclosure 6 hereto. 

CONCLUSIONS 

It must be stressed again that this report focuses only on the return on investment issues, ignoring the more 
important military value issues associated with the DoD recommendation to close DDOU. 

In developing its return on investment analysis, the DLA began with data that was inaccurate and then 
failed to accommodate a major assigned mission - the DEPMEDS mission. The Community analysis 
merely rectified the DLA errors. 

Instead of a one-year ROI, the real answer is that is no return on investment within the BRAC parameters. 
For this reason, the DoD recommendation represents a substantial deviation from BRAC Criterion 5. 

ENCLOSURES 

1 Summary and input reports for DLA COBRA analysis @EPOTQNW.CBR / DEPOTS.SFF) 
2 Summary and input reports for Community COBRA analysis (OGDEN6. CBR / OGDEN4. SFF) 
3 Summary report for combination run (OGDEN6. CBR / DEPOTS. SFF). 
4 Computer disc for all runs 
5 DEPMEDS briefing 
6 DEPMEDS data 



COBRA R W I C N P I E N T  SIRIMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1 /2 
Data Am Of 21:15 12/23/1994. Report Created 19:08 06j09i1995 

Department D LA 
Option Package . DEPOTQNW 
ScenarlG Fxle - A:\DEPOTQNW.CBR 
Std Fctro File A .  \DEPOTS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year . 1999 
ROI Year : 2003 (4 Years) 

NPV in 201S(SKl . -180. 858 

1-Tlme Cost ( S K )  : 110. 763 

Net Costa (SKI  Constant 

1996 
- - - -  

MrlCon 2.085 

person o 
Ovcrhd 2.060 
Movrng 3.121 
Miselo 0 

Other 8.145 

Do1 lars 

1997 Total 
- - - - -  

21.945 

-48.865 
-16,605 

28,384 
0 

42.934 

Beyond 

TOTAL 15.412 25.452 

Total 
- - - - -  

1996 1991 
- - - -  - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off 0 1 

6111 0 1 

Civ 0 202 

IOT 0 204 

POSITIONS R6ALIGNGD 
Off 0 

En1 0 
StU 0 

ClV 0 

TOT 0 

summary. 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Ogden. Move 20% of stock to DDJC. Move remainder of stock to 
XDEPOT Peraonne: v ~ i l  be elrmlnatec or mlgraced commensurate wlth 
workload requirements DDRW HQ pereonnel resldlng at DDOU wlll move to 
DDRW In Stockton 01 Rehab of existlng warehouse space at DDJC wlll 
provlde hazardous srorage. 



COBRA REALIGNUBKT SMMARY (COBRA v5 .OBI - P a g e  2/2 
D a t a  &?Of 2 1 - 1 5  12/23/1994. R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  19:08 06/09/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : DLA 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : DEPOTQNW 
S c e n a r i o  File - A:  \.DEWTQNW. C B R  

S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : A : \ D E P O T S . S F F  

C o s t s  [SK) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r 0  
1996 1991 B e y o n d  

- - - - - -  
Ma l C o n  2.085 12.699 

P e r s o n  0 397 

O v e r h d  2.060 2.486 

m o v i n g  3.121 4.879 

niss io  0 0 

O t h e r  9,345 9,656 

TOTAL 16.612 30.117 

S a v i n g s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  
1996 

D o l l a r s  
1997 B e y o n d  

M i l C o n  0 

P e r s o n  o 
O v e r h d  0 

M o v i n g  0 

M i s e i o  0 

O t h e r  . 1.200 

TOTAL 1.200 4.665 



INPVT DATA REPORT (COBRA v S  . 00 1 
Data As Of 21:15 12/23/1994. Report Created 19:00 06/09/1995 . 

Department : DLA 
opzion Package : DEPOTQNW 
Scenario File : A: \DEPOTQNW. CBR 
Std Pctrs File : A:\DEPOTS.SFF 

- INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

node1 Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Const~ctlon/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 

DDOU(WSE1. 
DDRWOU. KIT 
DDRW. CA 

DDJC. CA 
XDDHU. ln 
DEPOT 

Closes in FY 1999 
Closes In FY 1999 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Ogden. Move 20% of stock to DDJC. Move remainder of stock to 
DEPOT. Personnel will be eliminated or migrated cormensurate vith 
uorklord requirements. DDRW HQ personnel residing at DDOU will wve  to 
DDRW in Stockton. CA. Rehab of existing warehouse space at D W C  will 
provide hazardous storage. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Prom Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
DDOUILOSB). KIT 
DDOU(L0SE). KIT 
DDOU(WSE). KIT 
DDOU(WSE), UT 
DDRWOU, KIT 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - 
DDRW. CA 

DDJC. CA 
XDDHU. KIT 
XDEPOT 
DDRW. CA 

Distance : 
- - - - -  - - - -  

743 m i  
743 mi 
25 mi 
BOO mi 
743 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from DDOU(L0SE). KIT to DDRK. CA 

Officer Positions: 
Bnlrmted Posltions: 
Civilian Positions : 
Student Positions: 
Mlssn Eqpt (tons1 : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Milrtary Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from DDOU(L0SE). UT to DDJC. CA 

Officer Posltions: 
Enlisted Posltlons: 
Civilian Posltlons: 
Student Posit~ons: 
Mlssn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt 6qpt I cons) . 
M1:;:an. Llghr Vehlcieo. 
Heal-f.'Speclai Vehicles 



INPVI DATA REPORT (COBRA V5 .08 1 - Page 2 
s Data Ae Of 2 1 : 1 5  12/23/1994. Report Created 19:OB 06/09/1995 

Department - DLA 
Dption Package : DEWTQNW 
Scenarlo Flle : A: \DEPOTQNW. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\DEPOTS.SPF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from DDOU(L0SE). UT to XDDHU, VT 

Officer Positions: 

Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 

Student Positions: 
Miesn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tonal : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Iieavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transf ers from DDOU(L0SE) , IJT to XDEPOT 

1996 
- - - - 

Officer Positions: 0 

Enlxsted Positrons: 0 

Civilian Positrons: 0 

Student Positions: o 
Mimsn Eqpt (tons) : ' 530 

Suppt Bqpt (tons) : 0 

Military Light Vehicles: 0 

Heavy!Special Vehicles: 0 

Transfers from DDRWDU. VI to DDRW, CA 

Officer Positions: 

Enlisted Positions: 
Civllian Positions: 
Student Positrons: 
Mlssn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Llght Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN POUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DWU(WSG). VT 

Total Offlcer Employees: 
Total EnllsKtd Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Toca; Civ:ilan Employees: 
M-1 Families Llvlng On Base. 
Clvllians Not Wllling To Move- 
Officer Housing Unlts Ava11: 
Enllsted Houslng Unlts Avail: 
Total Base Fac1lit:es (KSF) : 
Officer VHh ( f  /Month) : 
Enllsted .L%A ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($!Day) : 

Frelght Cost !: 'TonfMrle) : 

RPMA N o n - P a v l l  (SK/Year) : 
Communrcations (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll lSK/Year): 
BOS Payroli : SKiYear) : 
Family Houolng lSK.'Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 

CHAMPUS In-Pat !S;Vislt) : 
CHAMPUS Our-Par (S/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shifr to Medicare: 
Activlty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act:...::;. Information- 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA VS.08I - Page 3 
Data Aa Of 21:15 12/23/1994. Report Created 19:08 06/09/1995 , 

Department : DLA 
Opt Ion Package : DEPOTQNW 

Scenario File : A: \DEPOTQNW.CBR 
scd Fctrs File : A:\DEPOTS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DDRWOU, VT 

Tocal Officer Employees: 0 

Total Enlisted Employees: 0 
Total Student Employees: 0 

Total Clvilian Employeee: 93 
Mil Families Living On Baee: 0.OC 

C~villans Not Willing To Move: 6.01 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Unite Avail: I) 

Total Base Facilitiee(KSP): 13 

Officer VHA ($/Month): 0 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 0 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 98 

Freight Coat (S/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: DDRW, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 

Total Enlisted Employees: 

Total Student Employees: 

Total Civilian Employees: 

Mil Pamilies Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 

Enllsted Housing Unlts Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 

Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 

Per Dxem Race (S /Day) : 

Freighc Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: DDJC. CA 

Total Officer Employees: 4 

Total Enllsted Employees: 1 
Total Student Employees: 0 

Total Civilian Employees: 1,530 
Mil Families Living On Base: 0.01 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.01 

Officer Housing Unlts Avail: 0 
Snlrsred Housang Unire Avaxl: 0 

Tocal Base Facrllties(KSF): 8 .  625 

Officer VHA (S/Month) : 3 64 
Enllsted VHA ($/Month): 2 54 

Per Dlem Rate ($/Day) : 8 6 

Frelght Cost (S!Ton/Milel : 0.07 

Name: XDDHU. VT 

Total Officer Employees: 1 

Total Enllsted Employees: 0 

Total Student Employees: 0 

Total Clvllian Employeee : 5 5 7  

R : l  Families Livlng On Base: 0. O i  
'l'..;::ano Not h'l::lng To Move: 6 .  O X  

3fflcer Hounlng Unlto h a l l :  C 

Enl-otec Housing Unlto Avall. 0 

Total Base Facil~tleslKSF): 2.236 

3f  f lcer L W  (S /Month) P 

Enilocec 'W ( $  IMonthi C 

Per Diem Rate ($!Day) 98 

Freight Cost ($/ToniMlle): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK!Year) : 

Communicacrone ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Houslng ($K/Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAHPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CKAMPUS Out-Pat (SjVxeit) : 

CHAMPUS shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Aaeistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Communlcacions fSK/Year) : 
BOS Non- Payroll (SK/Yearl : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat (S/Vlslt) : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat (S/Vlsrt) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to ned~care: 

Activrty Coder 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK./Year) : 
Commun1ca:ions lSK/Year): 

BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Houslng l$K/Year): 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAnPUS Out-Pat (SiVlsrt) : 
C W P U S  Shxft r-o Medicare: 

Actlvrty code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Unique Activit)~ Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SV'Year) 

Communlcatlons ' S t  >ear) 

BOS Non- Pavroll SK/Year) 

BOS Payroll ISKfYear) 

Famlly Houslng ISK \ear) 
ATea Cost Factor 
CHAMPUS Ir-Pa: ; ;:rli' 
CHAMPUS Uut-Pa: ; ;.olti 
CHAMPUS Shlft to Medlcare 

Act i vi cy Code 

Homeowner hoslstance Program: 

Unique Actl. ..lC:. :nfomation: 





INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5 
Data Re Of 1:15 12/23/1994. Report Created 19:OB 06/09/1995 -. 

Department D U  
Opt~on Package . DEPOTQNW 
Scenarlo Fl le A. \DEPgTQNW. CBR 

Scd Fctrs File A: ;DPPOTS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DDRW. Ck 

1-Tlme Unlque Coat (SK) r 
l-Tlme Unlque Save (SKI: 

l-Time Moving Cost ISK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI ; 

Bnv Non-MilCon RcqdiSK) : 
Activ Mission Coat (SKI : 
Activ Miaslon Save (SK) : 
Miac Recurring Cost (SK) : 

~ i s c  Recurring Save (SK) : 
Lurd (+Buy/-Sale*) (SK) : 

Construction Schedule(%) 
Shutdown Schedule (I) - 

MilCon Coat Avoldnc (SKI : 

Fam Housrng Avoldnc (SKI : 

Procurement Avoxdnc (SKI : 
M P U S  In-Patlents/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patrents/Yr: 
Facll ShurDown (KSF) : 

0 581 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 2.172 3,148 3,148 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

02 02 02 0 I 

0% 0 I 0 2 0 I 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: DDJC. CA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

l-Time Unique Cost LSK) . 
1-Trme Unique Save (SKI : 

l-Tlme Movlng Cost !SK: . 
l-Trme Moving Save (SK1 - 

Env Non-UilCon Rcqd(SK1 : 

Activ Misslon Cost (SKI : 

Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 

Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy!-Sales1 (SKI : 

Construction Scheduie 121 : 
Shutdown Schedule (I! : 

nalcon cost ~voidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avo~dnc iSK; : 

Procurement Avoldnc L SK) : 
CHAnPUS In-Patlenra.!\ir. 
CHMPUS Out-Pacicnrs'Yr. 
Facli ShuLDown (KSF) - 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 I 
0% 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

Perc Famlly 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 1.303 1,303 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

02 05 0 I 
02 0% 08 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
C 0 0 

Houslng ShutDown: 

Name: XDDHV. '3T 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unlque fost (SKI : 
l-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost !SK) 
l-Tlme Movina Save :SK: 
fin%. Non-M; lCor Reqd 1;Er 

Activ Mission Cost l j R i  

Accl-.' Risslon Save ::Kt 
Mlsc Hecurr~nc Cost (SF:, 
Mlsc RecurrlnS Save ' S F '  
Land (+Buy -5a;esl .:E 

Consrruc:ior Schedule $ : 

Shutdown Schedu!e : % ,  

MilCon Coot A:,oldnc ( ' E l  

Fam Hou;: ng A:',,:dnc ::i'g 

Procuremenr ;.'-.c,:dnc .:F 
CHAMPUS In-Pat'ents "il- 

CHAMPUS Sut -Patlento 'Yr. 

Facl i ShufDobn , l.:SF) . 0 Perc Family Housing 

0 
0 

0 I 

0 I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA V S . 0 8 )  - Page 6 
0 Data Aa Of 21:15 12/23/1994. Report Created 19:oe 06/09/1995 

Department r DLA 

Opt Ion Package : DEPOTQNW 

Scenario File : A:\DEPOTQNW.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : A:\DEPOTS.SFF 

. INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: XDEPOT 

1996 1997 1996 1999 2 0 0 0  

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 

1-Time Moving Cost ISK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 

Bnv Non-n1lCon ReqdtSK) : 
k r i v  Mission Cost ISK): 

k r ~ v  Mission Save ISK): 
nisc Recurring Cost (SKI : 

Wisc Recurrzng Save ISK) : 
Lrnd (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI - 
Construction Schedule li I : 
Shutdovn Schedule I\) : 

nilcon Cost Avoldnc (SKI : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 

CHAMPUS In-Patiencs/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 

Facil ShutDovn(KSF1 : 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0  0 0 0 

D 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 648 1.303 1,303 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

oi 0 I 0 I 05 

0 i 0 I O I  O I  

0  0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: DDOU(L0SE). UT 

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 ChangelNo Sal Save): 

En1 Change (No Sal Save 1 : 
Civ Change (No Sal Savel : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Clvillan . 

INPLIT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 
Name: DDRW. CA 

Description Categ 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
Admln space h3MIN 

New MllCon Rehab nilcon Total Cost (SK) 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 33.186 0  

Name. DDJC. CA 

Descrlptlon Ca t eg 
- - - - - - - - - - . .  - - - - .  

Rehab hazard warehse HAZAP 

New MllCon Rehab MllCon Total Cost(SK1 
. - - - . . - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 83.657 0  

Name- XDDHU iTT 

Descript lor. 
. . - - - - - - -  - 
admin space 

Careg 
- ~ - - .  
rnF\ I N 

Ke*. M'lCon Rehab P!-?Con Total Cost ( S K I  
..-.....-. - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 122.590 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 7 
I 

Data As Of 21;15 12123'1994. Report Created 19:OB 06/09/1995 

Department : D m  
Option Package : DEWTQNW 
Scenario File : A: ;DEPOTQNW CBR 
Std FctrS File . A:\DEPOTS.SFF - 

- STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Marrled: 90.331 

Percent Enlxsted Married: 74.07\ 

Enllsted Housing MilCon: 0.001 

Officer Salary(S/Year) : 54,869.06 
OffBAqwithDapndents($): 757.48 

Enlisted Salary($/Year): 28,664.00 

En1 BAQ wlth Dependents ( $ 1  : 562.86 

Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 114.00 

Unemployment Eligibility(Weeksl : 18 

Civilian Salary($/Year): 32.060.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.001 

Civilian Grrly Retire Rate: 10.001 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate : 5.001 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39. 001 

SF Flle Desc: Depots (Alone & Co) 

STANDARD FAmORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Coet Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.00 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Clrel : 162 .OO 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor QuartersfSF): 500.00 

Avg Family Quarcers (SF1 : 2.000.00 
APPDFT.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.001 1997: 3.001 1998: 3.001 

Civ Early Retlre Pay Factor: 9.001 

Priority Placement Service: 60.001 

PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.001 

Civilian PCS Costs ( $ 1  : 28.800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( $ 1  : 534.41 

Nat Median Home Price($) : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.001 

Max Home Sale ReimbursiS): 22,385.00 

Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.001 

Mu: Home Purch Reimburs(S1: 11.191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.001 

HAP Hooe Value Reimburre Rate: 22.901 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.001 

RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.001 

RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.001 

Rehab ve. New MilCon Cost: 

Info Management Account: 

MilCon Design Rate: 
Milcon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency P1.n Rate: 

MilCon Site Preparatron Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

Inflation Rate for NW.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material /Assigned Person (Lbl : 0 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14.50o.00 

KHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9.000.00 
HHG Per Mi? Slngle (Lb): 6.400.00 

HHG Per Civllian (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 

nir Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
nlsc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack 6. Crate ($/Ton) : 
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile): 

Heavy/Spec Veh~cle($/Mile): 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 

Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ( $ 1  : 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $ 1  : 

STANDARD FACK)RS SCREEN FOUR - M1LITAF.Y CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Horizonta! 

Waterfront 
Air Operatlone 

Operational 
Administrative 
School Bulldrngs 

Maintenance Shops 

Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 

Covered Storage 
Dining Fac~iities 

Reczeazion Fac~lltles 

Communlcationc Facil 

Shlpyard Xaintenance 

RDT & E Facil~ties 

POL Storage 
Xmmdnlilon Storage 

Medlcal Facilltleo 

Envi ronmenta: 

(SYI 

(LFI 
(SF1 

(SF1 
,SF) 

(SF) 
(SF1 

(SF: 
(SF1 

(SF) 
(SF) 

ISFi 
(SF, 

I SF) 
(SF1 

(ELI 
ISFI 

(SF! 

category 
- - - - - - - - 
ADP Construction 
Cold Storage 
Hazardous Storage 

ClassroomlTraining 
Cafeteria 

Child Devel Center 
Convert Whse to Adml 

Lease 
Optlonal Category I 

Optional Category J 
Optlonal Category K 
Optional Category L 
5ptiona: Categor)! M 

Optional Categor), N 
Optional Category 0 

Optional Category P 
Optional Categoq. Q 
Optional Category R 

- - 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF1 

(SF) 

(SF) 

( 1 
( ) 

I I 
I i 
( I 
( I 
( ) 

( I 
f I 

( ) 



COBRA RSALIGNUENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data Aa Of 16:02 04/18/1995. Report Created 19:03 06/09/1995 

Department DLA 

Option Pachge : OGDEN8 
Scenario Pile : A:\OCDEN8.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : A:\OGDENS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1999 

ROI Year : 100+ Years 

NPV in 2015($K): 307.215 

1 -Time Cost ($K) : 409.602 

Net Costs ($10 Constrnt 
1996 

MilCon 16.390 

Person 0 

Overhd 13.140 

llovi ng 0 

nissio 0 

Other 15.145 

Dollars 
1997 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  ---- - - - -  ---- ---- 
POSITIONS SLIUINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bnl 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civ 0 0 4 1 4 1 0 0 

TOT 0 0 41 41 0 0 

POSITIONS RGALIGNBD 
Off 0 

En1 0 

stu 0 

ClV 0 

TOT 0 

Summrry : 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Ogden. Move 202 of stock to DDJC. Move rernalnder - -  INCLUDING DBPMED 
misszon - -  to XDEPOT. Eliminate or migrate personnel to accommodate workload 
DDRW lip personnel residing 6' DDOU move to DDRW Stockton. CA. Rehab 

Total 
- - - - -  

174.724 

-62 

31,812 

154,571 

-7,139 

69,340 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

-3,011 

-4,240 

0 

-2.047 

0 

existing warehouse space at DDJC to provlde hazardous storage 
Retain 36 KSF Reserve cmtonment area for transfer to USAR. 



COBRA R O A L I ~ O N T  SUUIARY (COBRA vS . OI I - Page 2/2 
Data Aa Of 16:02 04/18/1995. Report Created 19:03 06/09/1995 

DeparK~nenK : DLA 
Optlon Package : OGDEN8 
Scenario File : A:\OGDENB.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\OGDENS.SPF 

Costs (SK) Conatant 
1996 
- - - -  

Milcon 16.390 
Pereon 0 

Overhd 300 
Uoving o 
Misslo 0 
Other 16,345 

Dollars 

1997 Beyond 

TOTAL 33.034 97,390 193,464 117.370 

Savinge (SK) Conscmt 
1996 
- - - -  

M&lCon 0 
Person o 
Overhd -12,840 
novlng 0 

Mlssio 0 
Other 1.200 

Dollars 

1997 ---- 
0 

0 

-10,404 
0 

0 
0 

Beyond 



INPW DATA REPORT (COBRA VS.OB) 
Data Aa Of 16:02 0(/18/1995. Report Created 19:03 06/09/1995 

Department : DLA 
3pcion Package : OGDENB 
scenario File : A:\OGDWB.CBR 
std Fctrs File : A:\OGDENS.SPF 

INPUK SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCE-I0 INFORMATION 

nodei Year One : FY 1996 

node: does Time-Phasing of Conetruction/Shutdovn: Yes 

Base Name 
- - - - - -  - - -  
DDOU(LOSE1. 
DDRWOU. UT 
DDRC'. CA 

DDJC. CA 

XDDHU. UT 
XDEPOT 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - -  - -  
Deactivates in PY 1999 
Closes in PY 1999 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Ogden. Move 201 of stock to DDJC. Move remainder - -  INCLUDING DEPMED 
misslon - -  to XDEPOT. Eliminate or migrate personnel to accommodate workload. 
DDRW HQ personnel residing O DDOU rovt to DDRW Stockton. CA. Rehab 
existing warehouse space at DDJC to provide hazardous storage. 
Retain 36 KSF Reserve cantonment area for transfer to USAR. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 
From Base: 
- . - - - - - - - -  
DDOU(LOSE1. UT 
DDOU(L0SE). UT 

D W U  (LOSE1 . UT 

DDOU L LOSE) . UT 
DDRWOU. UT 
DDRWOU. VT 
DDRWDU, UT 
DDRWOU. UT 

DDRW. CA 
DDRW. CA 

DDRW. CA 

DDJC. =A 

DDJC. CA 
XDDHU. LIT 

To Base: 

DDRW, CA 
DDJC. CA 
XDDHU, vr 
XDEPOT 
DDRW. CA 
DDJC. CA 
XDDHU, UT 
XDEPOT 
D3JC. CA 

X3DHU. UT 

Y9EPOT 
XDDHU. UT 
XDEPOT 
XDEPOT 

Drstmce : 
- - - - - - - - - 

743 ml 
743 ml 
12 ml 

800 ml 
743 ml 
7 4 3  mi 
12 ml 

800 ml 
10 ml 

743 mi 
800 ml 
743 rnl 
800 ml 
800 rnl 

I N P r  SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 
Transfers from DDOU(LOSE). UT to DDRW. CA 

Of f:cer Pos~trons: 
Eni:sted Positions: 
C:r-i?~an Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Mlosn Eqpt (tons) : 
Supp: Eqpt (cons) : 
X ~ i : : a p  Light Vehicles: 
xed..-. Speclal Vehicles. 



INPVT DATA REPORT ( C O R A  V5 .OBI - 
9 

Data As Of 16:02 04/18/1995. Report Created 

Page 2 
19:OJ 06i09/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opcloc Package : XDENB 
Scenario T I  le : A: \OGDENB. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\.OGDENS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN =BE - MOVEMEKT TABLE 

Transfers f ran DDOU ILOSEI , VT to D W C .  U 

Offacer Positions: 

Enlisted Posltione: 
Civilian Positions: 

Student Positions: 

nissn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt itons): 
Military Light Vehrclea: 

Heavy/SpeclaI Vehicles: 

Transfers from DWUILOSE) . VT to XDDW. VT 

Officer Positions: 
Enllsted Positlons: 

Civallm Positions: 

Student Positions: 

nissn Eqpt (tons1 : 

Suppt Eqpt I tons) : 

Mllltar?, Light Vehicles: 
Hear).;Specla! Vehicles: 

Transfers from DDOU (LOSE) . VT to XDEPOT 

Offlcer Positions: 

Enlisted Posltiona: 

C~vilian Positlona: 

Student Positlons 
nissn ~ q p t  (tone) : 

Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehlcles: 
Heaw'Speclal Vehlcles: 

Transfers from DDRWOU. UT to DDRW. CA 

Offlcer Posltionsr 
En?lsiec Positions: 
Ciu1:lar. Pos~tions. 

Studenc Pooltions: 

K l s s r .  Eqpr :tons1 : 
Supp: Eqp: !tons: : 

Ml i 1:ar: Light Vehlcles: 
Hea.?.; Specla? Vehxcles: 



INPVT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
U 7 Data As Of 16:02 04/18/1995. Report Created l9:03 06/09/1995 

Deparrment DLA 

Option Package - OGDENe 

Scenarlo File : A: \OGDENB . CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\OGDENS.SFF 

INPm SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORRIATION 

Name. DDOU(53SEl. VT 

Total Officer Employees: 

Total Enlisted Employees: 

Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
nil Families Llvlng On Base: 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 

Enlisted Houslng Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1: 

Offxcer VHA ($/Month1 : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 

Per Dlem Rate [$/Day) : 
Freight Cosc (S.'Ton/Milel : 

Name: DDRWOU. UT 

Total Officer Employees: 

Total Enlisted Employees: 
Tocal Student Employeee: 

Total Civilian hnployees: 
nil Families Livlng On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Offlcer Houslng Unlts Avarl: 

Enlrsted Housrng Unlts Avarl: 
Total Base Facrlit~eslKSFl: 

Off~cer VHA IS/nonth): 

Enlisted VHA ($/Month1 . 
Per Dzem Rate ($:Day l : 

Frelght Cost (S/Ton/Milel : 

Name: DDRW, CA 

Total Offlcer Employees 4 

Total Enlrscec Employees. 0 
Tots; Student Employees 0 

Total Clvrlran Employees 800 
Kr1 Famrlzes Llvrng On Base. 33.0% 

Crvl;lans ~ o t  h'~ll1ng To ~ o v t  6 (1% 

Offzcer Housing Unlts h a i l  0 

Enllscec Houslng Unlts Avall 0 

Total Base Fac~?ltles 1f:SFI 590 

Offlcer VHA ($!Month) 317 
Snllstcd VHA (5 /Month1 0 

Per Diem Race ! S /Day 8 6 

Fre:qnt Cost ( S  Ton'Pl?er 0 09 

Name DDJC. ZA 

To-&. Of fxcer Empio:.ees 4 

To:&- 67.: :stec Smplc:.ees 1 
Total Student Enplo-.~eea. 0 

Tota; Clvrllan Employees: 1.530 
Mi; Famliles Lil.lng On Base: 0.0% 
-. -.v;:;ans No: W:lilnp Tc Move. 6.0% 

2 5 5  .:el housing U r . i r o  A:-a::. C 
i r -  --ec Houslnc Un::r. .A.'ai? 0 

Total Base Facllltlel!RSF~ e. 6 2 5  
o'C' - .,.-er LHii ! S  Month, 364 

Er.1 ;s:ed XrKk . S Mnncn 2 5 4  

Per 3iem Rate <;/Da;;, 86 

F r e l ~ ~ c  Cost !: Ton t4:!e 0.09 

RenA  on-payroll (SK/Year) : 

Cormnunlcatlons ($K/Year) : 

BOS  on-payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 

Area Cost Pactor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAnPUS OUK-Pat [$/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Actlvlty Code: 

Hanoowner Aseistance Program: 
Unique Actlvity Information: 

RPHA Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Coamunications ($K/Yerr) : 
80s Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll (SK/Yoar) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 

Area Cost Pactor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit1 : 

CmMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
W P U S  Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unlque Activity Infomatlon: 

RPHA Non-Payroll ($K/Yearl : 

Communlcatlons l$K/Year): 

60.5 Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 

BOS Payroll ($K/Yearl : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vlslt) : 
CHAMPUS 0°C-Pat (S/Vlslt) : 
CHAMPUS Sh-ft to Medlcare: 

Homeowner Aselstance Program: 

Unlque Actlvrty Informat~on. 

RPMA Non- Payroll ($K/Yearl : 

Communlcatlons lSK/Yeari : 
BOS Non-Pa)mll (SK/Year) : 

80s Payroll (SKlYearI : 

Family Housrno lSK/Year): 

k e a  Coat Factor. 
C W P U S  In-Pat iS/'Vlslt! 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat lS/Vlsltl 
CHAMPUS Shlft to Medlcare: 

Actlvlty Code: 

Homeowner Rssistance Program: 
Unlqur Act:\-1:s Information 

NO 
Yes 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Data ~o Of 16:Oz 04/18/1995. Report Created 19:03 06/09/1995 

Department . DLA 
Optlon Package : OGDENB 
Scenarlo Plle : A:\OGDENB.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\OCDEN5.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : XDDHU, UI 

Total Officer Emplo-pen: 1 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilran Employees: 
nil Familles Llvlng On Base: 
Civilians Not Wrlling To nove: 
Officer Housing Unlts Avail: 
Enlisced Housrng Unlts Avall: 
Total Base FacrlltiesfKSF): 
Officer VKA lS/MonthJ . 
Bnlisted VHA (S/nonthl: 
Per Drem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mrle): 

Name: XDEPOT 

Total Officer Employees: 3 

Total Bnlisred Employees: 1 
Total Student Employees: 0 

Tot81 Civilian Bmployees: 686 
Mil Familiea Livrng On Base: 0.02 

Civilians Not Will~ng To nove: 6.02 

Officer Housing Unirs Avarl: 0 

Enlisted Houslng Unlts Avarl: 0 

Total Base FacilltleslKSFl : 3.806 

Officer VKA lS/Monthl : 130 

Enllsted VHA ($/Month1 : 3 1 

Per Diem Rate l$/Dayl : 06 

Freight Cost (S/Ton/n~le): 0.09 

RPnA Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Co~municationa ($K/Year): 
80s Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Yearl: 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Coat Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Viait) : 
-PUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Act ivl ty Code : 

Homeowner Ansisturce Program: 
Unique Activity Infoz~tion: 

R M  Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Coppunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
A T C ~  cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAnPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAnPUS Shxf t to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNARIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DDOU(L0SE). LT 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

1-Time Unrque Cost (SKI 
l-T~me Unique Save {SKI 
l-Tlme Movlng Cost (SKI 
l-Txme novlng save (SKI 
Env Non-W11Con Rsqd (SK) 

Actlv Mlseron Cost lSK1 
Actlv Mlssion Save (SKI 
Mlsc Recurrlng Cost(SK1 
Mlsc Recurrlng SavelSK) 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI 
Construction Schedu?e(il 
Shutdown Schedule (I1 
RilCon Cost Avoidnc:SYl 
Fan Housing Avoidnc .St; 
Procurement Avoidnc :I. 

CHAMPUS In-Pacients Yr 
CHAMPUS Out- Patients 'Yr 
Facxl ShutDokm IKSFI 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
9.345 9.345 9.345 0 

0 0 0 0 

2.942 3,012 3,012 0 

0 0 0 0 
7 . 0 0 0  7 . 0 0 0  6 . 0 0 0  0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1.100 9,041 13,839 13,039 

0 0 0 0 

0 I 0% 02 0 2 

02 0 2 02 0 2 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 C 0 0 

0 0 0 0  

0  0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



. I N P m  DATA REPORT I COBRA vS -08 I - Page S 

Data As Of 16:02 04/18/1995, Report Created 19~03 06/09/1995 

Department : DLA 
Optton Package : OGDENB 

Scenarlo File : A:\OGDENB.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\OGDENS.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DDRWOU. L !  
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 0 

1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 0 
1 -Time Woving Save (SKI : 0 

Bnv Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI: 0 

Activ nission Save (SKI : 0 

nisc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 

Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 0 
& n d  (+BUY/-sales) (SKI : 0 

Construction Schedule(I): 0% 

Shutdown Schedule (I) : 0% 

Milcon Cost Avoidnc(SK) : 0 

Cam Housing Avoidnc(SK) : 0 

-ent Awidnc (SKI : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patiencs/Yr: 0 

CHAMPUS Out-Patxents/Yr: 0 
Facil shutDovn (KSF) : 13 

1997 1996 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 

0 998 2.047 2.047 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 I 01 0% 0 I 

OI 0% 0 I 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Famlly Housing ShutDovn: 

Name: DDRW. CA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 

1-Time novrng Cost (SKI : 
I-Time Woving Save (SKI : 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 

Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
nise Recurring Cost (SKI : 

Mrsc Recurrlng Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy,'-Sales! (SK) : 

Constructxon Schedule(I1: 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 

nllCon cost Avoldnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 

Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
--PUS Out-PatientslYr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSFI : 

Name: DDJC. CA 

1-Time Unlque Cost (SKI: 

1-Tlme Unique Save (SKI: 

1-Tlme Moving Cost (SK): 
:-Time Movlng Save (SKI : 

Env Non-Mllfon Reqd(SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (sK): 

Activ Mission Save (SKI : 

Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
M:sc Recurrlng Save (SKI : 
Land 1 +Buy '-Sales! (SK) : 

Construction Schedule 1%) : 

Shutdown Schedule (1) : 

nllcon Cost AvoldnclSK) : 
Fan Housing Avoldnc (St:) : 

Procurement Avoldnc (SKI . 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facll ShutDown (KSF) r 

0 581 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 2.172 3,148 3,148 
0 G 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

OI 0% 0 I 0 I 
01 0 I 0 I 0 I 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

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

Perc Famlly Housing Shutbwn: 

Perc Farnll;' Housing Shutbun: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS.001 - Page 6 
h t a  As Of 16:02 04/18/1995. Report Created 19:03 06/09/1995 

Deparcmenr : DLR 
Option Package : OGDEN8 
SCenarlO File : A:\ffiDEN8.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\OGDENS.SFF 

I N P W  SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BAS6 INFORMATION 

Name: XDDHL'. UI 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2 0 0 0  

1-Tsme Unrque Coat (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 

I -Time Movrng Coat (SKI : 
1 -Time Movrng Save (SKJ : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK1 : 
Activ Miaslon Cost (SKI: 

Actrv Hission Save (SK) : 
Mlsc Recurring Cost (SK) : 

Hxec Recurring Save (SKI : 

Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 

Conatruetion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housxng Avoidnc (SKI : 

Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAnPUS Out-Patlenta/Yr: 
Facil ShutDovn(KSF): 

0 4.489 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 5.767 5,767 5,767 

0 0  0  0 
0 0  0 0 
0  I 0 I 0% OI 
0  I 0 I 0 I 0  I 

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

0  0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Houslng ShutDovn: 

Name: XDEPQT 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Tzme Unlque Cost (SK): 
1 -Trme Unique Save (SKI : 

1-Tlme Moving Cost (SK) : 
i-Tlme Movlng Save (SKJ: 

Env Non-MllCon Reqd(SK): 
Acrlv Mlssron Cost (SKI : 
Acrlv Hrmaxon Save (SK) : 

Mlsc Recurring Cost(SK1: 
Mxsc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 

fonatructlon Schedule(%) : 

Shutdown Schedule ( %  ) : 

MllCOn Cost Avoldnc(SKL : 
Fam Houslng Avoldnc($K) : 

Procurement Avoldnc($K) : 0  0  0  0  0  

CHAMPUS In-PatlentsJYr: 0  0  0  0  0  
CHAMPUS Out-Patlcnte/Yr: 0 0 0  0 0  
Facii ShutDown ( K S F )  : 0  Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORPIATION 

Name DDOU (LOSE) . iPT 

3ff Force Struc Change: 
Eni Force Struc Change: 
7 .  .. --. Force Struc Change: 
Sru Force Struc Change: 

Off Scenario Change 
En: Scenario Change. 

C l v  Scenario Change - 
Sff Change(No Sal Save). 

En; ChangeiNo Sai Save) 
T-v Change (No  Sal Save1 : 

Caretakers - n~lltary 
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Daca As Of 1 6 ~ 0 2  04/18/1995. Report Created 19:03 06/09/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opclon Package : OGDEN8 
Scenario File : A:\OGDENB.CBR 
std Fctrs File : A:\OGDENS.SPF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 
RPMA Bullding SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.75 

(Indices are used as exponentel 

Program flanagement Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin (SP/Care) : 162.00 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 622.00 

Avg Family Quarters(SF1 : 2,000.00 
APPD6T.RPT Inflation Rates: 

1996: 2.901 1997: 3.00t 1998: 3.001 

Rehab ve. ~ e v  nllcon Cost: 

Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 

flilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 

fli1-n Slte Preparation Race: 
Discount Rate for NW.RPT/ROI: 

Inflation Rate for NW.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACPORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Resigned Person(Lb1 : 710 

HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14.500.00 

HHG Per Eni Famlly (Lb) : 9.000.00 
HHG Per I11 Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 

HHG Per Civilam (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost (S/lOOLbI : 35.00 

Air Transpon ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 

Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton) : 284.00 
nil Light Vehicle(S/Mile): 0.00 

Heavy/Spec Vehlcle(S/llile): 0.09 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile1 : 0.18 

Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 3.00 
Routine PCS (S/Pers/Tour) : 6.192.20 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 6.656.63 

One-TimeEnlPCSCost(S): 4.620.02 

STANDARD FAmORS SCREEN POUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCI'ION 

category 

Horizontal 

Waterfront 

A.Ir Operatrons 

Operatlonai 
Adminlstratlve 

School Buildings 
Maintenance Shop. 

Bachelor Quarters 

Family Quarters 

Covered Storage 

Dining Facilities 

Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 

Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Faclllties 
POL Storage 

Ammunlcion Storage 

Medical Facilities 
Environrnenca; 

(SY) 

(LP) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

(SF1 

(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 
IBL) 

(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 

Category 

ADP Construction 

Cold Storage 
Hazardous Storage 

Clrssroom/Tralnxng 
C a f  eteria 
Child Devel Center 
Convert Whse to AdPi 

Lease 
Optional Category I 

Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 

Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 

Optxonal Category Q 

Optional Category R 

UM 
- - 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
iSFl 

(SF1 
(SF) 

(SF) 

( 1 
( ) 

( 1 
( ) 

( 1 
( 1 
[ ) 

( ) 

( ! 

( I 



COBRA R~ALIG~~YEKT SLRI~ARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2  
Data Ae Of 16:02 04/18/1995.  Report Created 19:06  06/09/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : =DEN8 
Scenario F1 le : A: '\OCDENB . CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A: \,DEPOTS. SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1999 
RoI Year : l o o +  Yerrs 

N W  in 2015(StO: 3 4 5 . 7 0 5  

l-Time Cost (SKI : 3 5 4 . 5 1 5  

Net Costs (SK) Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond 

nilcon 1 1 . 3 6 5  

Person o 
Overhd 1 3 , 1 4 0  
Moving 0 
nisslo o 
Other 1 5 . 1 4 5  

1996  1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ----  - - - -  - - - -  ----  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0  0  4  1  4  1 0 0 

TOT 0 0 41  41  0 0  

Total -----  

POSITIONS REALIGNIiD 
Off 0 

En1 0 
StU 0 
c1v 0 

TOT 0 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
Close Ogden. Move 202 of stock to D W C .  Move remainder - -  INCLUDING DEPMED 
mission - -  to XDEPOT. Ellainate or migrate personnel to accommodate workload. 
DDRW HQ personnel resid~ng O D W U  move to DDRW Stockton, CA. Rehab 
existing warehouse space at DDJC to provide hazardous storage. 
Retain 36 KSF Reserve cantonment area for transfer to USAR. 
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Data Am Of 16:02 04/18/1995. Report Created 19:06 06/09/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : OCDENB 

Scenario Pile : A:\OGDENB.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : A:\DEPOTS.SFP 

Coats (SK) 
Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

10 

17.322 
0 

0 

0 

allcon 
Pe raon 
Overhd 
Woving 
Wisaio 
Other 

TOTAL 

Total Beyond - - - - - -  
MilCon 
Pe rron 
Overhd 
Movrng 
Miaaio 
Other 
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The p r i d e  of t h e  S t o c k  Halntenancc D i v i s i o n  at. DDOII I s  its unIql ie  
m l s s l o n  of assembling Deployahlc Hcdlcsl Systems. These "nEPMRDS*' 
hasp1 tsls a r e  t h e  ref jnement: anrl nl ; )dern lzat:i crn of "HASII" hospl t a l s .  

Complete hospi talo, from sophl s t l c a t c d  X-ray apparatuse.~ tn s l m p l  e 
b a n d e q c s  are assembled, packed, prr?parc(t f o r  : i l ~ i  pmcnt :  a n d / o r  storage at: 
DDOU. I . ! k e x a l l y  "a h o s p l l a l  In a box",  that; can bc cxpandcd into full 
worklng h o s p i t a l s .  

Addi t l o n o l  f n n c t i o n s  per formed i n  the Pl.:PlflCll!: program arc: 

( 1 )  Surgical Trays: A s c p a r a t c  portion of the m c c l i c a l  m i s s s f i n ,  ' 
though includcd w i t h  DEPHEDS, j s  L i r e  A r m y  Surgf c a l  Tray Assembly 
Program. DDOU assemh3.e~  over 7 5  c3i f f c r u n  t t y p e s  o f  surgical prncadura 
trays ranging from major surqery ko mlnor Lrnumn w i t h  a11 t h c  
instruments and surgl cal 3 . i n e n s  rcqr~i red. Whcn a:;ncmhl e n ,  i:ht?:ic t r a y s  
arc cleaned with an ultrasonic cleaner, wrappad w J t h  draping m i r t e r l a l ,  
and vacu i lm packed f n  vapor harricr bags. The c:c>mplet:er\ t r a y s  are t:hctt 
packed In cardboard b o x e s  and packed wl t : h S  r l  1.I1e appropriate module. 
'Phcy only rcguire the user t n  sl.c?r i I I zc t l r c m  and thcy are rcahy for use.  

( 2 )  Reserve Component Ilospital  Dccrntnant (RCtlT)) : A m l  sr, 1 on 
pcrEormed exclusively f o r  t h c  Army, SSnt l  arcapLs completed medical 
modulcs, temper tents, and non-mcdical snppnrt Items which are p l a c e d  i n  
l ong  term storage f o r  cmcrgcncy deploymant:. T h e s e  modules are  spcclal ly 
prepared ~ 5 t h  l o n g  term s t o r a g e  packag ing  1.0 provj cie c o n t r o l l e d  humidl t y  
s torage .  T h e y  a r e  then s t o r c d  at. nPOlJ .  !.lr)nt3:'1.rl y I nspactions and an 
anntlal "Recharge" procedure for each mod111 c inspres the stocks are. 
deployable for lmmedlate use at a l l  times. The RCltn scnrage l>hsa 
provides a sign1 f icant:  portion o E the ho;clpl th3 :r clcments c ' c p l o y a b l c  Lor 
Reserve components. 

( 3 )  DKPHI~DS D i s a r r z l c m b l y  Opcrotlcbn: In O c t o h c r .  of 1992, t3Dtlll began 
rccclving m o d u l e s  fxom the Azmy f o r  disassembly Int:o t h e i r  c o m p o n e n t  
parts. Hany o f  these rnodt>3c?c were 11scd d u r i n g  Desert: SCorrn. Tllc 
modulcs are d isassemhled, and scrv iccahl  e c o m p n n e n t s  arc re turned  to 
s t o c k .  Repalrables w h i c h  arc damaged are xcyalrcd, e i t h e r  a t  an Army 
f a c i l i t y . ' a t  DDOU o r  a t  a n o t h e r  l o c a t i o n .  The Army t h e n  r e q u e s t s  DDO1.I to 
assemble replacement modnlcs, under t h e  DP:PMEDS program, I n  the m o s t  - 
modern conf  I g u r a t i o n .  T h i s  r n l s s j o n  wi3 1. he ongoing, and eventually all. 
Army DEPMEDS units will he proccracd t h r o n g h  disassembly as a p a r t  of 
modern , izat l  on and, i ~pqradc  of the Army medj c a l  system. 

Tn the p a s t ,  bearjrtgs wcre cons iderer l  'unusable aftex being s t o r c d  for 
e x t e n d e d  perlads of timc, but at IjDOU t h c  innovatlve work force 
making them usable, i n s t e a c l  01 hefnq ~1 l s t :nrcIcd .  T h e  hcarlng c l e a n  room 
i s  t h e  only facility t o  p r o v i d e  b e a r i n g  renovation capabilj t y  i n  DLA.  
Dearjngs are s h i p p e d  f r o m  p o i n t s  t h r n r ~ g h o n t  t h e  Department o f  D e f c n a c  to 
the D e p o t  for renovation and reuse. 
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Wc havc the cspnbil lty t o  d o  p l y ~ e  refort>J nt~mr.nL.  Many t y p e s  of. pl  pc 
arrive from locations around t h c  world Lor r c f u r h i s h m c n t .  Used or  
.r t~s t : lng  p i p e  I s  sanr lh la s t cd  and rcotorcd, making it r c n d y  for  z c u s c .  

The Depot xeceives h i g h  pressure gas cyl 3 n d c r s  nccdlng rcpal r s  i t r l c l  
refurbishment. S a n d b l a s t i n g  i s  t ~ s e d  to  c l e a n  t h e  outslde. Each 
ryl t ndcr  ~ l n d e r q o e s  spcc1aI kcsting hef ore  lw S nq repa i ntcd and c c r  t i f 5 cd 
safe for r e f l l l l n g .  

Tllc t e n t :  rcpalr mlsslnn 1s an ongc11119 m l : i ~ l ~ l n .  npproslmatcly I , n O O  
tents are repalred annually. 

proqrammf nn H i c r o c i  rc115 t C h i  p x  

Thc Electronic Test Dxanch Is o n e - o f - a - k i n d  i n  P1.A. Microchips arc 
reprogrammed for several u n c s ,  S n c l . l ~ A i  ncj rc t : ro f i  t for  u s e  i n  F/h-18 
aircraft. Tlic Depot performs t h j s  programming operatSon f o r  the 
Dcpnrtmcnt: of n c f c n a c  at: n c:o:;t; :;Jgni f i c i l n t ; l y  )>elow c o m m e r c l r r l  
s u p ~ 1 1  lets. Extcnslvc qua1 lty ai \c \Iys ls  I r )  l r*~xarns  arc also conducted tn 
make sure el cctrontc components 'prov5 ded by cr9nt:ract-ozs m e e t  a3.1 
c o n t r a c t  standards. 

Storage  and maintenance xesponSf 1 l l l  e:s f o r  I)BPt<EDS Non-medlcal A S I O I S  
1 ncl  t r i l l  ng Dolly S c t i 3 ,  TSnvl rc1nntc:r11:;t1 . r : r ~ r t l r o ?  t l r l f  113, c;anerat:nrs,  llr.iltrc.rn, 
Dfstrlbutlon Illumination system Elcctric (DIse) a n d  rowcr D 1 s t r J h u t : l o n .  

Rcpalrab1.e managed Items w h l c h  can 1)c rcstorcd and reissued I n  l i e u  o f  
acqulxlng new Items. I t e m s  art? g e n c r a t c d  from cuskomcr returns, 
dcterloratlon, or damage r.1t:hr.r in r.x;cn:;l l or ) n  . j \ ;orwqe,  nnrl f rom  lock 
I n  D I A  d J . c i t r l b u t l o n  oyatem which r c r l u l  T I ?  rcp.11 r ,  arodf f l c a t l o n ,  
altcratlon, conversl o n ,  assembly, and/or n e c o r t d i  l l o n l n g ,  Examplcsf 
Radia tor  Test Kit, Ff re Extlnguiohcx, Engj nc Stater ,  C c n e r a t o r s ,  etc. 



F. UNIQ UE MI.7STON.Y 
1. Ogden Facility 

DDOU-MS hns eight project orderi jirndclerl DPSC-FOOI for the nssembly .of 
TEMPER Tents. (TEMPER = Tent, l51endn6le, Modzrlor, Personnel) n~is is (t 
tentage concept tho1 consi.rt.r of sonr e 32 d~rererlt componcnrs. M'irh ~tnrior~.~ 
combinorions of tirese components, mnny differer~r ~ ~ c s  and lengrl~s of tetlrs cart 
be msemhlec?. Orrr projecrs consi.ct of runlry cI!ffere~rt nsse~rt hly ?ype.v and 
pncknges, wherein we htiiki rerlls ro rile specificririnr~s ofthe ~nriorcs srn?ices onri 

Meciicnl Mnfen'at Ser.~ WY) ore retrrrnir~g  fro,,^ O p r r r i o ~ ~  ~c.r;r? Sforrn for 
disnssembly. Milvans will be ernprier!, plnced I>JJ Nntinr~ol ,Clock N~rtnhcr (NSN) on 
irzt~uttory records, and recltnicnll~~ inspecred for scr-viceotility. I l~i l~~nns deermi 
servicenblc and not reqrlirins &her repnir or clcnrtirrg rviN hc retitmen ro storng c 
nrr~niting use in t l ~ e  assembly plinse oyrhe rtelc) A4M.9 3. h fill lans requiring cienrt irrg 
or repnir will be placed on .rcn)ice control record nnd smog& for sclrcntrrlit~~ info 
the - r ~ p n i r  fnciliry. DDOU is gmrired oirlhorir)~ to pegon12 rnnintenartce to the 
DS/GS level of maintenance IA  W npproprinre TB or TM. &Tome of r Ac rcpnirs rlznr 
r refII be pegormed arc 1)roX.cn donr Infcir cs, I~ittgcs, Ilolc-t, sfnrcrrrrnl d ~ l n n ~ q c ,  nrrrl 
replacemenr offlooring. They wi l l  be reqliir-ed to pnss inns-pcctiott nfiet repairs. 

77ie Shipshort Program wns developed to nsscrn hle r lrnse itcrns ~)iziclt were 
authorized st~ortagcs on prer~lor~riyj'ielcicd T) EPMEDS hospitnls, nnrl to ship rhern 
ro ?fie npproyriute icrtir, E ~ c l i  ,Cirij)s/~orr j)nckage is rlropj>ed by. USAMMA rrs n 
sen'es of BDNs (Ruihi Directive N t m ~  bcrs) for a .~pecrjic hospiral. 771e BDN is' tllc 
snme asfor the rcgulnr hospital, except thnr on alpha chrrrffctltr replaces the "8" 
in the first position. For example, '822Pm I)ecomes "A22P: ?Re A CN (Asrernh~~ . 

ControI Number) for rhe brtild rernnins r11c snme and is tiae key for rrncing TJIC 
build throughow the ire of a hospirnl. 011c the need for n SJrip.~hort hospirnl hns 
heen determin en, USAhfMA rnrtrts req1lisifion.~ thrnrrgh D P1W C ro move n~,niiot?c. 
stock from the Mission side ( I A  Accnrmt) into fltc DEPMEDS assembly nrcrn. At  
the same time, USAMMA imrtsntirs clorn inro rhe D W A S r  sysrem' a1 Ogden lo 
cstahlislr a record for each l3DN in rile pnchgc .  77ri.r recnrcl includes srrch clntn 
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I. 
. 
ns the ACN, ric(mber of lirzes (CCATs), errd itrnt NSN and ciocrinrenr nrcmhers for 
enclt BDN. At rllis rime, USAAfA4A send.7 n closure notice to DDOU tt~ltlr 
ir~stnictlo~~s to cornplete the Sliip.rhorf ho-~pirnl ir~cl~rtling srrcll i~ formntion ns ns11nr 
rype of pnckirzg contnir~ers to rue, UIC (Unit Icie~trificorion Code), long tenn 
storage requiren~en~s nnd nn (~ppra~ximnre /ie Iding dote. W j c n  the ,TIiipsI~ort 
Production Controller deremines rhnr the percerlt of fill is high ettoztgh (85 %), 
pick  ticket.^ are dropped anri srock is picked ond nsscathled in the pocking area. 
Comnponents are -ern bled by RDN/A CN. therz cnr~~oljdntcii by UIC lrospirnl. 
Fino1 pocking lists ore gmnemted tltrorr~h DlVAASP ond copies ore smr to USAMMA 
nnd N A n O N S  nrtd are nlso sent to rl~e tri~ir wirlr r l ~ e  n.r.ret~tblrd SJiipshorr Jinspitnl. 
A cnll fnnuard message is gencrnred by USA AdMA I t~lticlz irr  cIi~de.c n fir111 RDD 
(Reqtrired Delirtc~t Dnte). Sltippirrs A4RO.q nr-c issrzed I ) y  1J.SAhfAllA ortd qflcrcd 
fo DDOU-MP to nrronge for slripnte~tr nrtd delivery ~f cornplefed Ira-spitnls. Once 
Shipment confinncztion is received 13, DDOT. tltis infontlnfion is sen! to USAMMA. 

(7) STATIC FREE RflEAZTIEIZS 

DDOU i l~sfnIh n sroric free brcnrher. rhnr' is (I self co??rni,lcrl .Qa!ern o/ m!ic  
c!~/ll(??lidi/i~OIi~n. Its jlrncriorz is ro pkc l*rrtt the hrr ilrhip of e.t.cessive pressrl re 
d~Terenrin1.r inside the n~orlrtle cozzrnirrer, \cpl~ilc nt rl~e .tome rime iichrtrnid~~~irr~ 
ittcoming nre. For tltis Jysrem YO $(netion properljf, rlte fi~o/l!rle is conrpletciy 
senled to pteclrtde rxcltnnge of nir nt arty point orlrrr than throzigh 111c instolled 
brenrizer unir. 

(8' TEMPER TENT DISAS.FEhfBLY 

771e disassembly projecf HW set irp to recover Army TEMPER cr.7.ret.c. As n resrrlf 
of rJeployment (primarily Desert Sfornt), ntnny of rile Anpry Tcntper clssefs ore it? 
need of cleaning onti repair. 7Krotcgh rhe dis~sscmh!,~ pmce.r.r, rve sepurmc rire 
rparioru components ittro like irems. They crrc rhetl sci~etlrt led for inspection, to 
deterntirte I I J ~  condiriorr ofeoclr cotr~pnnertr. I~rs~~ecrion iirfcrrrrir~cs rr~lrcflrer to snrv 
or PDO each component. AIL cornponcnrs hcing snverl will he processed tlrrorrglr 
a cleaning and reficrljishrncnr progrrrrn, rhc m ~ d  re.cul!.r pmtlrrcirzg n B condiriorz 
component that wiN be reused in rhe A m y ' s  DEPAfEDS. 

(9) DEPA4ED.S REPAIR UPGRADE T.JAhf 

DDOU ussis~s Unfred Stares Anny Medico7 Mnreriol Agency (USAMMA) lo 
rrpgrade Deployable Metiiurl Sysrcn~s (DEPMEDS) conloiners rhnr nre br Long 
Term Sr orage GTS) nt preposltlon size. i. e. , POMCUS - Reserve 'Compor~ertt SWA 



etc. Responsibilities vary rrccor(lir~g fn  reqrrired nrissiorc reqlriremenfs. nre 
following are requirements rknr are re qlr esreii: 72-nrr-fer of MA fS to J~ospirnl 
ntilvnns. Dairtfng Caretaker Hospirtll persor~nel ro plnce DEPMEDS corrfnincrs 
in LLTS contttrotlon mti ?tow to perfont] rrlnirrtcrlnr~ce on LTS pnckngir~g. 
Upgrade LTS packaging on a DEPA4EDS cnrtmincr. Repnir damogc to rr 
D EPAfEDS container. Upgrade origirtal D EPh {ED mntlrt les rc~itirlt .r/ti~~/.Thlnrr 
modules. 

Assemble. process. and srrrllizci line, szrrsirof rrqls, nml .ringkr irz.~~nnnent.r, 
cor~drrct prerlerttivc mairzre~fm~cc for the cqztiprnenr , pack, ship, sf ore, ciisia.v.~en~ ble 
or rcconsritrrre 02 MMART Blocks. - 

We nrc repairing ISO slrrlters fi'ont bpcmriorl Drserr Sforn~ m ~ d  h11g renn s~oroge. 
Some of the work being'peflornlrd is repniring 1~nlcs ill the body of thc sheItcr 
it,ilicir requires replacing the horreycornb, grincling and repninrirrg. IVe ~rfcld n ~ ~ y  
stmcrtrrol domoge, replace broken nr~d rtiissittg pnrfs, rcpnir nnd point corry)oncr~rs 
and rest all elecrrr'cal cfrcuits. 'Ilrc rcpni~zt I I IC  interior arid exterior and nrc 
reitupected according to AR 56-1 6. U,pgmtie mnd[ficnrions from mnnrflntrtltrec of 
shclrcr are also peflonnerl nr t1ii.v rirnc. 
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SUMMARY OF DEPMED INFORMATION 

1 .  MOVEMENT From DDOU to X DEPOT 

2. SPACE REQULRED 

2.885.183 T Outside storage 
3 1 1.879 T Operational space 
899.362 T Warehouse suppon 

4,096,424 T Total 

3. PERSONNEL INVOLVED 

220 DEPMEDS mission personnel 
25 Warehouse suppon personnel (including receiving and shipping) 
22 Force structure increase to meet projected workload 

267 Total 

Transfer of 267 positions added to existing 1998 and 1999 numbers in SCREEN THREE 
Force structure increase of 22 personnel subtracted froni existing 1996 numbers in SCREEN SIX 

4. STOCKAGE AND OPERATIONAL EQUIPMEhT 

78 T Warehouse suppon equipment (26 forklifts @ 6000 Ib ea) 
50 T Cargo handlers (2 @ 50.000 Ib ea) 

Above entered in SCREEN THREE as mission equipment 

277,252 T Stored mission assets 
1.98 1 T Stock maintenance & ASIOE items 

23 1.92 1 T Operational equipment 
= 511.154T 

264.9 13 T Army-owned assets requiring "special " packaging 
= 776,067 T 

Above entered as costs in SCREEN EIGHT because SCREEN THREE wouldn't take numbers this large: 
Costs based on 

Normal shipment preparation costs of $lO/ton. 
1998: 255.5771 x $10/ton = S2.555.770K 
1999: 255.577T x $ IOlton = $2,555.770K 

Special shipment costs of 264.9 131 based on: 
$2,804.412 labor costs 
$1,678,000 supply co& 

= $4.482.412 
1998: $2.24 1.206 
1 999: $2.24 1,206 

Movenient cost of $0.09/ton/mile x 800 n~ilcs. 
1998: 388,033T x $0.09/ronln1ilr x 800 mi = $27.938K 
1999: 388.034T x $O.O9ltoniniilr x 800 nii = $27.938K 



5. COMPLETED UNITS 

3825 20' containers 
19 MUST shelters 
1 1 trailer chassis 

Shipped 2 per truck = 3855 loads 
Spread over 2 years = 1928 loadslyear . 

1928 x .09/mile x 800 miles = $138,816 = $1391yr 

Above entered in SCREEN EIGHT to parallel stockage 

6. TEAR DOWNISET UP COSTS FOR OPERATIONAL AND SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

401 1 liours required at each end. 
DDOU hourly rate of $35.03 for packing 

401 1 hours x $35.03 = $140.505 at each end (DDOU & Depot X) 
Spread over 2 years = $70K for each year at each end 

Above entered in SCREEN FIVE as " I-time moving cost" 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

DLA appreciates the opportunity to respond to the statements made by the Hill/DDO '95 
Commutiity in their Technical Report, the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) anaiysis 
for the Defense Distribution Depot Ogden (DDOU), BRAC Commission reference number 
9506 15-27. The Community position on BRAC Criterion 5 has been reviewed and each of the 
issues raised has been addressed in Enclosure 1.  

The assertions made by the Community are not supported by facts, nor do they reflect the 
installation certified data provided to us. The modifications the Community made to the COBRA 
run are consistently inappropriate and, in many cases, double count costs DLA included in its 
original COBRA run. Additionally, one time military construction and moving costs identified by 
the Community are unrealistic in the current DoD environment. Based on our Military Value 
analysis, and the correctness of our COBRA analysis, DLA stands by its original recommendation 
to close DDOU. 

While the following issues will be discussed in greater detail in Enclosure 1, it is necessary to 
quickly address the Community's recurring statements concerning the Deployable Medical 
Systems (DEPMEDS) mission, BASE X, and standard factors: 

DEPMEDS 

DEPMEDS is not a DLA mission; it is an Army Medical Command reimbursable task performed 
by DLA at DDOU. As such, it can be stopped at any time. Furthermore, the effort is not unique 
to DDOU. Kitting and assembly of medical components is performed at multiple DLA locations 
and a Navy medical task is performed at Richmond (this task, like the support DDOU provides 
the Army, involves the use of skilled plumbers, electricians, etc.). 

In addition, the Army is currently looking at the DEPMEDS task for possible consolidation with 
like Service medical tasks. DLA does not want to be left with a cantonment or lease at a 
particular facility only to lose the task requiring the facility. As such, DLA has developed plans to 
move DEPMEDS personnel. .As a worst case scenario, DLA has included costs in our COBRA 
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analysis for the relocation of DEPMEDS personnel to San Joaquin. However, during 
implementation planning, DLA will make every eRort to keep them in the local area. The Defense 
Distribution Region West (DDRW), in conjunction with DDOU, has already developed a concept 
of relocating DEPMEDS to Hill Air Force Base. 

BASE X 

It is common practice in DoD BRAC COBRA analysis to use a "BASE X" when the receiver of a 
relocation is unknown. During the BRAC analysis, BASE X represented a DLA depot, taking 
into consideration all DLA depots that have space. BASE X does not necessarily refer to an Air 
Logistics Command. The only cost impact associated with a BASE X is the distance tiom a 
closing installation; DDOU has a variety of depots within the SO0 miles used in the DLA COBRA 
analysis to which material could move. 

Standard Factors 

Standard factors are required by the COBRA model because, with the volume of scenarios that 
are considered during BRAC analysis, it is not feasible to perform independent economic analyses 
on each. Moreover, standard factors provide a common baseline of assumptions for each scenario 
so that fair comparisons between costs and savings can be made. 

Many of the standard factors used by DLA were assigned by DoD in Policy Memorandum 
Number 3 (Enclosure 2). while others were developed internally. Both DoD and DLA standard 
factors were developed using actual, certified, data and sound methodologies, and represent a fair 
estimate for use in the COBRA model. Because depot standard factors provide a fairly accurate 
representation of each of DLA's depots, the modifications made to them by the Community will 
have a minor impact on costs and savings. 

As a final point, I would like to re-emphasize that throughout the BRAC analysis process, DLA 
used only certified data. This data for DDOU was certified by both the DDOU and the DDRW 
Commanders and was validated by the DoD Inspector General and the General Accounting 
Office. DLA stands by its original recommendation of closing DDOU, and I am confident that 
costs and savings have been estimated as accurately as is reasonably possible. 

Sincerely, 

2 Encl 
Major General, USA 
Principal Deputy Director 



GENERAL - TERMINOLOGY 

The HiIIIDDO '95 Community indicated that they have changed the DLA scenario from a 
"closure" to "realignment" due to the cantonment of a 36,000 square foot area for Army Reserve 
personnel. However, based on detinitions provided by the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Economic Security) on 29 December 1994 (Enclosure 2) ,  the DLA recommended language-- 
Close, Except--is appropriate. The majority of the missions at the Defense Deistribution Depot 
Ogden (DDOU) facility including all tenants, with the exception of the Army Reserve, are either 
eliminated or relocated. As required by that definition, all but that 36,000 square feet of the base 
will be excessed and the property disposed of by the Army. The Amy Reserves already pay for 
the operation of that space through an Inter-Service Support Agreement with DDOU. Therefore, 
we did not include any additional costs for maintaining the cantoned portion of the facility. 
Funding was provided in the DLA Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) run to relocate 
the Army Reserves to other faciiities if that becomes necessary. 

XDEPOT A N D  SHORTFALL 

Using a "Base X as a receiving location in the BRAC process is a common methodology and is 
not unique to DLA. However, for DLA, movement to X Depot means to any current depot in the 
system where it makes good business sense to store materiel for distribution for "best value" to 
the warfighter--in terms of cost and readiness support. It does not refer to the storage space 
offered by the Air Force. Defense Distribution Depot Ogden is a stand-alone depot that stores a 
wide variety of material for worldwide distribution. The majority of this material can be stored in 
a variety of depot locations. Our recommendation states that a minimum of 20 percent, but not 
limited to 20 percent, of DDOU's stock will be stored at Defense Depot San Joaquin, our western 
primary distribution depot. The remainder can be stored elsewhere in the distribution system in 
accordance with the DLA stock positioning policy. 

Both capacity and requirements were analyzed fiom a total distribution system perspective. DLA 
elected to accept a moderate level of risk, a potential 2 1 million Attainable Cubic Feet (ACF) 
shortfall. This was based on our original estimate of inventory reductions and changing acquisi- 
tion and support practices which suggests less capacity may be required in the out years. There 
are a number of risk abatement options available to overcome any temporary shortfall should our 
predictions prove overly optimistic. However, as briefed to you on 14 June by Lieutenant 
General Babbitt and supported by written documentation provided to you, the 21 million shortfall 
has already been reduced to I0 million due to changes which increased capacity and decreased 
requirements. The General Accounting Office (GAO) report on inventory reduction and excess 
storage space, as well as the Report of the Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed 
Forces, both dated 24 May 1995, reaffirm our position that an actual shortfall will most probably 
not materialize and that sufficient space is already available to satisfy hture inventory 
requirements. 



In addition, the Air Force has confirmed that a significant amount of space, 10 to 12 million ACF, 
would still be offered to DLA even if one Air Force ALC were closed. If two Air Logistics 
Commands (ALCs) are closed, DLA will exercise other available options or alternatives to 
overcome the shortfall. We do not need, nor desire to retain, any of the DLA depots 
recommended for closure by the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). 

COBRA EXECUTION 

The COBRA model is the tool used by DoD to estimate costs and savings associated with 
realignment and closure scenarios. This model allows for the input of scenario data, static site 
data, standard factors, and miscellaneous costs and savings determined appropriate by the 
executing organization. DLA was a member of the COBRA Joint Process Action Team and 
participated in development efforts on the COBRA model. This expertise was applied to the 
model to develop an approach for DLA execution that included a variety of unique uses of cost 
fields to ensure that estimates would be as accurate as possible. As you may recall, DLA had 
significant problems with the COBRA model in BRAC 93. 

The COBRA run received fiom the Hill/DDO '95 Community attempted to modifjr the DLA run. 
In doing so, inappropriate assumptions were made and costs were substantially double counted. 
Data used in the run deviated from the certified data supplied by DDOU and OSD policy 
guidance. Additionally, the model was incorrectly used on a number of counts. 

Below is an explanation of COBRA modifications made to DLA's Ogden run. The inputs that 
were changed in the Community run and its accompanying standard factors will be discussed 
individually. 

Scenario lnformation 

All information included in DLA scenarios is based on certified data. The assumptions used to 
move equipment and materiel, construct facilities, and eliminate and move personnel were applied 
consistently to all runs to maximize the comparability of all scenarios. 

Screen One - General Scenario Information. DDOU was costed by DLA as a closure. 
Realignment or deactivation would be inappropriate because the contonement of 36,000 square 
feet for a non-DLA tenant does not require the base to be left open. 

Screen Two - Distance Table. The modification of the distance fiom DDOU to 
XDDHU was set at 25 miles, because XDDHU refers to a receiving site in the area--not 
specifically DDHU. 



Screen Three - Movement Table. Movements of personnel were based on 
methodologies derived by DLA headquarters experts. These methodologies considered current 
activity staffing. anticipated hture workload, and staffing reductions included in the Program 
Objective Memorandum (POM). Mission and support equipment tonnages were taken fiom the 
data provided in Ogden's certified data call. Modification of these numbers is inappropriate. 

Screen Four - Static Base information. Substantial changes were made to screen four 
data. Below are major changes to DDOU(L0SE). 

m The number of employees - both civilian and military--include DDOU personnel and 
tenants on the base. The reason for this is that DLA is responsible for all personnel on 
bases where it is host. The numbers supplied by the Community consider only DLA depot 
employees. 

Civilians not willing to move was set at 6.0 percent by DoD. The Community estimated 
this to be 57 percent. Because RIF and moving costs are similar in the model, the 
adjustment of this percentage will not have a material impact on the outcome of a run. 

DDOU reported 7.3 10 million square feet of building space. Certified data indicated that 
some buildings were in the process of being excessed to the community or demolished. 
The resulting figure of 7.203 million square feet was certified by the base commander in 
his data call and revalidated in February 1995. 

The freight cost was set at SO.O7/ton/mile. This number was supplied by OSD and 
represents a fair average of bases across the U.S. The cost of $0.09/ton/mile supplied by 
the Community will not necessarily be more accurate at the time of implementation, and 
will have a very minor impact on the net present value of the scenario. 

The Real Property Maintenance Activities (RPMA) and the Base Operating Support 
(BOS) costs used by DLA are based on certified data supplied by the Defense Distribution 
Region West (DDRW) and coordinated with DDOU. The certified costs were extrapo- 
lated on a straight line basis to account for tenant costs, and were escalated by approxi- 
mately 5.7 percent to 1996 dollars. Undocumented estimates generated by the 
Community are inappropriate for use here. 

Screen Five - Dynamic Base Information. DLA estimated a number of costs and 
manually entered them into screen five. Specifically for depots, the packaging costs of all materiel 
were included in the one-time unique costs. The transportation costs for stored materiel were 
included in the one-time moving costs. Miscellaneous recurring costs and savings were typically 
used for projected costs and savings for BOS and RPMA. All of these costs were left in the run 
submitted by the Community. 



In addition to the costs DLA estimated, the Community added approximately $27 million for 
environmental non-Military Construction (MILCON) required. These costs presumably account 
for environmental clean up In BR.4C analysis, no clean up costs should be included, because 
clean up is required regardless of whether BRAC impacts a base or not. Compliance costs are 
considered, and DLX did so in its overhead cost analysis Therefore, this cost should not be 
included. 

Screen Six - Base Personnel Information. Civilian force structure changes on this 
screen refer to POM reductions in work force. These reductions have been determined by DLA 
Headquarters, and should not be modified. Considerably fewer eliminations are identified in the 
run supplied by the Community also. Reductions used by DLA were determined based on 
consistently-applied assumptions pertaining to economies of scale expected when consolidating 
operations. DLA intends to h l l y  realize all personnel savings identified in its run. 

Screen Seven - Base NllLCON Information. The run received fiom the Community 
assumes the same MILCON as DLA had initially identified, but it adds approximately 1.53 million 
square feet of new storage space at XDEPOT. This is an inappropriate addition; DLA has 
determined that no additional warehouse space is necessary as a result of BRAC 95 decisions. 

Screen Eight - Unique Activity Information. This screen should only be used when the 
model's standard algorithms do not appiy. In the Community's case, the use of this screen is 
inappropriate. The $96 million in packaging costs and the $56 million for fieight costs double 
counts the packaging and freight costs that DLA has already entered into screen five. Besides 
double counting, the estimates provided grossly overstated expected costs; DLA estimated that, 
after attrition, only 40 percent of existing stock would be moved resulting in approximately $37.4 
million in packaging costs and $1 1 .  S million in transportation costs. 

Standard Factors 

Standard factors are required by the COBRA model because, with the volume of scenarios that 
are considered during BRAC analysis, it is impossible to perform independent economic analyses 
on each. Moreover, standard factors provide a common baseline of assumptions for each scenario 
so that fair comparisons between costs and savings can be made. 

Many of the standard factors used by DLA were assigned by DoD in Policy Memorandum 
Number 3, while others were developed internally. Both DoD and DLA standard factors were 
developed using actual data and sound methodologies, and represent a fair estimate for use in the 
COBRA model. These standard factors were reviewed and validated by both the DoD Inspector 
General and GAO. 



The Community letter refers to page 67 of the COBRA users manual as saying that factors should 
be developed independently for each scenario. This is incorrect; the manual actually says that the 
factors "should change very little, if at all, from one scenario to another." The only standard 
factors that DLA changes from one scenario to the next are specific enlisted. officer, and civilian 
salary information for the category of activity inc!uded in the scenario. 

Replacing standard factors with "actuai" site data is not any more accurate than using DoD and 
standard factors--between now and closure implementation, the demographics of DDOU's 
workforce could change substantially due to retirements, new hires, resignations, and so forth. 
This is another reason that these factors have been standardized. 

Below is a list of standard factors that the Community submission has modified, and reasons why 
the modification is inappropriate or erroneous. 

a Percent of officers and enlisted married: DLA had DLA-wide averages for these values. 
The Community has 100 percent for both, which is true now, but may not be accurate at 
the time of implementation. From a cost perspective, the impact of this change is 
negligible. 

a Salaries: The Community has provided current actuals that are not materially different 
than those supplied by DLA. DLA used a depot-wide average salary, added 20 percent 
for fnnge benefits, and escalated this average to 1996 dollars. 

Basic allowance for quarters with dependents: The Community has erroneously entered 
yearly values; this standard factor should be entered in dollars per month. 

a Average unemployment cost: This standard factor was supplied by DoD, and credible 
supporting documentation is available. Changing this value is inappropriate. 

Unemployment eligibility: Personnel throughout the U.S. are eligible for 26 weeks of 
unemployment compensation. This is the number used by the Community. This standard 
factor is defined as "the number of weeks over which unemployment payments are paid." 
This is not the total allowed, but the total expected to be paid. The DoD average, which 
DLA used, is 18 weeks. 

Priority placement service: The number of people that will be able to find jobs under the 
priority placement system was estimated at 60 percent based on DoD averages. DDOU's 
personnel are not specialized to the point of being ineligible for placement elsewhere; 
therefore, changing this value, as the Community did, is not justifiable. 

BOS index: DLA overrode the BOS algorithms in the model because they do not 
accurately reflect changes in overhead for all DLA scenarios. Overhead impacts of 
realignments and closures were calculated independently by considering the impacts on 
individual P9CO accounts. The results ofthe 33-line BOS analysis are inc!uded on screen 
five in miscellaneous recurring costs and savings. Because DLA took this approach, the 
BOS index was set at zero to disable internal model algorithms. In the run provided by 
the Community. the BOS index was used, but costs and savings on screen 5 were left in. 
This results in erroneous double counting. 



Average bachelor quarters: DLA loaded 500 square feet in this field because 500 was the 
maximum value that the model would accept. The impact of the change by the 
Community is negligible. 

Intlation rates: The run supplied bv the Community included an inflation rate of 2.9 
percent in 1996. This is incorrect; the model is executed in 1996 dollars, so no inflation 
should be entered until 1997. 

a Material per assigned person: OSD identified 71 0 pounds per person as a required value. 
DLA used zero, though, because this weight was included on a per person basis as 
support equipment on screen three. Including 71 0 pounds per person here double counts 
this weight. 

m Heavy/special vehicles ($/mile): DLA included all vehicles in mission equipment and 
stored materiel. Therefore, including any cost here results in double counting. 

8 Facilities cost factors: Because the COBRA model was developed primarily for the 
services, there are several built-in standard factors that DLA did not use in any COBRA 
scenario such as waterfront construction, school building construction, and so forth. 
Consequently, DLA did not include costs for these factors in the standard factors file. 

Based on our review, there is no validitv to any of the modifications made by the Hill/DDO '95 
Community. The radicai difference in costs and savings claimed by the Community is primarily 
attributable to double counting of costs and the application of incorrect data and assumptions. 

DLA did not estimate MILCON costs in COBRA analysis for the closure of DDOU for 
DEPMEDS. The warehouse and open storage space required to perform the DEPMEDS mission 
is available as excess within the existing DLA distribution system. Therefore, construction of new 
warehouse and open storage does not have to be duplicated elsewhere. 
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SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realign~ents and Closures (9PAC 95) -- policy 
Memcranduii Three 

This memorandum is the third in a series of additional 
policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and the 
Deputy Secretary's 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (SRAC 95) 
guidance of January 7, 1994. 

Final Selection Criteria 

The 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 95) Selection 
Criteria at attachment one, required by Section 2903(b) of Public 
Law 101-510, form the basis, along with the force structure plan, 
of the base closure and realiment process. These criteria were 
provided by the Deputy Secretary's November 2, 1994, memorandum. 
DoD components shall use these criteria in the base structure 
analysis to nominate BRAC 95 closure or realignment candidates. 
The criteria will also be used by the 1995 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission in their review of the Department of 
Defense .final recommendations. 

' Activities in Leased S~ace 

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the 
DepSecDef January 7, 1994, BRAC 95 memorandum. 

303 Corn~czent 0rganizatior.s located in leased space are 
subject to Public Law 101-510. Civilian personnel au~horizaiions 
of organizations in leased space, which are part of an 
organization located on a nearby military installation or one 
wiihin the sane meiropolitan statistical area (MSA), shall be 
considered part of ihe civilian personnel authorization of that 



installation. Certain inilita,y activities performed in leased 
facilities constitute an installation because of common mission, 
perxacently authorized persccnel, and separate support structure. 
Eack DoD componen: shocld aggregate the remaining civilian 
perscnnel authorizations of their organizations in leased space 
within a MSA and consider the aggregate to be a single 
installaEioc for applying the numerical threshoids of Public 
Law i0i-Si0. In aggregating leased space activities in the 
National Capital Region (NCR), the NCR, as defined by the 
National Capital Planning Act (40 USC 71), will be used as the 
XSX . 
Rerurn on Investment ( R O I !  

This emands on the policy guidance contained in the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) memorandum of 
May 31, 1994 (Policy Memorandum One). 

o Xedicare Coscs Medicare Costs will not be included in DOD 
Component cost analyses. The Medicare program consists of 
part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The 
only appropriated funds used to support Medicare are chose 
portions of the Part B costs that exceed the monthly 
premiums paid by the members/beneficiaries. Therefore, 
total Medicare appropriations will not significantly change 
return on investment calculations. 

o Unem~lovment Costs The Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies annually budget unemployment contributions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and 
civilian employees. DoD Components should include the 
contributions to this account attributable to closures and 
realignments in their cost calculations. However, state 
unemployment costs will not be included in DoD component 
cost analyses since such costs result only indirectly from 
BRAC actions and would not be borne by DoD. 

o Costs to other Federal Aqencies and State and Local 
Governments In general, DoD components need not consider 
costs or savings to other federal agencies and state and 
local governments in their calculations of BRAC 95 costs and - ----. 

savings. 

There are, however, a limited number of circumstances when 
DoD components should include the costs of BRAC 95 actions to 
other Federal Agencies in their cost calculations. Costs to 
other Federal Agencies should be included only when they are 
measurable, iden~ifiabie cos~s chat DoD would incur as a direct 
result of BRAC-related actions. The key distinguishing features 
of costs to other federal agencies that should be included is (1) 
DoD is unambiguously responsible for paying such costs and ( 2 )  
such costs would be i~curred as a direct, rather than indirect, 
result of BRAC actions. 



For example, if a BRAC-related action would result in early 
termination of a lease agreement with the General Services 
A&r.inistrati~n, acd the lease a~rlement contains a provision that 
repirss 303 to 2ay a penalty fsr 3reaXing the lease, tken tke 
aaount of the penalty shou:d 5e included in cost calculations. 
Sizilarly, ?OD ccrnponents shoul? incl-~de uneaployment insurance 
costs for which they are liable. 30th of these are costs to DoD 

-L  at result directly from B M C  actlcns. In contrast, DoD 
components need not consider cost inpacts that BRAC actions could 
have on Federal programs such as Medicare because (1) such costs 
wccld not be S o m e  by DoD and , 2 :  =hey resuit only idirectiy 
from BFAC actions, or (3) result from Sase reuse activities, 
which cannot Se k?om during BRAC decision-making processes. 

.CCERA Anal-~ses of Cross-Ser~ice/'Xcencv Scenarios 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies 
* - - - I  a Z,-~cw:rg cr~cedure for developinc CGERA runs for 
realigxnent scenarios involving rore than one Mili 

will use the 
closure and 
tary Department 

or Defense Agency: 

o Milizarv Departments or Defezse Agencies having ccg?' lzance :. over a ~osing base in a cross-service scenario will identify 
the 3epartrnents or Agencies which have cognizance for the 
gaining bases in the scenario. The losing base Military 
Department will then task these Military Departments and 
Agezcies to collect the necessary gaining base COBRA data. 

o Each losing base Department or Agency will then prepare a 
C G 5 m  analysis. Savings associated with eliminated 
billets/~ositions, overhead and mission costs should be 
identified under the Losing Base in the scenario. In 
scenarios where more than one Department or Agency has a 
losing base, these separate COBRA runs can then be combined 
by using a new summarization function of the COBRA model, 
the Adder. 

Interaction amonq the Departments and Agencies will be 
necessary to coordinate scenaiio-specific data elements such as 
equipment transfers, MILCON requirements, consolidation savings, 
etc. 

DoD-wide Standard Factors for COBRA Analyses 

As noted in Policy Memorandm One, some standard factors 
used in the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) are 
scfficiectly different to warrant EoD Component-specific cost 
f;ictors. Yowe~rar, m c s t  of the standard factors used in COBRA 
aigoriths reflect standard raLes which should be applied 
consistently in all DoD closure/realignment scenarios. 
Attachment two contains the DoD-wide COB= standard factors which 
should be used in all COBRA analyses. 



Environmental Restoration Costs 

Environmental Restoration costs at closing bases are not to 
be considered in cost of closure calculations. DoD has a legal 
cbligazion f ~ r  envirornental restoration regardless of whether a 
base is closed or realigned. Where closing or realigning 
installatiocs have kown, unique coctmination problems requiring 
~~-~-ircr~nen~al res:zratisz, tkese will be cocsi2ered as a 
potsctial liinita~ion on near-term ccrnmunity reuse of the 
installation. 

S~virormental Compliance Costs 

Environmental compliance costs can be a factor in a base 
closure or realignment decision. Costs associated with bringing 

'existing 2ractices izto compliance with environmental rules and 
regulations can potectially be avoided when the base closes. 
Environmental compliance costs may be incurred at receiving 
locations also, and therefore will be estimated. 

Environmental Im~acts 

For environmental impact considerations, there is no need to 
u~dertake new environnental studies. DoD Components may use all 
available environmental information regardless of when, how or 
for what purpose it was collected. If a DoD Component should 
choose to undertake a new environmental study, the study must 
collect the same information from all bases in the DoD 
Component's base structure, unless the study is designed to fill 
gaps in infomation s3 that all bases can be treated equally. 
AZtachnent three provides a sample of the reporting fomat used 
to summarize the environmental consequences of closure or 
realignment of an installation. 

Economic Impact Calculations 

DoD Components shall measure the economic impact on 
communities of BRAC 95 alternatives and recommendations using (1) 
the total potential job change in the economic area and (2) the 
total potential job change as a percent of economic area 
employment. These measures highlight the potential impact on 
economic.area and also take into account the size of the economic 

, area. In accomplishing this task, Components will follow the 
detailed guidance at attachment four. 

aase Realiqnment and Closure Definitions 

In order to ensure consistent terminology, DoD Components - .  7 . w:,, - 2 s ~  =he 2e:lnlzlzcs at attachnezt five co describe their 
recommendations. 



Re~ortinq Formats 

Attachments six and seven describe general reporting formats 
for: ( i l  the anticipated DoD repcrt to the 1995 Commission, acd 
i 2 i  Xiiitary Department and Defense Agency justification for 
their March 1, 1995, closure and realignment recommendations. 

Joshua Gotbaum 
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Department of Defense 

Final Selection Criteria 

In selecting milita-y izscallaticns fsr closure or 
realignment, the Department of Defense, giving priority 
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), 
will consider: 

Military Value 

1. The current and future mission requirements and 
the impact on operational readiness of the 
Department of Defense's total force. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities 
and associated airspace at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, . mobilization, and future total force requirements 
at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and 
savings, including the number of years, beginning 
with the date of completion of the closure or 
realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs. 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7 .  The ability of both the existing and potential 
receiving communities8 infrastructure to support 
forces, missions and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 

ATTACHMENT 1 



COBRA Standard Cost Factor Table 

The attached table is a listing of standard cost factors for 
use in COBRA a~alyse;. These fac~ors. defined below, are 
catsgorized as Joint Factors. Joint ~ethods and Unique Factors. 
fxrther iden~ified. as applicable to gaining or losing bases. 
Those factors not identified as a gaining or losing factor should 
be applied consistently in all closure and realignment scenarios. 

Joint Factors: Joint Factors are a reflection of standard DoD- 
wide rates which should be applied consistently in all DoD 
closure and realignment scenarios. The value for each joint 
factor is provided in the table. 

' ~oint Methods: These are cost factors that are arrived at in a 
similar manner by all DoD Components. but the actual value may 
differ by Component. 

Unique Factors: unique Factors are the result of differing 
policies and methodologies between the Components. 

Gaininq: ~aetors applicable to a gaining (receiving) base in a 
closure or realignment scenario. 

Losins: Factors applicable to a losing base in a closure or 
realignment scenario. 
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I 
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, 
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Environmental Impact Considerations 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSZQUENCES 

RZSULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT: 

Installation Name Location 

. (Provide a summary statement and status for the following 
ecviromnental attributes at each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes are not meant to be all 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

o Threatened/Endangered Species 

o Sensitive Habitats and Wetlands 

o Cultural/Historic Resources 

o 'Land and Air Space Use 

o Pollution Control (Air Emissions, Compliance Issues) 

o Hazardous Materials/Waste (Clean-up 
Implications/Asbestos, LBPs, PCBs, USTs, Radon) 

o Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

ATTACHMENT 3 



GUIDANCE FOR APPLYING THE ECONOMIC IMPACT CRITERION 
IN T H E  1995 BASE REALIGNMENT AKD CLOSURE (BRAC 95) PROCESS 

The purpose of this attachment is to provide guidance for applying the economic impact 
criterion in decision making processes for the Department of Defense's 1995 recommendations to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The goal of this guidance is to apply the 
economic impact criterion in a reasonable, fair, consistent, and auditable manner *at complies 
with statutory and regulatory requirements. This guidance supersedes the guidance issued on 
April 4, 1994, by the Chairman of the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. 

BA CXGRO C'.VD 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (PL 101 -5 10, as amended) states that the 
recornrncndarions of the Secretary of Defense for closure or realignment of installations must be 
based on a force-structure plan and final selection criteria. "The economic impact on 
communities" is the sixth final selection criterion. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact, which was established by the 
Depury Secretary of Defense (January 7, 1994, memorandum on 1995 Base Realignments and 
Closures (BRAC 95)),  was tasked to provide guidance to DoD Components on how to calculate 
economic impact. The Depury Secretary of Defense directed the Joint Cross-Service Group on 
Economic Impact: 

"to establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact and, if practicabie, 
cumulative economic impact; to anaIyze DoD Component recommendations 
under those guidelines: and to develop a process for analyzing alternative closures 
or realignments necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if 
necessary." 

APPLICATION OF THE ECONOMIC W C T  C- 

In developing recommendations for BRAC 95 closures and realignments, DoD 
Components shall consider the economic impact, to include the cumulative economic impact, on 
communities. The final selection criteria, however, state that priority consideration will be given 
to military value--the first four final selection criteria. 

ATTACHMENT 4 



MEASC'RES OF BRAC 95 ECOIVOMIC IMPACT 

DoD Components shall measure the economic impact on communiues of BRAC 95 
siternstives and recommenda:~ons using [: j the :otal potential job change in the economic area 
and ( 2 )  total porential job change as a percent of total--military and civilian-jobs in the economic 
ares. Tnesz measures highiighr the potential economic impact on economic areas and also take 
inio 3ccount :he size of 2sch ccmornic area. 

Definition of Economic Area 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall review and approve DoD 
Component assignments of each military installation to a particular economic area. For 
installations located in  metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), as defined by the Office of 

' Management and Budget. the economic area is generally the MSA. For installations located in 
nonmetropolitan areas, the economic area is generally the county in which the instalIation is 
located. I n  some crises, the economic area is defined as a multi-county, non-MSA area. The 
criteria listed ar .4nnes ,A to [his attachment shall be used to guide the assignment of instaIlations 
ro economic areas. These definitions of economic area take into account the area where most of 
the installation's employees live and most of the labor-market impacts and economic adjustment 
will O C C L I ~ .  (This iuidance uses the term "economic area." In earlier BRAC rounds, this concept 
was also referred to as "region of intluence.") 

DoD Components will nave the opportunity to identify, based on certified data, changes in 
the assignment of installations to economic areas. Such changes will be reviewed and approved 
by the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. 

For each economic area where a BRAC 95 closure or realignment is considmd, DoD 
Components shall identify the total potential job change in the economic area and calculate the 
total potential job change percentage by dividing total potential job changes by total--miIitary and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area. 

Total potential job change shall be defined as the sum of direct and indirect potential job 
changes for each BRAC 95 closure or realignment alternative or recommendation. 

i Direct job changes shall be defined as the sum of the net addition or loss of jobs for each 
of the following categories of personnel: 

Military Personnel. Permanent authorizations for officer and enlisted personnel. 
Trainees shall be included on an annual average basis. For example, ri?embers of 
the Guard and Reserve who serve full  rime (i.e., AGRs, TARS, erc.) should be 
included. Members of the Guard and Reserve who serve part time (during 
weekends, during two-weeks a year for active duty training, etc.) should not be 
included. 



DoD civilian employees. Permanent authorizations for appropriated fund DoD 
civilian eniployees are to be included as direct jobs. Direct jobs do not include 
non-appropriated fund activities, which are ueated under indirect jobs. 

On-Base Contractors. Contractors that work on :he installation in direct support 
of the installation's key military missions. These sirnates should reflect m annual 
estimate on a full-time equivalency basis. 

As described in the section entitled "Responsibilities" below, the Military Departments and 
the Defense Agencies will be responsible for providing direct job changes. Only job changes 
directly associated with base closures and realignments are to be included as direct job changes. 
Direct job changes shall not reflect job changes that result from planned force structure changes. 

Indirect job changes shall be defined as the net addition or loss of jobs in each affected 
economic area that could potentially occur as a result of direct job changes. As described in the 
section entitled "Responsibilities" below, the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Installations shall provide factors (multipliers) that, when multiplied by the direct job changes, 
will provide potential indirect job changes. 

Authorirarive sources shall be used to determine total--military and civilian--jobs in 
economic areas. 

MEASURES OF CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT 

During BRAC 95, DoD components shall consider the cumulative economic impact on 
communities for recommended installation closures and realignments as pan of the economic 
impact on communities criterion. Cumulative economic impact shall be considered only as part of 
the econon~ic impact criterion, which is one of the eight selection criteria. 

Cumulative economic impact on a community shall be defined in two different ways: 

First, the cumul;ltive economic impact on an economic area of a DoD Component's 
BRAC 95 recommendations, plus the future economic impacts (i.e., economic 
impacts that have not yet been realized) of decisions of all DoD Components b r n  
DoD-wide BRAC 88, BRAC 91, and BRAC 93 rounds (hereafter "prior BRAC 
rounds"); and 

Second, the cumulative economic impact on economic areas when more than one 
DoD component recommends a BRAC 95 closurt or realignment in that economic 
area, plus the future economic impacts of decisions from prior BRAC rounds. 

These calculations will account for circumstances in which basing decisions in one BRAC 
round have been changed i n  a subsequent BRAC round. 



The cumulative econonlic impact of actions that have already taken place as a result of 
prior BRAC rounds (i.e., have already affected economic area employment) will be considered 
under "Historic Econonlic Data" discussed below. 

Cumulative Economic imuac:: Prior BRAC Roun& 

DoD Components shail include in their consideration of recommendations the cumulative 
future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. 

When BRAC 95 alternatives occur in the same economic areas that have BRAC-related 
actions from the prior BRAC rounds, DoD Components shall review their recommendations by 
taking into account the cumulative future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. The 
cumulative economic impact of actions that have already occurred from prior BRAC rounds (i.e., 
have already affected economic area employment) will be considered in the "Historic Economic 
Data" section below. 

DoD Components shall consider the cumulative economic impacts of prior BRAC rounds 
that have nor yet taken place by ensuring that the measures for economic impact (total potential 
job change in the Cconomic area and total potential job change as a percent of total--military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area) include total potential job changes that have not yet taken 
place from prior BRXC rounds DoD-wide. 

Cumulative economic impact will be considered within the overall context of the approved 
selection criteria. Such a review shall be conducted so that the cumulative economic impact of 
prior BRAC rounds will be considered only as pan of the economic impact criterion, which shall 
in turn be considered as pan of the eight selection criteria. 

The fact that prior BRAC rounds affect an economic area shall not, by itself, cause a 
recommendation to be changed. 

Cumulative Economic Imnact: Multi~le BRAC 95 R a m m e n d a m  

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact will review the BRAC 95 
recommencjations submitted by the Secretaries of the Military Departments and the Directors of 

, the Defense Agencies to the Secretary of Defense. During this review, the Joint Cross-Service 
Group shall identify economic areas with mu1 tiple proposed BRAC 95 actions. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall direct the appropriate DoD 
Components to review their recommendations submitted to the Secretary of Defense when there 
are multiple SR.I\C 95 recommendations in the same economic area :hat were not considered in 
the development of their recommendations. 



DoD Con~ponents will then reassess their BRAC 95 recommendations by taking into 
account the cumulative economic impact of these multiple BRAC 95 recommendations and by 
ensuring that the measures for economic impact for the economic area (the total potential job 
change in the econon~ic ares and the total 7otential job change as a percent of total--military and 
civilian--jobs in b e  economic area) include the cumulative economic impact of mulaple BRAC 95 
recommendations, as well as ihe cumulative future economic impact of prier BRAC rounds. 

Such 3 review shall be conducted so that the cumulative economic impact of multiple 
BRAC 95 recommendations will be considered as pan of the economic impact criterion, which 
shall in turn be considered as part of the eight selection criteria. DoD Components will complete 
such reviews expeditiously in order to facilitate compliance with statutory deadlines for BRAC 
actions. 

DoD Components may consider alternative closures and realignments, or mitigating 
actions, during this review. After the review is complete, DoD Components will report back to 
the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact, with a recommendation as to whether or not 
to change their initial recommendations. 

The existence of multiple BRAC 95 recommendations in an economic area shall not, by 
itself, cause a recmn-lendation to be changed. 

HISTORIC ECONOMIC DATA 

DoD Components shall consider the measures described above, viewed in the context of 
historic econon~ic data, i n  applying the economic impact criterion. Historic data will, among 
other things, allow for consideration of the cumulative economic impacts that have already 
occurred (i.e., have already affected economic area employment) as a result of prim BRAC 
actions. Because communities' economies are so complex, it is difficult to separate the effects of 
prior B RAC actions from the effects of other economic factors. To address this analytical 
difficulty, DoD Components shall use historic data to consider the general conditions of 
communities' economies. Considering the general conditions of communities' economies will take 
into account the cumulative economic impacts that have already occurred due to prior BRAC 
actions, as well as the economic impact of other factors unrelated to BRAC actions. 

Historic economic data shall be defined to include the following: 

Economic area civilian employment (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area civilian employment, absolute and percent (1984 
to 1993), 

-- Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 
Ai~nualized change in economic area per capita personal income, absolute and percent 
(1 984 to 1992), and 
Economic area unemployment rates (1984 to 1993). 



The Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations will provide historic 
data, from authoritative sources, to the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. 

USIniG MEASURES A N D  HI,FTORIC ECONOMIC DATA 

This guidance does not establish threshold values for measures and historic economic data. 
Rather, DoD components will use the measures and historic economic data for relative 
comparisons of the economic impacts and cumulative economic impacts of recommendations. 

' Joint Cross-Service G r o u ~  on Economic I m u a ~  

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall analyze DoD Component 
recommendations and preliminary candidates to ensure that they are developed in accordance with 
this guidance. and shall moniror implementation of this and any additional guidance on economic 
impact that may be issued. The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall also carry 
out other analysesfequested by the BRAC 95 Review Group or Steering Group. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group will work closely with DoD Components to resolve issues. 
Issues that the Joint Cross-Service Group and DoD components cannot resolve will be referred to 
the BRAC 95 Steering Group. 

Office of the DASD (Installarions) 

The office of the DASD (Installations) shall provide to the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies a BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database tool that will contain the following: 

A listing of DoD installations 
The economic area to which each installation has been assigned 
Factors (multipliers) to estimate potential indirect job changes 
Historic economic data to include: 

Economic area civilian employment (1 984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area civilian employment, absolute and percent 
(1984 to 1993) 
Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 
Annualized change in economic area per capita personal income, absolute and 
percent (1984 to 1992). and 
Economic area unemployment rates (1984 to 1993) 



The capability to calculate the measures for economic impact and cumulative 
economic impact described in this guidance based on the information provided by the 
Military Departments and Defense Agencies 

Militan, Depanments and the Defense A e e w  

Tne Military Departments and the Defense Agencies shall provide and enter into the DoD 
BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database: 

Current Base Personnel: As discussed above on page 3, this data will reflect projected 
billets and positions as of the start of FY 1996 for Officers, Enlisted, Military 
Students, Civilians, and Contractors, net of planned force mc tu re  changes. 

Job Changes (Out): the number of authorizations for DoD civilian, military (in 
training status), military (not in training status), and on-base contractor jobs to be 
relocated and/or disestablished under each alternative and recommendation, by 
installation, as a result of BRAC actions, both for DoD Component proposed 
BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to be realized (i.e., future) from prior BRAC 
rounds, by fiscal year, from 1994 through 2001; 

Job Changes (In): the number of authorizations for civilian, military (in training status), 
n~ilitary (11ot in mining status) and on-base contractor jobs being gained under each 
alternative and recommendation, by installation, as a result of BRAC actions, both for 
all proposed BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to be realized (i.e., future) from 
prior BRAC rounds, by fiscal year, from 1994 through 2001. 

Because of the difficulty of obtaining accurate estimates, contractor job outs and ins may be 
aggegated into a single year. 

DoD Components will provide the projected job changes from prior BRAC rounds and 
current personnel data to the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installanons. 
In identifying projected'job changes associated with prior BRAC actions, the DoD Components 
shall use plans that are consistent with the President's Fiscal Year 1995 Budget. 

The Military Departments and the Defense Agencies shall collect information as necessary 
for the computer-based tool. Such data shall be collected and handled in accordance with the 

' Internal Control Plan of the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact and the respective 
Internal Control Plans of each Military Department and the Defense Agencies. 

Shortly after submitting recommendations and preliminary candidates to the Secretary of 
Defense, the Military Departments and Defense .4gencies shall provide to the Joint Cross-Service 
Group on Economic Impact computer files from the Economic Impact Database for their 
BRAC 95 recommendations and preliminary candidates. 



Annex A 

DETERMINATION OF ECONOMIC AREAS 

In response to changes by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in 
metropolitan area definitions related to the 1990 Census, and a review of earlier 
BRAC economic area definitions, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic 
Impact has established the following rules to guide the assignment of installations 
to economic areas for BRAC 95: 

1. The economic area should include residences of the majority of the military 
and civilian employees at the activity. 

7 . An economic area is generally defined as a metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA) or a non-MSA county(s) unless there is evidence to support some other 
definition. 

3. In  those cases where OMB's 1993 redefinition of an MSA added counties 
which increased the MSA population by 10 percent or more, then continue to use 
the old MSA definition unless certified residency data shows that the new MSA 
definition is more appropriate. 

4. An economic area should only be expanded to include an additional county 
if the resulting percentage increase in the number of employee residences included 
in the expanded economic area is greater than the resulting percentage increase in 
the total employment of the expanded economic area. 

5. Installations in the same county should be in the same economic am. 

6.  If the economic area was previously defined (in prior BRAC rounds) as a 
non-MSA county(s), it should continue to be that county, even if that county has 
now been incorporated into an MSA. 



Base Realignment and Closure Definition. 

Clome 
All missions of the base will cease or be relocated. All - -- 

personnel (military, civilian and contractor) will either be 
eliminated or relocated. The entire base will be excessed and the 
property disposed. Note: A caretaker workforce is possible to 
bridge between closure (missions ceasing or relocating) and 
property disposal which are separate actions under Public Law 101- 
c7 n 

Close, Except 
The vast majority of the missions will cease or be relocated. 

Over 95 percent of the military, civilian and contractor personnel 
will either be eliminated or relocated. All but a small portion of 
the base will be excessed and the property disposed. The small 
'portion retained will often be facilities in an enclave for use by 
the reserve component. Generally, active component management of 
the base will cease. Outlying, unmanned ranges or training areas 
retained for reserve component use do not count against the "small 
portion retained". Again, closure (missions ceasing or relocating) 
and property disposal are separate actions under Public Law 101- 
510. . 
Realign 

Some missions of the base will cease or be relocated, but 
others will remain. The active component will still be host of the 
remaining portion of the base. Only a portion of the base will be 
excessed and the property disposed, with realignment (missions 
ceasing or relocating) and property disposal being separate actions 
under Public Law 101-510. In cases where the base is both gaining 
and losing missions, the base is being realisned if it will 
experience a net reduction of DoD civilian personnel. In such 
situations, it is possible that no property will be excessed. 

Rmlocate 
The term used to describe the movement of missions, w i t s  or 

activities from a closing or realigning base to another base. 
Units do not realign from a closing or a realigning base to another 
base, they relocate. 

Recaivinu Base 
A base which receives missions, units or activities relocating 

from a closing or realigning base. In cases where the base is both 
gaining and losing missions, the base is a receivinq base if it 

? will experience a net increase of DoD civilian personnel. 

Mothball, Layaway 
Terms used when retention of facilities and real estate at a 

closing or realigning base are necessary to meet the mobilization 
or contingency needs of Defense. Bases or portions of bases 
"mothballedu will not be excessed and disposed. It is possible 
they could be leased for interim economic uses. 

Inactivate, Dimrmtablimh 
Terms used to describe planned actions which directly affect 

missions, units or activities. Fighter wings are inactivated, 
bases are closed. 
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NAME OF RECOMMENDATION 
(egg., Name of Activity/lacility/~a~tallation, [State]) 

Recommendation: Describe what is to be closed and/or realigned; 
functions, activities, units, or organizations that will be 
eliminated or relocated; identify the receiving installations, if 
applicable; and describe functions, activities, units, or 
organizations that will remain on the installation, if 
applicable. 

. ... 

(rustification: Explain the reasons for the recommendation: i.e., 
force structure reductions; mission transfer, consolidation, 
collocation, or elimination; excess capacity; cross-servicing; 

' etc., as applicable. 

Return on Investment: Include the total estimated one-time costs 
of implementing the recommendation, expected total one-time 
savings during the implementation period, expected annual 
recurring savings after implementation with return on investment 
years, and the net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period. Express costs and savings in FY 1996 
constant dollars. 

Impact: Describe the impact the recommendation could have on the 
local community's economy in terms of total potential job change 
(direct and indirect) in absolute terms and as a percentage of 
employment in the economic area. Describe the impact the 
recommendation could have on the environment. 

ATTACHMENT 7 
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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: 

June 15, 1995 
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) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Community representatives for Letterkenny Army Depot recently provided Commission 
staffwith the attached document which indicates that the personnel savings claimed in the Army's 
most recent COBRA estimate are overstated. Please review the attached documentation and 
advise as to whether or not the data are considered factual. If personnel savings are found to be 
overstated, what impact does this have on the overall COBRA analysis? Also, Commission staff 
has been told the Army is developing a new COBRA providing for the realignment of 450 
personnel to Tobyhanna, rather than the 300 previously planned. What is the Army's official 
position as to the appropriate number of personnel realigned to Tobyhanna? 

Because we are rapidly approaching the final Commission deliberations, request you 
provide comments no later than 19 June 1995. Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your 
time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 

EABImgk 
encl. 
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CORIECTIONS TO ARMIT STATJONJNG INSTAJdLATJON PLAN (ASLP) ! 

The numbers provided are fiom an 18 November 1994 Structure and Manpower Alloca~ion ' 

System ($WAS), a DA manpower system. It does not reflect Let~erkenny input from October 
1994 The following correcfions need to be made. I 

FY95 FY9h FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOl 

i 
Erroneous \VOLhM 
LEAD US CJV 2816 2290 2290 2234 2234 2234 2234 ! 

I 

Correct WOLGAA 
2016 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 I LEAD US Civ I 

I 
Lctterkenny is undergoing 3 RJF with a mandate to reduce all permallent staff to 1750. , 
OBS as 31 May i s  2030 with 354 separation letters handed to  personnel LO May. 

I 

I 

Erroneous IVOMODJ, 
Cent PA Pub Mjorks 1 

0 US Civilians IS3 IS3 183 163 183 183 , 
I 

Correct \YOMODIJ I 

Cent PA Pill) \Vorks 
0 0 0 0 0 US Civilians 0 0 I 

The Ccntrnl Pennsylvania P ~ ~ b l i c  Works is a component of  Letterlienny and inclu(fed in the I 

1750 personnel. 

Erroneous 
Other Tenants 
US Civilians 

Correct 
Other Ter~ants 
US Civilians 503 472 472 472 472 472 472 1 I 

It appears SII\'IA staflwas increased from 212 to 524 (1-312) thr11 crroncous dafn input. In, 
I 

reality they are directed under BRAC 91 to rcloca(e to Rock Jsiand, JJ. I 
I 

F A X  T R A N S M I T T A L  u ~ : p e o e , ,  2_ I 

Fvqm 
i 

kLbw {drndk -&lA,p -&.Jc I 

0op1 :Agency r,t,ono . 1 
I 



~dditionally, tlie ASJP data sliows DFAS maintaining a staflof 78 through 2001. Tflis i s  
incorrect DFAS bas not antiour~ced a specific date, bur before 1998 they will consolidate 
functions off Lettcrkenny will] payroll leaving J a n u q  J 996 The dala also shows Test 
Measurenlenr and Diagnostic Jkgion growing by 30 j~ersonnel 7.11is i s  irlcorrect arid there arc nd 
intentions to increase tlie current star.  Tf~is sl~ould be s~raight lined a 7 1 .  

CONCLUSJON: 

I 
Tile popeintion data used to cnlcelnfe savings for Lctterkenny renligr~mcnt is 

, ! 
overstnied by npproxirrlately 813 plus t l ~ c  reduction from the ongoing RTl: a t  Letterkenny . i 
has not been factored in. Savings are oversi~ted by a~)prouimately 1079 personael, 

i 
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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. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) June 14, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (ATTN: Lt Col Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

At the June 14 Commission hearing, Chairman Dixon requested the Secretary of the Air 
Force and the Chief of St& comment on procedures required after the current base closure 
process ends and a commission no longer exists . General Fogleman stated that the Commission 
should recommend to the Congress the creation of a "sunset clause" for actions mandated by the 
Commission. We would like the Air Force to elaborate on the specifics regarding this "sunset 
clause", and provide any additional suggestions for the Commission to consider on this issue. 

In order to assist the Commission with this issue, I would appreciate this information no 
later than June 21, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 
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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 15, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

General Barry R. McCaffrey, USA 
Commander-in-Chief 
U. S. Southern Command 
Quarry Heights, Panama 
APO AA34003 

Dear General McCaffrey: 

As you may know, the Base Closure and Realignment Commission added Homestead 
ARS to the list of installations we are considering for closure in the Reserve Component category. 
The community group representing Homestead believes there is a strong case for its military 
value. 

As the Commission prepares for its final deliberations, it would be helpfbl if we could have 
your views on Homestead's military value. Please structure your reply to include its value for 
Caribbean operations, peacetime training and contingency exercises, and any other activities you 
believe to be militarily significant. In addition, as SOUTHCOM prepares to move to Miami, what 
hnctions will Homestead provide for day-to-day or contingency activities? 

It would be helpfbl if the Commission had your reply no later than June 21. 

J.B. Davis 
General, USAF (Ret) 
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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 15, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

General John J. Sheehan, USMC 
Commander-in-Chief 
U. S. Atlantic Command 
1 562 Mitscher Avenue, Suite 200 
Norfolk, VA 23 55 1 -2488 

Dear General Sheehan: 

As you may know, the Base Closure and Realignment Commission added Homestead 
ARS to the list of installations we are considering for closure in the Reserve Component category. 
The community group representing Homestead believes there is a strong case for its military 
value. 

As the Commission prepares for its final deliberations, it would be helpfbl if we could have 
your views on Homestead's military value. Please structure your reply to include its value for 
Caribbean operations, peacetime training and contingency exercises, and any other activities you 
believe to be militarily significant. 

It would be helpfil if the Commission had your reply no later than June 21. 

Warm regards,,--,, 

J.B. Davis 
General, USAF (Ret) 
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TO: Mr. Frank Cirillo 

Air Force Team Chief 

Defense Base Closure & 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore St. 

Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone (703) 696-0504 

Fax Phone (703) 696-0550 

Number of pages including rover sheet 5 

1 FROM: ~ i m  Casey 

President 

Team Concepts 

13539 Smallwood Lane 

Chantilly, VA 22021 

Phone (703) 378-5350 

Fax Phone (703) 378-5325 

ccs 

I REMARKS: [XI urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Frank, 

Here's a copy of a paper that goes along with Gen Olsen's package on the 726th 
ACS redirect recommendation. I included a copy of the first two pages of Gen 
Olsen's package so you would recognize which package the paper goes with. 

Note: I have provided a copy of Gen Olsen's package, including paper. to both the 
DASD (ES) BC omce and Mr. Boatright. 

If you have any questions, please call me 



DoD's 726th Air Control Squadron Re&rect Recommendation 
and the Questions and Concerns That Must be Answered 

before the BRAC Commission B e p s  Final Voting 

Background: The DoD recommended that the 726th Air Control ,Squadron (ACS) be 
redirected to Mountain Home AFB vice permanent beddown a t  Shaw AFB. The 726th 
was originally located at  Homestead AFB, but BRAC 93 allowed it to remain at  Shaw 
AFB, where it had k n  temporarily relocated following Hurricane Andrew. Now, the 
DoD dnd the Air Force state that the unit does not provide adequate radar coverage of 
h-aining airspace needed to support the training mission and sustain combat readiness, 
and has recommended relocating the unit to Mountain Home AFB. Additionally, the 
Air Force has decided to downsize the 726 air control unit (from squadron to element). 
This downsizing will reduce assigned personnel by about 50 percent. 

Discussion: The DoD's subject recommendation was not evaluated on a level-playing 
field. Several key facts were not identified and/or updated. For example: 

- The unit (726 ACS) was downsized from a squadron level to an element level. 
However, the resulting reduced manning was applied only to reduce the Mountain 
Home's beddown requirements. Given that permanent facilities to beddown the 
726 ACS at Shaw were placed on hold and were never constructed, Shaw's facility 
requirements should have been adjusted downward to reflect the downsized unit 
(squadron to element), thus the militam construction requirements would have been 
the same for either location ($5M vice $5rn a t  Mountain Home and $8.5M a t  Shaw) 

Action Required: Run s iv~i lar  COBRAS for both Mountain Home and Shaw. Both 
locations should reflect the 726 ACS ns an element. Note: When the Shaw COBRA is 
updated to reflect the downsized unit (squadron to element), Shdw will reflect n 
savings, while Mountain Home will reflect a cost that may never realize a return on 

investment. 

- The DoD's rerommendation to redirect the 726 ACS was based on the following, 
"Shnw AFB does not provide adequate radar coverage of training airspace needed 
to support the training mission and sustained combat readiness". This statement is 
not factual. The DoD airspace in and around the Carolinas is some of the most used 
DoD t ra~ning airspace in the U.S. The 726 has taken positive actions to improve ib 
ability to cover most training areas within the Carolinas. Additionallv, given the 
large numbers of DoD aircraft currently located and projected to be located within 
the Carolinas versus the few aircraft located iit Mountain Home, the DoD rationale 
and rwommendation to relocate this unit does not pass the l o g ~ c  test. 

Actions Required: 1) Members of the 726 ACS d o  not agree with the DoD rationale to 
relocate the unit, i.e., the unit has maintained combat readiness status. 2) Someone 
needs to identify what  capability will f i l l  the void in the Carolinas to a v o ~ d  combat 



readiness and training degradations, if the ACS is relocated? 3) Given the 
mountainous terrain around Mountain Home and the cancellation of the State 
sponsored range expansion, if the ACS is relocated to Mountain Home, what 
airspace will the unit control and how will the 726 air control unit maintain combat 
status? 

- Funds have already been used to relocate 726 ACS personnel to Shaw. Therefore, 
any further relocation of this unit will require additional funds and hardships on 
DoD personnel. General Fogleman, during his presentation to the Commission on 
June 14th, stressed that stability was critical to combat readiness and the 
effectiveness of L3oD persomel. He used this rationale to recommend against 
reloca ling aircraft and personnel. 

Action Required: 1) The following question must be answered, "How does this redirect 
recommendation achieve increased combat readiness and effectiveness, given that, 
the alrspace the urut was going to control will not matenalize?' 2) How is this 
redirect cost effective? 

Conclusion/Recoxnmendation: The Air Force/DoD apparently overlooked several key 
facts or the facts have changed since the ~nitial DoD BRAC recommendations were 
forwarded to the BRAC 95 Commission. These omissions and/or updated facts must 
be added to the process to ensure both an operationally and cost effective solution, 
especially given that BRAC 95 is the last BRAC round. Equitnhle evaludtions dre the 
backbone of the BRAC process. However, an equitable evaluation was not 
acconiplished in this case, espec~allv given the fact that the subject unit was downsized, 
hut only one location received the Gnefit of the reduced costs produced by d 

downsizcci unit. Real world facts (nvailability of alrspace, terrain, aircrew trdining nnd 
costs) must be evaluated on an equitable platform. 

Note: Expanded community comments on the DoD's 726 ACS redirect 
recommendation is attached. 
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SUMTER BASE DEFENSE COMMlrrEE 

WERA HOUSE 
P.0. BOX 1449 

TELEP~IONE 
(803) 773-3371 

FAX 

(803) 778-2025 

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

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

FROM : Mr. Thomas  R .  Olsen, b e c u t i v e  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 Commiasion 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  ~upgort 
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, Costxi and Manpower, Return on Investment, 
Economic Impact, Community Support and Environmental Impact 
for the retention of the unit. 

2 

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 
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U.S. Depar Commandant 
of Transpo U. S. Coast Guard 

United States 
Coast Guard 

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

21 00 Second St, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
Staff Symbol: G-CPP 
phone: (202) 267-2355  

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Coast Guard has reviewed the list of recommended base 
closures and realignments provided by the Secretary of Defense 
and the 35 recently added by the Commission. I have enclosed a 
matrix portraying those facilities which will have direct impacts 
on Coast Guard operations should they close or realign. 

The eight Department of Defense facilities identified in the 
matrix will directly impact our operations in terms of forcing 
the relocation of a Coast Guard tenant command or terminating 
established relationships in direct support of Coast Guard field 
operations. We have identified numerous other facilities that 
will indirectly affect the Coast Guard in terms of loss of 
traditional military support provided among services. Examples 
of these indirect affects include the potential closure of Navy 
Public Works Center Guam which supplies shoreside services to 
Coast Guard vessels and waterfront maintenance; the potential 
closure of Navy Fleet and Industrial Supply Center which 
frequently provides supplies, equipment and repair parts for 
Coast Guard vessels; and the potential closure of Naval Shipyard 
Long Beach which provides direct, high quality ship repair 
services and family support services to the Coast Guard. 

As the Federal Government continues to streamline operations to 
meet the needs of its customers, the Coast Guard's motto remains 
Semper Paratus, always ready. I ask that you consider the Coast 
Guard in your recommendations to the President. Should you have 
questions, my point of contact is Captain Blain Brinson, who may 
be reached at (202) 267-2355. 

Sincerely, 

Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard 
Go!% tnnandant 

Encl: (1) Impact of DOD Facility Closures/Realignments 



IMPACT OF DOD FACILITY CLOSURES/REALIGNMENTS 

DOD 
INSTALLATION AFFECTED CG UNITS IMPACT 

P I L S f t = = = = = P 3 = = = = 1 3 = 0 = = = - - 0 = = = = E i 3 : = = = = 3 : = = : = = t = = = = I I I - - - - -  -----=----IDtPI=IPIPI ---- 
NAVAL AIR FACILITY ADAK, LORAN STATION (LORSTA) ATTU Closure of this facility will have a major 
AL (Closure) AIR STATION (AIRSTA) KODIAK impact on CG operations in the North 

ADAK LORAN MONITOR Pacific. Loss of use of this facility 
COMMUNICATION STATION KODIAK will impair our ability to perform 

maritime law enforcement and safety and 
security missions. Adak currently provides 
both cutter and aircraft support for CG ops. 
Loss of this facility will result in 
decreased aircraft on-scene time and delay 
of medical evacuation patients. It will 
result in fewer on-scene cutter days for law 
enforcement patrols. Loss of Loran monitoring 
station at Adak may force a relocation of the 
site at great cost. CG cutters also use 
Adak for JP-5 refueling. They could 
potentially switch to diesel fuel available 
at Dutch Harbor, but with negative impacts. 
Naval Security Group Adak currently supports 
COMMSTA Kodiak remote MF and HF transceivers 
and receivers. Its closure will terminate 
the Inter-service Support Agreement (ISSA). 
Other support alternatives are being 
investigated. 

CHARLES MELVIN PRICE 
SUPPORT CENTER, IL 
(Closure ) 

NAVAL ENGINEERING SUPPORT NESU & EMD St. Louis are existing tenants 
UNIT (NESU) ST. LOUIS of this facility. MSO St. Louis currently 
ELECTRONICS MAINTENANCE maintains their small boats and pollution 
DETACHMENT (EMD) ST. LOUIS responses equipment in a building at the 
MARINE SAFETY OFFICE (MSO) Support Center. A planning proposal for a 
ST. LOUIS new Base St. Louis at this site has been 

approved. Anticipate closure will lead to a 
Title 10 transfer of 22 acres to the CG for 
the new base. Impact on NESU and EMD 
St. Louis is unknown. Charles Melvin Price 
Support Center also provides an exchange, 
commissary, gym, golf course and club house 
that are used by CG personnel. The Army Depot 
at Granite City will remain active, providing 
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CHARLES MELVIN PRICE commissary/exchange services to CG personnel. 
SUPPORT CENTER CG Auxiliary would be directly impacted by 
cont . closure of this facility. The Support Center 

houses the Auxiliary's National Supply Center 
(ANSC). The ANSC is the storage and 
distribution center for Auxiliary pubs, awards, 
member course, etc. The ANSC is operated under 
contract, with CG managing the contract and 
overseeing operations. The Auxiliary may be 
forced to lease the same space, most likely at 
an increased cost, or move the location, 
requiring transportation of inventory and 
development of a new contract. The CG District 
2 armory is currently in shared Army space. A 
new armory is included within the scope of the 
new Base St. Louis design. There may be an 
opportunity for future consolidation of the 
NESU, EMD, and MSO at the new base site. 

SELFRIDGE ARMY GARRISON, AIRSTA DETROIT 
MI GROUP/BASE DETROIT 
( Closure) MSO DETROIT 

STATION BELLE ISLAND 
STATION PORT HURON 
STATION ST. CLAIR SHORES 
AIDS TO NAVIGATION TEAM (ANT) 
DETROIT 
CG CUTTER (CGC) BRISTOL BAY 

Airsta Detroit is a tenant command of this 
facility. It is unlikely that the Airsta 
will have to relocate as the airfield property 
is under the custody of the Michigan Air 
National Guard (ANG). Operational services are 
supported by an ISSA between the Air Station 
and Michigan ANG. With a total closure of 
this base, CG may lose commissary, exchange, 
medical, and child care services. Fire 
fighting services and Airfield Crash 
and Rescue are 50% funded by the Army and 
50% by the 127th Fighter Wing of Michigan ANG. 
If the ANG is unable to absorb 100% 
funding, a significant cutback in the airfield 
support could occur or CG might have to provide 
additional funds to continue support of this 
service. CG occupies 116 of 745 Army housing 
units. The Army has no plans to continue 
to run this housing. Closure could mean 
expanding our leased housing for eligible 
members. 
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SENECA ARMY DEPOT, NY LORSTA SENECA Staffing at LORSTA Seneca is programmed to 
( Closure) decrease from 20 personnel to 4 with the 

completion of a LORAN consolidated control 
project 7/97. The nature of LORAN operations 
makes movement of the LORAN facility 
impossible and the option to acquire the 
property has been explored locally, The effect 
of closure of Seneca housing, 32 units, would 
minimally impact the CG. Additional minor 
concerns include the transfer of LORSTA water 
and sewer currently provided by Seneca Army 
Depot, to Seneca County. The Army also manages 
a profitable MWR recreational travel camp, used 
by Active Duty Military and retirees as 
vacation cottages. The depot also provides 
telephone services to LORSTA Seneca. 

NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA SOUTH WEYMOUTH BUOY DEPOT South Weymouth Buoy Depot is a tenant command 
(Closure ) STATION SCITUATE of this facility. The CG does not own or 

CG DISTRICT 1 lease, just has use of the site, The ISSA with 
the Navy states that an additional 6 acres 
could be made available to the CG if the NAS 
ever closed. The NAS Fire Department provides 
protection and safety inspections for the 
Depot. We may be able to rely on the local 
Fire Department to provide protection services. 
We currently lease 50 housing units from the 
Navy for CG families in the Boston area. The 
housing is poor and considered to be a 
maintenance burden; however, other housing 
options are limited. The NAS housing 
may be unnecessary for Boston-area members; 
District 1 needs to address this in the future. 
The Navy exchange may close; may be feasible 
for CG Exchange System to take over if a CG 
presence remains. The CG may see a significant 
decrease in the established ISSA with the Navy 
at Airsta Cape Cod. The CG provides the Navy 
use of 95 units of housing at Cape Cod. 
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NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA The NAS South Weymouth closure may reduce the 
cont . Navy need for housing by as much as 80 units. 

The CG will still own these units, but not 
receive maintenance funding. Loss of 
commissary and exchange facilities will impact 
drilling reservists in the area. Closure of 
the clinic will have a minor affect on CG 
personnel at Station Scituate. Dl field 
operations will be impacted to a limited degree 
if the NAS closes: Dl provides semi-annual 
intelligence briefings to the P-3 squadron at 
South Weymouth, who in turn provide Target of 
Interest information to the district 
during/after flights. The squadron has also 
been an additional reconaissance asset during 
AM10 operations. 

NAS CORPUS CHRISTI, TX AIRSTA CORPUS CHRIST1 
(Realignment) 

MCCLELLAN AFB, CA 
( Closure ) 

AIRSTA SACRAMENTO 

AIRSTA Corpus Christi is a tenant command of 
this facility. The Navy may desire to relocate 
several tenants to maximize space utilization. 
At one time, NAS expressed an intent to use the 
CG hangar for the USN minesweeper helos. If 
that occured, the Navy has indicated they would 
provide CG with another location on base and 
would attempt to assist with move/remodeling 
costs. The latest BRAC developments/ 
recommendations make it likely that CG will 
retain its current location in Hangar 41. 

AIRSTA Sacramento is a tenant command of this 
facility. Closure of the AFB would force 
relocation of CG airsta. The CG can not 
afford to become an airfield landlord. 
The Air Force currently provides interservice 
support such as airfield, control tower, crash 
and fire, weather office, and civil engineering 
support. They also provide family support 
services such as housing, medical, dental, 
exchange, commissary, etc. Airsta Sacramento 
also receives courier service, communications 
support and is a local user of the Air Force 
Classified Material System account. The CG has 



NAS POINT MUGU, CA CG DISTRICT 11 

local radio transceivers and antennae installed, 
in the Air Force hangar, such as VHF and HF. 

The CG has a National Distress System VHF-FM 
High Level Site at Point Mugu. The Navy 
provides the control circuits, power and 
emergency power to the site. 
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Admiral Robert E. Krarnek, USCG 
Commandant, United States Coast Guard 
2100 Second Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20593-0001 

Dear Admiral Krarnek: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with the Coast Guard's review of the 
Secretary of Defense's list of recommended base closures and realignments. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and appreciate having 
the benefit of your insights on the Department of Defense's recommendations. 

You may be certain that my fellow Commissioners and I will carefblly consider the 
information you have provided. I can assure you that the Commission is working closely 
with the Department of Defense on the recommendations affecting the Coast Guard. 

Again, thank you for contacting the Commission and bringing this matter to our 
attention. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of hrther assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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June 14, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street #I425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing to urge you to reject the suggestion to assign aircraft carriers to a new homeport 
at Long Beach Naval Shipyard. We believe the 1993 Commission decision to reassign these 
vessels from Alameda to San Diego was correct, as we believe the Pentagon's recommendation 
to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the proper choice for the commission. 

Specifically, we wish to address several points made in the California Office of Military Base 
Retention's "BRAC 95--Making the Case for California" report to the Base Closure Commission. 
Unfortunately, this report included unattributed material prepared by the Long Beach 
community, which was indistinguishable from the state's presentation. While it is clear that the 
Governor of California favors retaining Long Beach Naval Shipyard, it is incorrect to state that 
he supports moving assets from San Diego to Long Beach. 

The Office of Military Base Retention has issued a corrected version of its report, which 
acknowledges the error and states that the Long Beach material was prepared by the community 
and is not endorsed by the State of California. We wish to address the serious factual errors in 
the Long Beach presentation. 

As you know, the decisions of the previous BRAC rounds have consolidated the Navy's presence 
in San Diego. A large number of ships and personnel are moving to San Diego from other ports. 
Substantial new federal investment is already underway to build new facilities and upgrade 
infrastructure. For a region which has been hard hit by defense cutbacks in the private sector and 
has suffered the loss of Naval Training Center, this new Defense Department investment is 
essential. 

The tone of this presentation is unexpectedly harsh. In the section dealing with a proposal to 
establish a homeport at LBNS (at the expense of San Diego), we are told ominously that Navy 
ships must navigate under the Coronado Bridge to leave San Diego harbor. The report states 
ominously "Let's not forget Pearl Harbor." 
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The section outlining the advantages of Long Beach is contains some questionable assertions. It 
states that there are no specific environmental issues to prevent homeporting at LBNS. As is 
well known, environmental and other studies would be required to add hnctions to LBNS. 

The report states that NAS Lemoore is closer to LBNS than San Diego. While this is clearly 
true, it neglects to state that high performance military aircraft do not routinely operate in the 
crowded skies above the Los Angeles area. Moreover, while Long Beach may be closer than 
San Diego to Lemoore, the specter of F-14s and F/A-18s landing on ships anchored at LBNS is 
rather alarming. As you know, the carriers routinely operate in a small area off the San Diego 
coast. Carriers do not routinely operate hrther north because of interference from the main 
commercial corridor into LAX and the Pacific Missile test range (PMTC). In fact, the primary 
supersonic training range is Whiskey-291, off the California and Baja California coasts. 

The report states that LBNS is the newest of the Navy public shipyards and possesses one of the 
most efficient workforces among the public yards. Moreover, it states that LBNS has brought 
costs down to a level competitive with private shipyards of San Diego for many types of work. 
The facts, however, are these. GAO reported in 1992 that LBNS had schedule overruns on 10 of 
23 ships repaired there. LBNS charged over $100 million to repair the USS OLDENDORF. A 
private shipyard in San Diego repaired three destroyers of the same class for about $50 million 
each. 

We believe the report casts unfortunate aspersions on several San Diego ship repair firms. We 
are told that NASSCO will emphasize new construction, "which will limit their ability to support 
the Navy's ship repair requirements'' and that NASSCO has been "besieged by labor strikes." 
The report states that "the viability of Southwest Marine in San Diego is uncertain." These 
statements are calumnious. Both of these companies are respected major employers, with 
healthy htures. 

The 1993 decision to focus Navy assets in San Diego was a correct decision. By co-locating a 
large number of ships and personnel, the Navy achieves considerable savings by eliminating 
duplicative infrastructure and support operations. For example, if ships were to be homeported 
at Long Beach, it would require the re-opening of a closed Naval hospital. In contrast, San 
Diego has superlative hospital facilities. It is a fallacy to assume that aircraft carriers could be 
homeported at a Naval Shipyard without major investments in infrastructure. Substantial and 
sustained government investment would be needed to provide family housing, public works 
support, health care, MWR facilities, and all the ancillary functions for our Navy families. 
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The Department of Defense has wisely decided to centralize its assets in San Diego and Norfolk. 
These megaports are the logical way to address the pressing need to cut unneeded infrastructure 
and achieve economies of scale. The 1993 Commission ratified the closure of Alameda and 
reassignment of most of its assets to San Diego because it was the logical, economical, and 
prudent decision. Your 1995 Commission should rat@ the closure of Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard for precisely the same reasons. 

We would be pleased to provide any additional information on this matter that the Commission 
may require. Thank you for your consideration to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Con Member of Congress 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
C hairrnan 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
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Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing to urge you to reject the suggestion to assign aircraft carriers to a new homeport 
at Long Beach Naval Shipyard. We believe the 1993 Commission decision to reassign these 
vessels from Alameda to San Diego was correct, as we believe the Pentagon's recommendation 
to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the proper choice for the commission. 

Specifically, we wish to address several points made in the California Office of Military Base 
Retention's "BRAC 95--Making the Case for California" report to the Base Closure Commission. 
Unfortunately, this report included unattributed material prepared by the Long Beach 
community, which was indistinguishable fiom the state's presentation. WhlIe it is clear that the 
Governor of California favors retaining Long Beach Naval Shipyard, it is incorrect to state that 
he supports moving assets from San Diego to Long Beach. 

The Office of Military Base Retention has issued a corrected version of its report, which 
acknowledges the error and states that the Long Beach material was prepared by the community 
and is not endorsed by the State of California. We wish to address the serious factual errors in 
the Long Beach presentation. 

As you know, the decisions of the previous BRAC rounds have consolidated the Navy's presence 
in San Diego. A large number of ships and personnel are moving to San Diego fiom other ports. 
Substantial new federal investment is already underway to build new facilities and upgrade 
infrastructure. For a region which has been hard hit by defense cutbacks in the private sector and 
has suffered the loss of Naval Training Center, this new Defense Department investment is 
essential. 

The tone of this presentation is unexpectedly harsh. In the section dealing with a proposal to 
establish a homeport at LBNS (at the expense of San Diego), we are told ominously that Navy 
ships must navigate under the Coronado Bridge to leave San Diego harbor. The report states 
ominously "Let's not forget Pearl Harbor." 
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The section outlining the advantages of Long Beach is contains some questionable assertions. It 
states that there are no specific environmental issues to prevent homeporting at LBNS. As is 
well known, environmental and other studies would be required to add fbnctions to LBNS. 

The report states that NAS Lemoore is closer to LBNS than San Diego. Whlle this is clearly 
true, it neglects to state that high performance military aircraft do not routinely operate in the 
crowded skies above the Los Angeles area. Moreover, while Long Beach may be closer than 
San Diego to Lemoore, the specter of F-14s and F/A-18s landing on ships anchored at LBNS is 
rather alarming. As you know, the camers routinely operate in a small area off the San Diego 
coast. Carriers do not routinely operate fbrther north because of interference from the main 
commercial corridor into LAX and the Pacific Missile test range (PMTC). In fact, the primary 
supersonic training range is Whiskey-291, off the California and Baja California coasts. 

The report states that LBNS is the newest of the Navy public shipyards and possesses one of the 
most efficient workforces among the public yards. Moreover, it states that LBNS has brought 
costs down to a level competitive with private shipyards of San Diego for many types of work. 
The facts, however, are these. GAO reported in 1992 that LBNS had schedule overruns on 10 of 
23 ships repaired there. LBNS charged over $100 million to repair the USS OLDENDORF. A 
private shipyard in San Diego repaired three destroyers of the same class for about $50 million 
each. 

We believe the report casts unfortunate aspersions on several San Diego ship repair firms. We 
are told that NASSCO will emphasize new construction, "which will limit their ability to support 
the Navy's ship repair requirements" and that NASSCO has been "besieged by labor strikes." 
The report states that "the viability of Southwest Marine in San Diego is uncertain." These 
statements are calumnious. Both of these companies are respected major employers, with 
healthy fbtures. 

The 1993 decision to focus Navy assets in San Diego was a correct decision. By co-locating a 
large number of ships and personnel, the Navy achieves considerable savings by eliminating 
duplicative infiastructure and support operations. For example, if ships were to be homeported 
at Long Beach, it wouId require the re-opening of a closed Naval hospital. In contrast, San 
Diego has superlative hospital facilities. It is a fallacy to assume that aircraft carriers could be 
homeported at a Naval Shipyard without major investments in infrastructure. Substantial and 
sustained government investment would be needed to provide family housing, public works 
support, health care, MWR facilities, and all the ancillary functions for our Navy fadies .  
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The Department of Defense has wisely decided to centralize its assets in San Diego and Norfolk. 
These megaports are the logical way to address the pressing need to cut unneeded infrastructure 
and achieve economies of scale. The 1993 Commission ratified the closure of Alameda and 
reassignment of most of its assets to San Diego because it was the logical, economical, and 
prudent decision. Your 1995 Cornmission should ratifL the closure of Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard for precisely the same reasons. 

We would be pleased to provide any additional information on this matter that the Commission 
may require. Thank you for your consideration to this matter. 

Sincerely, d$fCghv Me er of Congre Member of Congress 
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June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Randy "Duke" Cunningham 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Cunningham: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing 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 issue during this diicult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 
n 
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June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Brian P. Bilbray 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

WENDI  LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Bilbray: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Def- 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 issue during this difficult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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June 20, 1995 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Duncan Hunter 
United States House! of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hunter: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in 
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing 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 issue during this difficult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing regarding the upcoming Commission deliberations on the final base closing 
recommendations. We would appreciate your careful review of the enclosed analysis which was 
prepared for the San Diego Chamber of Commerce. 

The Long Beach community has argued before the Commission that the Navy be directed to 
homeport aircraft carriers at Long Beach. We believe, that on the merits alone, San Diego is the best 
location for our carriers; however, there are some additional issues that should be considered. 

The enclosed analysis reviews the statutory reasons why it would not be possible to redirect 
the carriers to Long Beach at this juncture. We have studied this analysis and would encourage you 
and your staff to review this paper. 

We appreciate your time and consideration of this request. Please do not hesitate to give us a 
call on this matter if you have any questions. 

With warm regards. 

Brian Bilbray 
Member of Congress 



A recornmeadatSon to divert the NAS Alameda based n ~ c l e a r - ~ o w ~ ~ e k l  aircrafl 
carriers away from San Diego b a redlrect of the 1993 Ct)mmt.crion 
mommendation and requires that the 1995 Commtsslon comply with the flatutorily 
mandated 45 days notlce of intention. I 

I 

The fvd reammendation of the 1993 Base Closure Commission was to make;~an Diego 
the homeport for nuclear-powered aircraft carriers that were previously homeported a\ Naval Air 
Station Alameda. Specifically, the 1993 Commission provided in its recommendati~n to close 
NAS Alarneda that the Navy: i 

"...relocate its aircraft along with the dedicated personnel, equipment and :support to 
NAS North Island. In addition, those ships currently berthed at NAS ~lamdda will be 
relocated to the Fleet concentration at San Diego and BangorlPuget Sounc//Everett." 
1993 Commission Rcport to the President at 1-34, I 

Section 2903 (d)(2)(C) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended, ("Act") provida that "...the Commission may make changes to any of the 
ncommendations made by the Secretary.. . . " However, section 2903(d)(2)(C)(iii) spifically 
states that the Commission may only m a .  a change if, among o~ller things, it publishes a notiw 
of the proposed change in the Federal 'not less than 45 days before transmitting its 
~~cammendatlons to the h i d e n t  and conducts public bearings on the proposed change." 
(Emphasis added). 

In fashioning their 1995 recommendations to this Commission, neither the Navy nor the 
Department of Defense included a recommendation to redirect the Alameda aircraft camers from 
San Diego to Long Beach. Most importantly, the Commission did not vote to consider during 
its May 10, 1995 "Add-on" hearing the re-direct of the 1993 Commission's final 
recommendation concerning the homeporting of the NAS Alameda aircmft carriers. Since the 
Commission had only until May 17th, 1995, to add additional bases formally to the closure or 
realignment list and still meet the 45 day notice of intention requirement of the Act, the 
Commission is p d u d e d  from now recommending the redirect of the NAS Alameda aircraft 
camers from San Diego to Long Beach. 

In similar circumstances, the Department of Defense has recognized the need to comply 
with the notice required by the Act prior to recommending the redirect of military units located 
at installations closcd or realigned by a previous Commission. For example, as part of its 1995 
recommendations to the Commission, the Department of Defense decided to change the receiving 
location of s e v d  Naval units; among other changes, the Navy recommended that Naval aircraft 
from NAS Cecil Field, Florida, should go to NAS Oceana, Virginia, instead of MCAS Cheny 
Point, North Carolina, as had been recommended by the 1993 Commission. Similarly, the Navy 
recommended that the Aircraft from NAS Miramar, California, should go to NAS Oceana 
insread of NAS Lemoorc, California, as had also been recommcndtd by the 1993 Commission. 
In both cases, these redirects were forwarded to the Commission as formal recommendations of 
the Department of Defense, in accordance with the requirements and schedule set forth by the 
Act. 

Moreover, as part of its Report to the President, the 1993 Commission listed numerous 
instances where it made changes to previously approved BRAC 1988/199 1 recommendations end 
redirected military units to different receiving locations (see: complete list of Army changes to 
previous BRAC Recommendations at p. 1-12 of Report; Navy changes at p. 1-67 of Report, and 
Air Force changes at p. 1-83 of Report.) In all cases, notice to the affected community was 
given as required by the Act at the Commission's "Add-On" hearing and subsquent Federal 
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Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing regarding the upcoming Commission deliberations on the final base closing 
recommendations. We would appreciate your careful review of the enclosed analysis which was 
prepared for the San Diego Chamber of Commerce. 

The Long Beach community has argued before the Commission that the Navy be directed to 
homeport aircraft carriers at Long Beach. We believe, that on the merits alone, San Diego is the best 
location for our carriers; however, there are some additional issues that should be considered. 

The enclosed analysis reviews the statutory reasons why it would not be possible to redirect 
the carriers to Long Beach at this juncture. We have studied this analysis and would encourage you 
and your staff to  review this paper. 

We appreciate your time and consideration of this request. Please do not hesitate to give us a 
call on this matter if you have any questions. 

With warm regards. 

& uncan u er 
Member' of Congress 

Sincerely, 

Brian Bilbray / 
Member of COW ~ e m v r  of congress V 



ANALYSIS 
! 

A recomm~datIon to dvert  the NAS AlameQ based nuclearpoweri$ aircraft 
carriers away from San Diego b a re-dlrect of the 1993 CbuunIsslon 
recommendation and q u i r e s  that the 1995 Commlsslon comply with the $tntutori)y 
mandated 45 days notlce of intention, 

The flnd mmrnendation of the 1993 Base Closure Commission war to makel~8.n Diego 
the homeport for nuclear-powered aitcxaft carriers that were previously homeported af Naval Air 
Sation Alameda. Specifically, the 1993 Commission provided in its recommendation to dose 
NAS Alamcda that the Navy: 1 

I 

"...relocate its aircrafl along with the dedicated personnel, equipment and Isupport to 
NAS North Island. In addition, those shlps currently berthed at NAS ~ l a m d d a  will be 
relocated to the Fleet concentration at San Diego and BangorjPuget Soun~IEverett." 
1993 Commission Repart to the President at 1-34. I 

Section 2903 (d)(2)(C) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amendod, ("Act") provider that "...the Commission may malce changes to any of the 
rrmmrnendations made by the Secretary.. . . I' However, section 2903(d)(2)(C)(iii) specifically 
staw that the Commission may only makc a change if, among ouler things, it pubIishes a notice 
of the proposed change in the "not less than 45 days before transmitting its 
racornmen&tlons to the h l d r n t  and conducts public henrings on the proposed change." 
(Emphasis add&), 

In fashioning their 1995 rccommendationr to this Commission, neither the Navy nor the 
Department of Defense included a recommendation to d i r e c t  the Alameda aircraft carriers from 
San Dicgo to king Beach. Most importantly, the Commission did not vote b consider during 
its May 10, 1995 "Add-On" hearing the redirect of the 1993 Commission's final 
recommendation concerning the homeporting of the NAS Alameda aircraft carriers. Since the 
Commission had only until May 17th, 1995, to add additional basa forrnally to the closure or 
realignment list and still meet the 45 day notice of intention requirement of the Act, the 
Commission is precluded from now mmmcnding the redirect of the NAS Alameda aircraft 
carriers from San Diego to f a n g  W h .  

In aimilar circumstancer, the Department of Defense has recognized the need to comply 
with the notice required by the Act prior to recommending the redinct of military uniu located 
at installations closed or realigned by a previous Commission. For example, as part of its 1995 
ncommendations to the Comrnission, the Department of Defense decided to change the receiving 
location of several Naval units; among other changes, the Navy recommended that Naval aircraft 
from NAS Cecil Field, Florida, should go to NAS Oceana, Virginia, instead of MCAS Cherry 
Point, North Carolina, as had been recommended by the 1993 Commission. Similarly, the Navy 
recommended that the Aircraft h m  NAS Miramar, California, should go to NAS Ocma 
instead of NAS kmourc, California, as had also been recommended by the 1993 Commission. 
In both cases, these directs  were fonvarded to the Commission as formal recommendations of 
the Department of Defense, in acardance with the requirements and schedule set forth by the 
Act. 

Moreover, as part of its Report to the President, the 1993 Commission listed numerous 
instances when it made changwl to previously approved BRAC 198811991 recommendations and 
redirected military units to different receiving locations (see: complete list of A m y  changw to 
pravious BRAC Rtcommtndationo at p. 1-12 of Report; Navy changes at p. 1-67 of Report, and 
Air Force changw at p. 1-83 of Report.) In all cases, notice to the affected community was 
given as required by the Act at the Commission's "Add-On" hearing and subsequent Federal 
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The Honorable Duncan Hunter 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hunter: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning San Diego's ability to homeport a i r d  
d m .  I appreciate you interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on San Diego was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this Wcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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June 24, 1995 8. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Randy "Duke" Cunningham 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Cunningham: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning San Diego's ability to homeport aircraft 
carriers. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on San Diego was carefidy considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 24,1995 9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Brian Bilbray 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Bilbray: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning San Diego's abiity to homeport aircraft 
carriers. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on San Diego was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this d3Ecult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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S U M M I T  C O U N T Y ,  O H 1 0  
June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Conmission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22208 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to oppose the possible clcsing of t h e  Youngstown Air 
Reserve Station, home of the 910 Airlift Wing. You have received 
many letters voicing concerns about the importance of this 
facility to the economy of the Youngstown, Ohio area. I would 
like to take this opportunity to impress upon you and members of 
the Comission the strategic importance of this facility to the 
larger region of Northeast Ohio. 

Northeast Ohio is home to one of the largest concentrations of 
industzy in the United States. For years the region was known 5 s  
the "Rust Belt" since the restructuring of our nation's 
manufacturing base was felt most acutely here. The harsh lessons 
of the 1980's have begun to yield impressive results as the 
region's businesses and governments have prepared themselves for 
the next century. 

7in important lesson learned is that regional cooperation and 
collaboration is essential for continuing growth and 
dev3iopment. Collaboration and cooperation can leverage and 
extend our resources to accomplish successes together that would 
be impossible to achieve as individual units of yovernment. 
Governments in this region, toyeEher with the State of  Ohio, are 
working in concert to enhance the region's infrastructure to 
better serve the needs of business - job creatoxs that will 
continue to turn the "rust belt" into the ''productivity belt". 

An essential ingredient of the region's future prosperity is 
world class air cargo service. The ability to source components 
and raw materials from around the world and export our region's 
sought after finished goods depends upon air cargo. As a result 
of a comprehensive three year analysis by the State of Ohio which 
identified the most critical transportation needs and resources 
i n  the State, "ACCESS OHIO" the State's strategic intermodal 
transportation plan identified the Youngstown-Warrsn Regional 
airport as the designated facility to serve the air cargo needs 
of the state's most industrialized region. 

O F F I C E  O F  E X E C U T I V E  
Home of the ,411-Atneriwn 

175 S MAIN STREET, EIGHTH F L O O R  A K R O N ,  OHIO  34308-1308 Soap BOX Derby 

(216) 6413-25 10 U F A X .  (-716) 643--750r7 .-I 

l:'Elll 1.11 I~IIII ,I.l I1 1 II.Jl.lr15 1 l,j; T : T &. 2 T 1 jl-li 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 15, 1995 
Page 2 

While there are other airports in Northeast Ohio, none had the 
combination of existing facilities, proximity to business and 
industry, open land and the federal partner that existed at the 
Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport, The federal, state, local 
and regional partnership unique to this facility provides not 
only a sound basis for future growth and prospe~ity of the 
region's industrial base, it provides unmatched resources and 
opportunities for existing and future military operations. 
Situated in the middle of important intermodal transportation 
facilities including Lake Erie and Ohio River Ports and a new, 
unique rail/truck transfer facility, combined with proximity to 
the 25,000 acre Ravenna Arsenal, the Youngstown Air Reserve 
Station is well suited to accommodate current and future military 
needs. 

In conclusion, I would urge you to make your recommendations not 
only on the basis of the importance of the 910 Airlift Wing to 
our region's economic well-being, but to consider the assets of 
t h i s  region including iand availability, industrial base, and 
transportation advantages as important resources available for 
supporting the current and future needs of the United States 
military. 

For these reasons, I encourage you and the members of the 
Commission to support continued operations at the Youngetown, 
Ohio Air Reserve Station. 

S ' ncerely,  

A&* 
TIM DAVIS 
EXECUTIVE 

TD:pc 
CC: The Honorable John H. Glenn 

The Honorable Mi-ke De Wine 
The Honorable Steven LaTourette 
The Honorable James A. Traficant 
The Honorable Ralph Regula 
The Honorable Thomas C. Sawyer 
The Honorable Sherrod Brown 
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June 20, 1995 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 

Mr. Tim Davis 
Executive 
Summit County, Ohio 
175 South Main Street, Eighth Floor 
Akron, Ohio 44308-1308 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Youngstown-Warren Air 
Reserve Station (ARS). I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission 
staff 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 myself &om participation. As you can see 
£torn this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reserve Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve Station. 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-Wmen 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 infrastructure. 

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

Sincerely, 

AJD:cmc 
Enclosure 
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LADIES .LYD GEYlLE3fE,Y, I BELIEt'E THIS IS THE: .APPROPRLATE T D E  

TO .A BRIEF ST.AlX>OE?JT REGARDDiG BASES ON WHICH I H.+VE 

RECKSED MYSELF FROM P.aTICIPATION. 

I T W.AS MY PRIVILEGE FOR 42 YEARS TO SERVE THE CTTLZENS OF 

ILLlYOIS -4s ..LV ELECTED OFFICLU. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED IN 

STATEWIDE OFFICES. CLEAFLLY, MY REUTIONSEIIP W I T H  THE PEOPLE OF 

MY HOME ST-ATE IS -4 SPECLU OM3 OF WHICH I -&\I VERY PROLD. 

AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEVER, I DO XOT WBH THAI' RELATIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOCX) THE WORK OF THIS CObl3IISSION. I WISH TO LYS'Z'RE THAT 

THERE IS 30 CHXYCE OF E m Y  .-LY OF LOSS OF GMP-AR'IULITY 

IN TBE PERFOR3LLVCE OF ,MY OF'FICIiU DCTIES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL RECUSE MYSELF FROM PARTICIPATION LY 

-W PART OF THE BASE CLOS'ZXE PROCESS TEAT .AFFECTS ..LYY II..LlXOIS 

INSTAL.LATION, EtXN THOCGH SECH -4 RECCSAL IS YOT REQClRED BY THE 

ETHICS STA'IZX'ES TH.AT GOVERY C'S. 



- 

HOWEVER, TaOSE STATZ1TES RQ REQUIRE RECUSAL WaEiY .W 

CO~~IISSIONER HA!S A DCRECI' FINAXIAL IiYTEREST THAT COULD BE 

AFFECTED BY A BASE C L O S C .  OR R U U G ~ Y T .  I F N D  MYSELF IX SUCH A 

S ~ A ' T T O N  ON THE ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISEST.ABLISB ITS AVIATION- 

TROOP COMMXM). 

SO I WLLL RECUSE MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL,, A W  ON LtW 

OTHERS THAT MAY BE R E U T E D  TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, W E  ARE NOW REU)Y FOR THE ST.m 

PRESEYTATION ON TEE O'HARE AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 



S U M M I T  C O U N T Y ,  O H I O  

June 15, 1995 

T I M  D A V I S ,  E X E C U T I V E  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22208 

-\ 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to oppose the possible closing of the Youngstown Air 
Reserve Station, home of the 910 Airlift Wing. You have received 
many letters voicing concerns about the importance of this 
facility to the economy of the Youngstown, Ohio area. I would 
like to take this opportunity to impress upon you and members of 
the Commission the strategic importance of this facility to the 
larger region of Northeast Ohio. 

Northeast Ohio is home to one of the largest concentrations of 
industry in the United States. For years the region was known as 
the "Rust Belt" since the restructuring of our nation's 
manufacturing base was felt most acutely here. The harsh lessons 
of the 1980's have begun to yield impressive results as the 
region's businesses and governments have prepared themselves for 
the next century. 

An important lesson :Learned is that regional cooperation and 
collaboration is essential for continuing growth and 
development. Collaboration and cooperation can leverage and 
extend our resources to accomplish successes together that would 
be impossible to achieve as individual units of government. 
Governments in this region, together with the State of Ohio, are 
working in concert to enhance the region's infrastructure to 
better serve the needs of business - job creators that will 
continue to turn the "rust belt" into the "productivity belt1'. 

An essential ingredient of the region's future prosperity is 
world class air cargo service. The ability to source components 
and raw materials from around the world and export our region's 
sought after finished goods depends upon air cargo. As a result 
of a comprehensive three year analysis by the State of Ohio which 
identified the most critical transportation needs and resources 
in the State, "ACCESS OHIO" the State's strategic intermodal 
transportation plan identified the Youngstown-Warren Regional 
airport as the designated facility to serve the air cargo needs 
of the state's most industrialized region. 

O F F I C E  O F  EXECCITIVE 
Home of the All-American 

175 S. M A I N  STREET, E I G H T H  F L O O R  Ci A K R O N ,  O H I O  44308-1308 Soap Box Derby 

(2 16) 643-25 10 0 F A X :  (2 16) 643-2507 1 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 15, 1995 
Page 2 

While there are other airports in Northeast Ohio, none had the 
combination of existing facilities, proximity to business and 
industry, open land and the federal partner that existed at the 
Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport. The federal, state, local 
and regional partnership unique to this facility provides not 
only a sound basis for future growth and prosperity of the 
region's industrial base, it provides unmatched resources and 
opportunities for existing and future military operations. 
Situated in the middle of important intermodal transportation 
facilities including Lake Erie and Ohio River Ports and a new, 
unique rail/truck transfer facility, combined with proximity to 
the 25,000 acre Ravenna Arsenal, the Youngstown Air Reserve 
Station is well suited to accommodate current and future military 
needs. 

In conclusion, I wou1.d urge you to make your recommendations not 
only on the basis of the importance of the 910 Airlift Wing to 
our region's economic well-being, but to consider the assets of 
this region including land availability, industrial base, and 
transportation advantages as important resources available for 
supporting the current and future needs of the United States 
military. 

For these reasons, I encourage you and the members of the 
Commission to support. continued operations at the Youngstown, 
Ohio Air Reserve Station. 

TIM DAVIS 
EXECUTIVE 

TD: pc 
CC: The Honorable John H. Glenn 

The Honorable Mike De Wine 
The Honorable Steven LaTourette 
The Honorable James A. Traficant 
The Honorable Ralph Regula 
The Honorable Thomas C. Sawyer 
The Honorable Sherrod Brown 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
Jmet K. Weidensaul, Chairman 
Robert E. Moore, Vice Chairman 
James E. Cadue, Commissioner 

June 1 2 ,  1 9 9 5  

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  N. Moore Street 
Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

Gentlemen: 

Enclosed please find copies of adopted resolutions 
by each of the municipalities within Monroe County. 

These resolutions are evidence of the local support 
for the retention of Tobyhanna Army Depot and are 
forwarded to you for your consideration in making 
your determination. 

Sincerely, 

CHIEF CLERK: 
Zenia B. Citsay 

JKW/C 
Enc. 

Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania 18360 717-420-3450 Fax 717-420-3458 



M O N R O E  C O U N T Y  

C O ~ I O N E R S :  S O L I ~ R :  
Janet IC Weidanuul. chirmul John B. Dunn 

ROM E ~oore,  Viw ~ h i m m  CEIEF CLEBK: 
Samoa E C.QI4 Commurronar RESOLUTION 

Zoni. B. Ciwy 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a t r a d i t i o n  of excel lence i n  our 
mi l i t a ry  system; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has been an in teg ra l  par t  of our regional economy 
s ince  1953; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has f u l f i  1 led i t s  m i  s s ion  over the 
years  and has always maintained a reputat ion as a "Good Neighbor" i n  
our community; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has supported and i n i  ti ated many worthwhi 1 e 
c o m n i t y  p ro jec t s  i n  our region; and 

WHEREAS, The Monroe County Board of C o d  ss ioners  recognizes t h e  
c r i t i c a l  r o l e  of Tobyhanna Army Depot i n  our mi l i t a ry  system and i t s  
pos i t ive  i nf 1 uence on 1 ocal counties  across Northeastern 
Pennsyl vani a ;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED t h a t  the  Monroe County Board of 
Commissioners unanimously supports Tobyhanna Army Depot t o  continue 
i t s  important mission i n  our m i l i t a r y  system and urge t h a t  a1 1 local  
governments, p r i v a t e  sec to r  organizat ions,  and not - for-prof i t  
organizat ions i n  Monroe County adopt resolu t ions  of support f o r  the 
re ten t ion  of Tobvhanna Armv Deoot. 

Stroudsbm Pennsylvania 18360 717-420-3450 Fax 717-d2nzasn 



BARRfZTT TOWNSHIP SUPERVISORS 
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B A R R m  MUNICIPAL BUILDING, ROUTE 394 
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CHESTNUTHILL TOWNSHIP SUPERVISORS 

EARL EVERETT 
CHAIWN L SECRETARY 

BOX 277 GILBERT, 

CLAUDE POSSINCER 
ROADMASTER 

CARL S. COULD II 
wCE CHAIRMAN 

RESOLUTION 96- ,a 

IN SUPPORT OF TRE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GE-TOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence in 
our military system; and 

s l R I & m f  the Depot has been sn integral part of our regional 
economy since 1953; and 

-REAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has f u l f i l l e d  its mission over the 
years and has always maintained a reputation as a ''Good 
Neighbor" in our community; and 

-8, the Depot has supported and initiated many worthwhile 
community projects in our region; and 

mf the Chestnuthill Township Board of Supervisors 
, . .. . . . recognizes the critical role of Tobyhanna Army Depot fn our 

... . military system and its positive influence on local. communities 
.. . .  . . across Northeastern Pennsylvania; 
. . 

Ndl, T ~ E F O R E ,  BB IT RESOLVED that the Chestnuthill Township 
Board of Supervisors unanimously supports Tobyhanna Army Depot to 
continue its important mission in our military systom and urge " 
that all private sector organizations and not-for-profit - organizations in Chestnuthill Tonuhip adopt resolutions of 
support for the retention of Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

+ - 

CfIESTNUTHILL TOWNSXIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Earl Everett 

- . .: 
. . I . ... * .  

.' .. . .. - - . .*. * - - -  . - .< _C .- = \:: , .-. . i k  
Carl 0 .  G O U ~ ~  II 

- _ -  - .- - - . . 8  
. -. 

... ' \.- - -. - 
d .  - .  - - -  

... < - .  - - - .- - 
... 
2 - ' - . - . . Claude Passinger m 
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-9 
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-. 
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I I WHSRZAS, the ~ ~ b y l t r n ~ i l  Army Depot has a tradition of 
excellence and elfficie~zizcry in perfocmlng its mission withln the 

I military system; and i 
1; 

I I 
i I Wl386AS, the Tobyhwna Army Depot has been an Important ii part o f  our local and rc4qiona.l economies since 1953) and 

i l 
f i WEiEEUAS, the T -  Army Depot has maintained a 
!; caoperative end ijniceiile rc.slat:mship with Coolbaugh Township, 

as well as o t m r  surrouriding aunlcipalitles~ and 

WHEEWAS, the TuDyhanno Army Depot has Initiated and 
supgortect many c~?;nnlu~.Lty orit inted projects wbfch directly 
Mnef l t  tha realdents cf Coolrsugh Townshipl and I I 

WHEBEAS, tha CcroLt:,:qlrc;fh Township Board o f  Supervisors 11 recagnlzee the er3snt le i  role of the Tabyhnnna Army Depot 
1 1  within the military systm and that  role's positive InfXuencs 
1' an the Township and t h e  reglon; I i 
I I 

NCW, T IT. -WSOLVE13 that the Board af ii Superulsora 0 2  Coolriaar;h Tuwnahlp unanimously supporr s. the /I Tobyhanne Army Depot in. rhe conttnuatlon of its vital mf a ~ i o n  
' ni th ln  the military syste&. i l 
: I  
! f  BSSOLVeD TEIS -/&A- day of  zAik,.&, 1995, a t  d 

R ~ x u l s r  Meetlng of t r ~ a  board of Supervisors. 

.I ~f iAFiD  OF SWERVXSORS 
CmL5AISCH TOI3NSNIP 

1 I :.trj~aior3~ COUNTY , PBNNSYLVANI A 

; I  
: 1 
' ! 

.?# -ri ... ;:is ! a - . - r C  ;='+&- - 

E w r y  [R. s h i h  r ~u?jervinoc 
. 

ownship Secretary 



Borough of 
Delaware Water Gap 
Pennsylvania 18327 

Phone: 7 17-476-0331 

RESOLUTION 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OP TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

'WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence 
in our military system; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has been a integral part of our regional 
economy since 1953; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has fulfilled its mission over 
the years and has always maintained a reputation as a wGood 
Neighborg' i n  our community; and 

WHEREAS, the  Depot has supported and initiated many 
worthwhile community projects in our region; and 

WHEREAS, the Council for the Borough of Delaware Water Gap 
recognizes the cr i t ica l  role o f  Tobyhanna Array Depot in our 
military system and its positive influence on local counties 
across Northeastern Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Council for the 
Borough of Delaware Water Gap unanimously support the 
retantion of the Tobyhanna Army Depot so that  it may 
continue its important mission in our military system. 

THE COUNCIL FOR THE BOROUGH 
OF DELAWARE WATER GAP 

A&//- * \ 
Waync Mac' Williams, President 



President 
GEORGE J. STETTLER 

Vice-President 
WILUAM T. REESE 
Councilman 
ROGER L OelARCO 
Councilman 
BUD LESOINE 
Councilman 
MICHAEL T. PASZKOWSKI 
Councilman 
RICHARD H. BUSH, JR. 

Mail: 
P.O. Box 303 
East Stroudsburg, PA 18301 -0303 
Phone: 717421 6300 
FAX 717421 -5575 
mo: 7174214153 

Mayor 
CHARLES A. GARRIS 
f3orouqh Manager 

Administrative AsstJCodes Officer 
JOHN E. BUCK 
Public Works Director 
THOMAS J. SEKULA 
Solicitor 
ROBERT G. WILLJAMSON 
Engineer 
RKR HESS ASSOC., INC. 

Deliveries: 
24 Analomink Street 
East Stm~d~burg, PA 
18301 -2801 

RESOLUTION 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOY-. AND ECONQMIC GENEEATOR IN EASTERN ?ENTJSYLVANXA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence 
in our military system; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has been an integral part of our regional 
economy since 1953 ; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has fulfilled its mission over 
the years and has always maintained a reputation as a "Good 
Neighbor' in our community; and 

WHEREAS, the Borough of East Stroudsburg recognizes the 
critical role of Tobyhanna Army Depot in our military system and 
its positive influence on local counties across Northeastern 
Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Borough of East 
Stroudsburg on this 16th day of May, 1995 unanimously supports 
Tobyhanna Army Depot to continue its important mission in our 
military system and urge that all local governments, private 
sector organizations, and not-for-profit organizations in Monroe 
County adopt resolutions of support for the retention of 
Tobyhanna Anny Depot. 

BOROUGH OF EAST STROUDSBURG 

d / I r n I J J A  
George 3. Stettler 
President of Council . 

ATTEST : 

- /' -- - '7.A,.-.. U ' i 2 L d < 5  
1 Y.A-- 

-Lawrence Lesoine 
Assistant Secretary 



Eldred Township Supervisors 
MONROE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

VERNON A. BARLIEB 
STEVE S. BORGER 

ROBERT W. SILJIES, SR. 

SYLVIA A. GETHEN downstnari~. 

SecretatylTreasurer 

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2 
RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 
AS A KEY EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN 

EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence 
in our military system; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has been an integral part of our regional 
economy since 1953; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has fulfilled its mission over 
the years and has always maintained a reputation as a "Good 
Neighbor" in our community; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has supported and initiated many 
worthwhile community projects in our region; and 

WHEREAS, The Eldred Township Board of Supervisors recognize 
the critical role of Tobyhanna Army Depot in our military 
system and its positive influence on local counties across 
Northeastern Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Eldred Township Board 
of Supervisors unanimously support Tobyhanna Army Depot to 
continue its important~mission in our military system. 

ELDEIED TOWNSHIP BOPI;LP OF SUPERVISORS 

Vernon A. Barlieb 

- 
Steve S. Borger 

&&g&-w, *A. 
Robert W. ~ilfles, Sr. 

P.O. Box 600 Kunkletown Road, Kunkletown, PA 18058 Tel. 61 0-381-4252 FAX 61 0-381 -4257 



HA hflL.T(I>hl TO btWSHIP BOARD OF SUI.'ERCrlS0RS 
MONROE COUh7Y 

P.O. BOX 285 
SCIOTA. PA 18354-0285 

i (717) 992-7020 RESOLUTION 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A 
KEY EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

t 
1 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence 
i in our military system; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot ha8 been an integral part o f  our regional 
economy since 1953; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has fulfilled its mission over 
the yeare and has always maintained a reputation as a "Good 
Neighbor" in our community, and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has supported and i n i t i a t e d  many 
worthwhile community projects in our region; and 

WHEREAS, The Hamilton Township Supervisors recognizes the 
critical role of Tobyhanna Army Depot in our military system 

i 
il and its positive influence on local counties and town~hips 

across Northeastern Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that  the  ~amilton ~ o w n a h i p  
Board of Supervisors unanimously supports Tobyhanna Army 
Depot to continue its important mission i n  our military 

i 
i 

eystem and urge that all local governments, private sector 
i organizations, and not-for-profit organizations in Monroe 
f County adopt resolutions of support for the retention of 

i Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

HAMILTON TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

oate: <?-\a- QG 

Alan L. Everett, Chairman 

8. Fenner, Vice-Chairman 

Rose S. Schoch, Supervisor 



Resolution 95-01 

R e t e n  t i o n  o f  Tobyhanna army Depot 

WIIEREAS, Tobytiar7na At-n~y Depot has .-A t r a d . i , t i c n  of 
excel?~ncc i n  sur m i l i t a r y  system;  and 

WIiERIZAS, the nepot i-las been an in t e g r - a l  ;>art of oc.ir 
regional ecanamy s i n c e  14531 and 

WHEREflS,Tobyhanna Army Depot has SuTPilled its m i s s i a n  
over the year-s and Ras aiway5 mai.ntainecl  a i - e p u t a t i o n  as a 
" ~ o o c l  Neighbor"  i n  our cornrnunity; a n d  

WIIEREAS, the Depot has supported and initiated many 
w o r t h w h i l e  commctnity p r a j e c t s  i n  our r-eqi.on; and 

WHEREAS, t h e  Jacksnn Township Baard m f  Supervis~rs 
r e c u g n i z e s  the c r i t i c a l  rale of Tobyhanna Army Depot in 
our- military system and its p o s i t i v e  i n f l u e n c e  on local 
t oun  tics 3crass N a r - t h e a s t e r n  Pennsy lvania ; 

NQW, TWEREFJRE, BE I T  RESOL41EII t h a t  the Jacksan T c w n s h i p  
Boar-d o f  S ~ i p c r v i s i l r s  unani.mousl:i sugpclrts Tahyhanna At-my 
Depot  t o  rnnt inc ie its i m p a r t a n t  mission . i n  aur m i l i t a r y  
system and urge .!:hat a 1  1 Inca1 governments, p r i v a t e  sector 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  a n d  n o t - ? o r - p r o f i t  u r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  Munrae  
Coun.ky  ai1ap.t r e c j o l u t i o n s  a? suppor t  f o r  the re.ten tion o f  
Tobyhanna Army Depot. J&pmJwF* 

Edward N. Pozsinger .&,I- ;-man 

Jack E. Qader, 

- 
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Township Supervisors 

IN SIJPWRT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Toby* Army Depot has a &tion of exce1lcncc in our military 
system; and 

WEREAS,  rhc Depot has been an integral part of our regional oconomy since 
1953; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Amy Dqot h a  fWilled its miasion avw the yean and 
h;u always maintained a reptation aa a "Good Neighbor" in our community; and 

WHEREAS, The Supctvisors of MiddIc SmitMtId Township tecognizts the 
critical role of Tobyhama Anmy Depot in our military system and its positivt hfluenct on 
local municipalities across N-tem P c n n s y W ,  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That Middle Smith&ld Townahip in 
Monroe County, unsnimoueiy supporrrr Tobyhanna Army Dtpdt to continue its important 
mission in our rniiitaq system and urges the retention of thc Depot, 

hnQPTEn by the Board of Suptrvirrors of Middle Smithiiold Township, LMONO~ 
County, Ptnnr~yivania thin $7 th day of Ape, L , 1 9 9 5 .  

(Vice) Chairman 
~ L U . ,  4 . ,o..- -- Q 
secretary u 

25 h!unicipal Drive East Stroudsburg, PA 18301 (71 71223-8920 



mROOG)li ot MOUNT KKGW 
Municipal building 

Mount Porano, Ponnsytvonia 1 8 3 4  
(7 17) 839-1436 

RESOLUTION 

IN SUPPORT OF TEE RETENTION OF TOBYEUINA ARlKY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMTC GENERATOR IN -STEW PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence in our 
military system; and 

WEEREAS, the Depot ha6 been in integral part of our regicnal 
economy since 1953; and 

OQHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has fulfilled its mission over the 
years and has always maintained a reputation as a *Good Neighborv 
in our community; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has supported and initiated many worthwhile 
community projects i n  our  region; and 

WHEREAS, The Mount Pocono Borough Council recognizes the critical 
role of Tobyhanna Army Depot in our milita-ry system and its 
positive influence on local counties across Northeastern 
Pennsylvania; 

NOW, TEEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Mount Pocono Borough 
Council unanimously supports Tobyhanna A m y  Depot to continue its 
important mission in our military system and urge that a l l  local  
governments, private sector organizations, and noc-for-profit 
organizations in Monroe County adopt reeolutione of support for the 
retention of Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

XOVNT POCONO BOROUG 

cavell% Mayor 

Wanda L. ~ltemoae, V.President 

, Councilman 



P43E r-32 
': 1': 595 309Q 

PARADISE TOWNSHIP 
MONROE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

SUPEI<VISORS Pnmdisc Towi~ship Municipal B\liIc 
lcliln 1.1. Rowman, Jr, KD I ,  Box 4WA. Crcsco, Ptnirsylvnnia 18: 
Ctlarlcs E. DePue, Jr. (7 17) 595-9f 
S~mucl M. D'Al~ssnildro Icnx (7 17) 595-3C 

The Board o f  Superv isors o f  Parad ise  Township, Monroe County, 
Pennsylvania,  hereby adopts t h e  f o l l o w i n g  r e s o l u t i o n  i n  suppor t  o f  the  
r e t e n t i o n  o f  Tobyhanna Army Depot as a key employer and economic 
generator i n  Nor theas tern  Pennsylvania, a t  i t s  r egu la r  meet ing h e l d  on 
March 7, 1995, a t  7:OO p.m., a t  the Paradise Township Municipal 
Building, Route 940, Parad ise  Valley, Cresco,  P a . ,  to w i t :  

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition o f  excellence i n  our  
m i l i t a r y  system; and, 

WHEREAS, t he  Oepot has been an integral p a r t  o f  our r e g i o n a l  economy 
since 1953; and, 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has f u l f i l l e d  its mission over  the years 
and has a lways mainta ined a r e p u t a t i o n  as a "good neighbor" in our 
community; and, 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army  Depot has supported and initiated many 
worthwhile commun i ty  p r o j e c t s  i n  our reg ion ;  and, 

WHEREAS, t h e  P a r a d i s e  Township Board of Supervisors recognizes t h e  
c r i t i c a l  role o f  Tobyhanna Army Depot i n  our  m i l i t a r y  system and i t s  
p o s i t i v e  i n f l uence  on l o c a l  communities across Nor theastern 
Pennsylvania;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I T  RESOLVED, that the P a r a d i s e  Township Board o f  
Superv isors unanimously suppor ts  t h e  r e t e n t i o n  o f  Tobyhanna Army Oepot 
t o  con t inue  i t s  impor tan t  mission i n  our m i l i t a r y  system. 

I N  WITNESS WHEREOF, t h e  a foresa id  Reso lu t i on  i s  hereby adopted as o f  
t h e  day and year f i r s t  w r i t t e n  above: 

Char les E. OePua. r . ,  ~ u @ v i s o r  

( S E A L )  



POCONO TOWNSHIP SUPERViSORS 
H. JANE CILURSO, Secretary and Treasurer 

TANNERSVILLE, PENNSYLVANIA 18372 
(717) 629-1922 

RESOLUTION #266 

I N  SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 
AS A KEY EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR I N  

EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a t r a d i t i o n  o f  excel lence 
i n  our m i l i t a r y  system; and 

WHEREAS, t he  Depot has been an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  our reg iona l  
economy s ince 1953; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has f u l f i l l e d  i t s  miss ion over 
t he  years and has always maintained a repu ta t ion  as a "Good 
Neighbor" i n  our community; and 

WHEREAS, t he  Depot has supported and i n i t i a t e d  many 
worthwhi l e  community p ro jec ts  i n  our region; and 

WHEREAS, The Supervisors o f  the Township o f  Pocono recognize 
t he  c r i t i c a l  r o l e  o f  Tobyhanna Army Depot i n  our m i l i t a r y  
system and i t s  posi ti ve i n f l  uence on 1 ocal muni c i  pa l  i t i e s  
across Northeastern Pennsyl vani a; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I T  RESOLVED t h a t  the  Supervisors o f  t he  
Townshi p o f  Pocono unanimously support con t i  nuance o f  t h e  
Depot's important  mission i n  our m i  1 i t a r y  systems and 
unanimously support the  r e t e n t i  on o f  The Tobyhanna Army 
Depot a t  i t s  present l oca t ion .  

P OF POCONO 

i ce Chai rman 



From : POLK TOWNSH I P SUPEP'? I SOPS PHUNE No. : 610 Gal 3063 way. 15 155 S':J8Am ?a2 

Polk Township Supervisors 

H LEE EVERETT'. Chalrman 
WILLIAM E. DORSHIMER. Vloo Chalrman P.O. 'dox 137 
NANCY C. MAY, Secretary Polk T ~ W ~ S ~ I O  Road 
(&oj eel -6376 Kresgwlll~. FA 1$&?3 

IN SUPPORT OF Tlm RmmrfON OF rnQYHANNA ARMY DEKYr RS A KEY 
WTlrOYER AND m I C  GENESA'POR IN EXSTERN m S Y L V A N I A  

WIWWS, Tobyhanna Army bepot has a tradition 04 excellence in our 
militant system; and 

WIiEREAS, the Depot has been an inteqral part of our regional economy 
since 1953; and 

w[-, m b y b  A m y  -pot hao fulfillad i t n  mission over the  
y e u 3  surd baa always maintained a reputation as a " ~ o o d  Neighbor" in 
our ccrmmmity; and 

WISEREAS, tho D ~ p t  has eupported and initiated m y  e h w h i 1 . n  
ocmraurfty projects in our region; and 

WHEREAS, The Polk ?bwnship Bollrd of Supervisors r m i z e s  tha 
cxitical role of mbyhanna &my -pot in our military syetm and its 
positive Lnfluence on local t u w d r i p  act-oss Northeastern Puulsylvcmia; 

NCIW, TRERZRRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Polk Township E a a d  oL 
Supecvisu~e umlimously supparts Tobyharu~u Axn~y &pot to aonkinuo its 
important I I I ~ Y Y A U ~  in om- military s y ~ t e m  urd u y r  that a11 local 
governments, private ye~Lor organizations, and not-for-profit 
organizations i r l  mwrtce Cbunty adopt resolutiunu uf support for the 
retention of Tobyhama Army Depot. 

mLK mm BOARD OF' sWWISQRS 

._ ..-- 
atf, Chairman 

r f 

/ #&d-w 
, V i a - C h a i r m a n  



PRICE TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

RESOLUTION 5-18-95 

I N  SUPPORT OF M E ~ E T E N T I O N . O F  TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PE3fISYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depothas a t r ad i t ion  of excellence i n  our  
militzry system; and 

WHEREAS, t h e  Depot has been an integral par t  of our regional  econciiiy 
since 1953; and 

- .  

WHERE&, Tobyhanna Army Depot has f u l f i l l e d  i t s  tiiission over t he  
years and has a1 ways maintained a reputation as a "Good Neighbor" i n  
our comunity; and .. . . . - . . . -  ..... :, . . .  .- . . . . 
WHEREAS, the Depot . has :supported -.and- i n i t i a t e d  many worthwhile - . .  

- cornnunity pro jec ts  i n  our region; and . - . . . - . .  . . . .  
- .  

- WHEREAS, The Monroe County Board of 'Commissioners recognizes the 
c r i t ica l  r o l e  of Tobyhanna Army Depot i n  o u r  military system and i t s  
positive i nf 1 uence on 1 ocal counties across Northeastern 
Pennsyl vani a; 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED tha t  the '  PRICE TWSP. Board of 
SIJ~ERVISORS unanimusly supports Tobyhanna Army Dq~ot t o  continue 
i t s  inportant mission i n  our mil i tary system and urge t h z i  a1 1 loczl 
governments, private szc to r  organizations, . and not-for-profi t 
organi t a i i  ons i n  Monroe County adopt resolutions o f  support f o r  t h o  
retention o f  Tobyhannz Army Degot. 

CHAIRMAN 

V I C E  CHAI 

SECRETARY 



RESOLUTION # 71 

I N  SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR I N  EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a t r a d i t i o n  o f  excel lence i n  our 
m i l i t a r y  system; and 

WHEREAS, t he  Depot has been an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  our reg iona l  
economy s ince 1953: and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has f u l f i l l e d  i t s  mission over the  
years and has always maintained a repu ta t i on  as a "Good Neighbor" 
i n  our community; and 

WHEREAS, t he  Depot has supported and i n i t i a t e d  many wor thwhi le  
community p r o j e c t s  i n  our reg ion;  and 

WHEREAS, The Ross Township Board o f  Supervisors recognizes t he  
c r i t i c a l  r o l e  o f  Tobyhanna Army Depot i n  our m i  1 i t a r y  system and 
i t s  p o s i t i v e  i n f l uence  on l o c a l  count ies across Northeastern 
Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I T  RESOLVED t h a t  the  Ross Township Board o f  
Supervisors unanimously supports Tobyhanna Army Depot t o  cont inue 
i t s  impor tant  miss ion i n  our m i  1 i t a r y  system and urge t h a t  a1 1 
l o c a l  governments, p r i v a t e  sec to r  organizat ions,  and no t - f o r  p r o f i t  
o rgan iza t ions  i n  Monroe County adopt reso lu t i ons  o f  support  f o r  the 
r e t e n t i o n  o f  Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

ROSS TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Simer L. Lowe, Chai rma 

A t t e s t :  

V i  ce-Chai rman 

Howard A.  Beers, J r K  Supervisor 



R.D. 5 .  BOX 5229 EAST STRWDSBURG PENNSYLVANIA 18301 . (717) 421-6931 

1N SUPPORT OF THE RETENTTON O F  TOBYNAdVNA ARMY DEPOT AS A 
KEY EMPLOYER AND ECVKOMTC GENERATOR TN EASTERN PEkNSYLVANI/ \  

WHEREAS, Tobyharzna Arlmy Depot haa a . t ~ a d h X o ~ t  06 e.tc&.tence A ~ Z  act 
m W a n y  dtjstem; and 

&{EREAS, t h e  DcpoC had bem an bUegrta1 pax2 0 6  OW ttegionnl 
economy 4 b c 2  1953; and 

WttEREAS, Tobqhanna Alrmy Depo2 t t a ~  d l c e & L l t u t  -i.tfd m A ~ i o n  oven  Xhe 
yec;zrrh and haa abayd rnairctuincd a /tepu.tcztion ~ t r s  il "Good Neigkboan 
Ln ouk community; and 

WHEREAS, xhe PepoZ h a  6uppojtt~xi and .L&tLuer! many worlLhwhLte 
commWLicCy p~a jec td  in OW 4tgion; and 

WHEREAS, rite SmiXh6i&d Tourndhip Boulrd o d Supcxvi~os5 xecog~t ize4 
t h e  c W d  t o l e  0 6  Tobyhanna Amy DepoX i n  o u t  m U a x y  4ydZenr 
and u ' 6  p04L.tive .&&tue.nc2 on tocat govmnrnerzZ4 aceodd 
NorlXkeasXe/rn P w d  y l v a n b ;  

NOW, THEREFORE BE I T  R E S O L V E D ,  thai :  -th& Srni.thdi&d Townoky,  Boaad 
0 6 Supenvidoxb rlnanimoud5ty a u p p o ~ t s  To byhanrza Amy Depot .to 
comXnue L t ' d  impoatant rni.46~01~ Ln out m W m y  4qdXm and ung c 
tha;t atC t a c d  govetnmentb, p ~ v c t t e  bec.tolr ongcmiz&n.l and n o t -  
dolr-p~t06Lt oqanizs t iona  i n  MonRoe County adopX xuotu.€Lond ad 
buppo.rtt don $he rtet&ULon ad Tobyhanna Atmy Pwo.t. 

ENACTED THIS frl&t..day 06 ~Ua/tch , 1 9 9 5  

SMITHFTELD TOWNSHIP 

4 

AL WILSON, Strpe.xvidolr 



RESOLVTION NO. 95-6 

IN SUPPORT OF +ffE EETENITON OF TOBYliANNA ARMY D m  AS A KEY MPLMER 
AND ECONOMIC GENJBATCR IN l3STERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhnnnn Anny Depot has a t r a d i t i o n  of excellence i n  our military 
system, and 

WHEREAS, the Dept has been an i n t e g r a l  part of our regional  economic since 
1953, and 

MIEREAS, Tobyhanna Anny Depot has f u l f i l l e d  its mission over the years and 
always maintained a representa t ion  a s  a "good neighbor" i n  our 
community, and 

UHERFAS, the Depot has supported and i n i t i a t e d  many worthwhile c a m ~ n i t y  
projects i n  our  region, and 

-, Stroud Tomship recognizes the  critical role of Tobyhanna Army Depot 
i n  our mil i tary  system and its positive influence on local government 
across Northeas tern Pcrmsylvania. 

NOW, ?HERE, BE 'IT RESOLVED, that 

1. The Stroud Township Board of Supervisors unanimously supports 
Tobyhanna Army Depot to  continue its important mission i n  our 
m i l i t a r y  sys tern .  

2. 'Re Stroud Township Board of Supervisors urges that a l l  local 
ons and not-for-profit 

resolu t ions  of support for 

- 

R. C. Hamood 
Treasurer 

J.L. Decker 
/ Roadmas ter 



Jonathan Mark 
Mayor 

Mary Jean Knapik 
President 

Harold A. Bentzoni 
ViiPresident 

Bernard F. Kennedy 
Councilmember 

Dayton Lebar 
Councilmember 

RESOLUTION 

Brian Stone 
Councilmember 

Michael Chabal 
Councilmember 

William Reber 
Councilmember 

Pamela S. Caskie 
Borough Manager 

Ral h A. Matergia 
&rough soiii~tor 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence in our military system; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has been an integral part of our regional economy since 
1953; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has fulfilled it mission over the years and has always maintained a 
reputation as a "Good Neighbor" in our community; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has supported and initiated many worthwhile community projects in our 
region; and 

WHEREAS, The Borough of Stroudsburg Borough Council recognizes the critical role of the 
Tobyhanna Army Depot in our military system and its positive influence on the local 
communities across Northeastern Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Borough of Stroudsburg Borough Council 
unanimously supports the Tobyhanna Anny Depot to continue its important mission in our 
military system and encourage the continued operations and support for the Depots 
involvement in our national military system. 

ATTEST: BY: 

President of ~dunci l  
A 

Pamela S. Caslue 
Borough Manager /Secretary 

dunicipal Building 
700 Sarah ~treei~~troudsbu rg , Pennsylvania 1 8360 

~hnne- 71 7-431 -5444 



TOWNSHIP OF TOBYEttYNA 
MONROE COUNTY 

RESOLUTION NO. 951012 

A RESOLUI'TION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF T O B Y W N J ~  
BOARD OF SIJPERVISORS SUPPORTIlYC TEE RETENTION OF THE 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY EMPLOYER .W ECONOMIC 

GENERATOR IIY NORTHEASTERN PENNSYI IVANTA 

WHEREAS, The Tobyimna A m y  Depot has a tradition of excellence in our military system; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has been an integral part of our regional cconomy sincc 1953; and 

WHEREAS. Tobyhma Anny Depot hay fulfilled its mission over the years and has always 
maintained a reputation as a "Good Neighbor" in our community ; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has supported and initiated many worthwide community projects in our 
region; and 

WBEREAS, The Township of Tobyhanna Board of Supervisors recognizes the critical role of 
Tobyhanna Anny Depot in our military systcm and its positive influence on local tomhips  across 
Northeastern Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE XT RESOLVED, that the Township of Tobyhamid Board o f  Supcrvisars 
hcrcby supports the Tobyhanna Army Depot to continue its important mission in our military system 
and urge that the ftderal government d the Department of the Army suppon and retain the 
Tobyhanna A m y  Depot. 

RESOLVED AND ENACTED this 1'5%~ May, Ninetun Iiundrcd Ninety Five (1995). 

TOWNSHIP OF T O B Y E W A  
BOARD OF SURERVISORS 

LAWRENCE P. MNKO 
Member 



TUNKHANNOCK TOWNSHIP 
MONROE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

TUNKHANNOCK TOWNSHIP RESOLUTION NO. 95-108 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A 
KEY EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence 
in our military syarem; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has been an i n t e g r a l  part of our regional 
economy since 1953; and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has fulfilled its mission over 
the y e a r s  and has a l w a y s  maintained a reputation as a "Good 
Neighbor" in our community; and 

WHEREAS, the Depot, has supported end initiated many worthwhile 
community projects in our reglon; and 

WHEREAS, The Tunkhannock Township Board of Supervisors recognizes 
the critical tole of Tobyhanna A r m y  Dcpor in our military 
sys tem and its poaitive influence on local counties across 
Northeastern Pennsylvania; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Tunkhannock Township 
Board of Supervisors unanimously supports Tobyhanna Army Depot 
to continue its important mission in our m i l i t a r y  system and 
urge that all local governments, p r i v a t e  sector organizations, 
and not-for-profit organizations in Monroe County adopt 
resolutions of support for the retention of Tobyhanna A r m y  
Depot. Dated this day of June 7 ,  1 9 9 5 ,  

TUNKHANNOCK TOWNSHIP 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

n 



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

Fk223 T- . a --. -,,- ,.-* 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 ~5:~; . 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 21, 1995 

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) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Janet K. Weidensaul 
Chainwoman, Monroe County Commission 
Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania 1 8360 

Dear Chairwoman Weidensaul: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with copies of resolutions, adopted by 
cities located in Monroe County, Pennsylvania, 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 carefdly scrutinized by the Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached 
aEfecting the facility. 

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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Economic Adjustment Authority 
of Calhoun County 

June 15, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Chairman Base Realignment and Closure Conlmission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1325 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

In reference to a letter submitted to you dated June 0. 1995, from Mr Lea Fite, President 
of Discount Foods. lnc., the Executive board ofthe Econornic Adjustment Authority of 
Calhoun County would like to clarify issues that  we feel could be misinterpreted frotrl the 
contents of Mr Fite's letter. 

I .  Mr. Fite is not a member of the E s e c ~ ~ t ~ v e  Board of the Authority, and does - 
not reflect the opinion of that  Board. 

2. Mr. Fite i s  one of over a hundred lnertlbers of the Economic Adjustment - 
Authority of C'allioun County. the 01-gan~zation to which he referred, \vliich has 
been developing ecorlorrlic adjustment strategies to mitigate the effects of 
defense downsizing that have already occurred In our community The 
majority of this ~nembership, representing an excellent cmss-section of the 
leadership of Calhoun County. suppolt the Calhvun County Military Affairs 
Task Force and the posltion that they have taken in corji~ncticjn w~th Fort 
McClellan. 

We recognize the enorniity of the task before the Base Realignlncnt and Closure 
Co~ntniss~on, and are confident you will act in the best interests ofthe Nation 

cJ Chairman 

1702 NOBLE STREET P.O. DRAWER 2165 ANNISTON, AL 36202 
(205) 231-1705 / 1706 FAX (205) 231-1702 

TOTHL F' . 0 1 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 + - -- :"'*?h' ' 

- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . - 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 21,1995 

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) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Joel B. Carter 
Chahm,  Economic Adjustment 

Authority of Calhoun County 
1702 Noble Street 
P.O. Drawer 2165 
Anniston, Alabama 36202 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission clanfling the role of the Economic 
Adjustment Authority. I understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the additional information 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, 
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Thanks for taking a moment on Wednesday to discuss the Sierra Army 
Depot (SIAD) community's proposal to move the USADACS to SIAD. I appreciate 
how busy you are at this important time in the Commission's deliberations. 

After our discussion and during the testimony on Wednesday, several 
Commissioners asked Service Chiefs and Secretaries if making realignment or 
closure recommendations more flexible would lessen the probability of requests or 
need for redirects based on future changes. Each of the Service responses was in 
the affirmative. 

I understand that it is difficult for the Commission and the staff to determine if 
a piece of an overall recommendation could /should be done differently as the SIAD 
community has suggested for USADACS. I also understand that there are more 
proposals than the one from the SIAD community. It is hard for the Army, or any 
Service, to evaluate the full range of alternatives for these types of moves based on 
the press of time and the closed nature of the BRAC planning process prior to the 
DOD recommendation. 

If the Commission cannot favorably consider the SIAD community request 
and based on the apparent cost effectiveness of other alternatives for USADACS 
than relocation to the McAlester AAP, I would recommend that the Commission's 
deliberations on the Savanna Depot simply give the Army flexibility for determining a 
final location based on consideration of military value and cost effectiveness. This 
would give the Army and the ammunition community the opportunity to fully 
consider other alternatives, including the SIAD community's, for the location of 
USADACS. 

This approach would not necessarily change the Army's recommendation, 
but would allow further, more open consideration before a final decision. Having 
been intimately involved with the Army's process for determining locations for 
tenant activities in the 1991 and 1993 rounds, it was much easier to manage these 
moves over the full range of years allowed for execution if a final location 

105.') Ss'ort t11 3Ot/1 Street,  Stl i fe .-\ 
.-\r/iircgto~r, \ ' i rg i / r i r~  22200 
(703) 578-971 5 F. tY (70.3) 578-358b 
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Survivors Group, Inc. 

Mr. Ed Brown 
Chief, Army Analysis Team 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ed, 

lhurs(ldy Junr 1' )  l'lY1l 11 04 411 I'M l o  I l l  ljrowll 

Dyfeitsr tlrrl.ri~rlo.ri~rr t; 

Trrz i ts i f io~r  Specitr l isls 

June 15,1995 
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was not specified. Many things will change over the execution years, and being 
locked into a specific location for functions that were not at the heart of the 
recommendation (e.g., close Savanna Army Depot Activity) may create the need for 
a redirect request or other creative bookkeeping arrangement to comply with legal 
requirements of the BRAC law. 

On another note, the Secretary of the Army testified at yesterday's hearing 
that the Army was requesting retention of a portion of the ammunition storage 
capability at SIAD. I would hope that, if the Commission grants this change, the 
280 or so personnel (firefighters, security, etc.) that the Army mistakenly took in the 
realignment recommendation will not be included as savings, but be added to the 
authorizations necessary to maintain the remaining Operational Project Stocks and 
ammunition storage missions . This mistake was discussed in the Commissioner 
visit to SlAD and the regional briefing in San Francisco. 

I was confused by BG Shane's response to Commissioner Steele's question 
about further Army consideration of retention of the tremendous ammunition demil 
capability at SIAD. He responded that the recommendation was for realignment 
and not closure. My understanding of the Army's recommendation is that it 
recommended retention of only minimum essential facilities and personnel for 
Operational Project Stocks and elimination of the conventional ammunition mission. 
There did not appear to be any wriggle room for retention of the demil capability 
(they also took the personnel as savings) unless you assume it will stay with the 
limited retention of ammunition storage the Secretary recommended. I am not sure 
of the specific language in the environmental permits for the OBIOD pits, but I 
suspicion that there is no provision for "mothballing" the pits without cleaning them 
up. The community will send you information on this issue later today. The 
question of whether the Army had considered the demil of rocket motors by the 
Navy did not get a satisfactory answer either. I trust these two areas will get definite 
answers and consideration before the drafting and vote by the Commission on the 
SlAD recommendation. 

Thank you for the hard work of the Army Analysis Team to fully balance 
consideration of the Army's recommendation on SIAD and the community's 
concern. This action demonstrates the need of an open, independent consideration 
of DOD recommendations and the value added by the Commission. If we can help 
to answer any lingering questions, please call. 

Sincerely, 

William T. Harvey 
President 
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date Thursday. June 15. 1995  

to Ed Brown 

Chief. Army Analysis Team 

William T. Harvey 

voice nuniber 

from 

company 

V O I C ~  ~iulilht'r 

fax riumhrr 703-924-9852 

rlote Ed. 

Attached is a follow up to our conversation 

on Sierra Army Depot from yesterday. The 

community will also correspond with you shortly 

on the demil capability/facilities. Thanks for 

any consideration. 

Bill 
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MICHAEL WARD, Mayor 
- - 

June 13, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The City of Irvine would like to request your assistance in 
reevaluating the decision to close Marine Corps Air Station, El 
Toro made by the 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission. 

We believe that there are compelling fiscal reasons which warrant 
a review of the findings that served as the original basis for MCAS 
El Toro being placed on the 1993 BRAC list and the ultimate 
decision to close the base. 

The cost estimate to move MCAS El Toro to Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Miramar was originally estimated by the Department of the Navy at 
$340 Million. However, this estimate was grossly understated as 
the Department of the Navy revised the cost estimate upward to $1.7 
Billicn, and it did not include additional costs for facilities at 
NAS Lemoore and Camp Pendelton. Unfortunately, the revised 
estimate was only released after the 1993 BRAC Commission and 
President Clinton approved the closure of MCAS El Toro. Much of 
the cost related to the closure of MCAS El Toro is due to the lack 
of suitable housing and infrastructure located at NAS Miramar. 

The enclosed table shows the primary and secondary costs associated 
with the closure of MCAS Tustin and MCAS El Toro. Primary costs 
are those direct expenses necessary to turn over MCAS Tustin and 
MCAS El Toro to the private sector. Secondary costs are those 
capital and operational expenses at NAS Miramar, NAS Lemoore and 
Camp Pendelton needed to accommodate the closing installations. 

Total capital and closure costs add up to $2.02 Billion. This 
figure represents the clean-up and moving costs at MCAS Tustin and 
El Toro as well as capital costs at NAS Miramar and NAS Lemoore. 
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These costs are up front because the moves cannot occur without the 
expenditures and transfer of land to the private sector and cannot 
occur without base clean up. Additionally, all of these expenses 
will need Congressional appropriation. 

Sale revenue to be realized from the closure of MCAS Tustin and 
MCAS El Toro amounts to $2.1 Billion. This revenue will ensue over 
the development period of the closed base and may not be fully 
realized until clean up is completed. The key point is that the 
revenue will be realized over time, as opposed to the closure and 
improvement cost which will be expended up front. Additionally, 
as the attached table shows, the expected revenue is $500,000 per 
acre. We believe this to be a generous amount given the expenses 
associated with removing aging infrastructure, as compared to 
development of the many acres of vacant land in the proximity of 
MCAS El Toro, which is not so constrained. 

Any revenue to be realized is based on 80% of MCAS Tustin and MCAS 
El Toro being devoted to private sector uses, less 1100 acres at 
MCAS El Toro which will likely be transferred to the Department of 
the Interior (DOI) as an open space preserve (separate from the 
three party transfer proposal involving The Irvine Company, which 
has been withdrawn by DOI). The 80% figure assumes that 
approximately 20% of each installation will be devoted to parks, 
governmental and not for profit uses. A reasonable sale value of 
$500,000 per acre was assumed to occur over a 20 year period, which 
is typical for buildout projects for large parcels in Orange 
County. 

Based on the comparison of finite costs and revenues over a 20 year 
period, the one-time revenue to be realized from the closure of 
MCAS Tustin and MCAS El Tora is $80 Million. 

However, operational costs also increase at NAS Miramar, NAS 
Lemoore and Camp Pendelton as a result of the migration of units 
from the closing installations. operational costs are defined as 
civilian payroll, utilities, and maintenance of property and 
buildings. Not included is military payroll and aircraft 
maintenance. Annual operational cost increase amounts to $16.6 
Million per year, assuming a modest 20% increase at the bases 
which will absorb the impact of the closures, for a total of $332 
Million over a 20 year period. 

In conclusion, our analysis shows that there is a $252 Million loss 
over a 20 year period with the closure of MCAS Tustin and MCAS El 
Toro. Add to this a $30   ill ion per year subsidy for housing, 
which is currently available at MCAS Tustin and MCAS El Toro but 
is unavailable at NAS Miramar, the loss over a 20 year period 
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increases to $852 Million. After the 20 year period, this amount 
will continue to increase annually at the rate of $16.6 Million per 
year. As noted, this figure represents the annual increase in 
operating costs which will continue indefinitely at NAS Miramar, 
NAS Lemoore, and Camp Pendleton. 

Given these numbers, we cannot understand how the 1993 BRAC 
Commission voted to recommend the closure of MCAS Tustin and MCAS 
El Toro. While we are not advocating that MCAS Tustin remain open, 
as there is a consensus of opinion supporting its closure, we 
believe that the decision to close MCAS El Toro merits further 
review. In addition to the fact that savings will not be realized 
from the closure of MCAS El Toro, we question the wisdom of closing 
a state-of-the-art installation, with recently constructed BEQ 
housing, a child care center, FA18 flight simulators, and an 
officers club; especially in light of the fact that the April, 1993 
report from the United States General Accounting Office (GAO) to 
Congress and the BRAC Chairman indicated that the Navy was 
recommending certain bases for closure that had a higher military 
value than those that were recommended to remain open. If it is 
not cost effective to close MCAS El Toro, as the numbers indicate, 
and if the GAO report was referring to MCAS El Toro, why was this 
installation recommended for closure? 

With regard to any problems associated with being a "good 
neighborRt, a comprehensive planning and zoning process has resulted 
in the effective protection of adjacent businesses and residents. 
Consequently, population growth and development do not pose any new 
problems at MCAS El Toro. Through long-standing cooperative 
planning agreements with the County of Orange and City of Irvine, 
16,000 acres which are located within the 65 CNEL of MCAS El Toro 
have been general plarlned or zoned for permanent open space, 
agriculture or industrial use to ensure the continued viability of 
MCAS El Toro as a military air facility and to ensure public health 
and safety. Additionally, the build-out of impacted land in the 
proximity of MCAS El Toro is nearing completion so that significant 
new impacts are not anticipated. 

MCAS El Toro operations are not hindered by any problems associated 
with its location. This was demonstrated by additional recent 
investments by the Marines; a child care center, an officers club, 
and new buildings for bachelor enlisted quarters, as noted above. 
Such investments would likely not have been made if the facility 
was viewed by the Marines as being inadequate to meet their needs. 
~dditionally, MCAS El Toro has approximately 3,600 acres available 
for expansion of aircraft operation support and administration. 
NAS Miramar only has approximately 2,600 acres available for 
similar expansion. As noted in the NAS Miramar Master Plan Update 
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(1993) "With changing environmental issues, land use 
compatibilities, AICUZ, and safety zones, a large percentage of the 
station contains significant constraints.It Protecting these 
environmental resources could pose unknown costs in the long term. 

The issues raised in this letter are those which we believe were 
not adequately considered by the Department of Defense in its 
transmittal of information to the 1993 BRAC Coinmiss.ion. Therefore, 
we would appreciate your assistance in reevaluating the facts 
concerning the closure of MCAS El Toro. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (714) 
724-6233. 

MICHAEL WARD 
Mayor 

Attachment 

cc: Congressman Christopher Cox 



MCAS TUSTIN & MCAS EL TOR0 COSTlREVENlJE MATRIX 

Operational Costs Capital Costs Clostrre Costs 
Current BRAC 93 (One Time) One-Time Annual 

Implemented 

MCAS Tustin & 
MCAS El Toro $50+ $-o-(') 

Sale Revenue"' 
(One Time) 

NAS Miramar $39 $46.8 $987 N/ A NIA N/A 

NAS Lemoore $42 $50.4 $3 50 N/ A N/ A N/A 

Camp Pendleton 
(Air Station only) $4.2 $ 4.6 

' I '  Caretaker costs after full shutdown unknown. 
'2' Fair Market Value at $500,000 per acre, less acreage reserved for public/quasi-public uses (4734- 1 100x.80=2907; 1600-3 15= 1285-t2907=4 192) 
'3' Annual housing subsidy to offset lack of miliiary housing at NAS Miramar. 
(" Camp Pendleton Air Station can accommodate helicopter squadrons without additional facilities. "' Realized over a 20 year period. 

Note: Figures are in n~illions of dollars. 

Source: BRAC Offices 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 21,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Michael Ward 
Mayor, City of Irvine 
Once Civic Center Plaza 
P.O. Box 19578 
Irvine, California 927 13 

Dear Mayor Ward: 

Thank you for your letter requesting the Commission to reconsider the 1993 
Commission decision to close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS), El Toro. 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 regarding cost estimates on the closure of MCAS El Toro 
will be caremy considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military infktructure. 

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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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(f) 

Private Industry 
Council 
Three Parkway 
Suite 501 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-1375 
215-963-2100 
21 5-567-7171(f) 

OFFICE OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 

Commerce Department 
1600 Arch Street, 13th Floor Philadelphia, PA 19103 215-686-3643 215-686-2669(f) 

Terry Gillen, Director 

June 15, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
$2 s. L.C v .-7 , - I * 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission t + -  

1700 North Moore Street yr! ; 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to 
meet with Steve Minikes, Ed Koc and me on June 12 to discuss 
NSWC-Philadelphia. I want to provide additional information 
about some of the issues you raised at our meeting. 

First, you asked whether unique expertise needed to 
meet the Navy's requirements would be lost with the 
realignment of Annapolis to NSWC-Philadelphia. The answer 
is no. All of the technical billets associated with the 
eight specific Annapolis facilities to be moved to 
Philadelphia would be transferred. Specifically related to 
the Annapolis non-CFC facilities, 35-40 Annapolis billets 
will be moved to NSWC-Philadelphia. 

Annapolis community representatives testified at the 
regional hearings that 40 percent of Annapolis personnel 
were willing to move to Philadelphia if the realignment is 
approved by the Commission. This is double the national 
average, and means that of the 400-person Annapolis 
workforce, a minimum of 160 Annapolis personnel would fill 
the 281 positions transferring to NSWC-Philadelphia with the 
realignment. 

You should also be aware that NSWC-Philadelphia has 
both the facilities and the technical expertise to fulfill 
the Navy's machinery systems RDT&E requirements. NSWC- 
Philadelphia mission responsibilities include Research & 
Development as well as Test & Evaluation and in-service 
engineering. Furthermore, of the three NSWC "core 
capabilities" resident at Annapolis (as cited by Annapolis 
community representatives), NSWC-Philadelphia performs at 
least three times as many work years as Annapolis in each 
core capability area, and has complete or partial 
responsibility for seven additional core capabilities. I 
have enclosed a white paper (Attachment A) which addresses 
NSWC-Philadelphia's technical capabilities, as compared to 
Annapolis, as well as a description (Attachment B )  of the 
NSWC-Philadelphia non-CFC facilities and experience. 

City of Philadelphia 



The second issue we discussed related to the proposed 
Annapolis realignment was whether the deep ocean simulation 
facility needs to remain in operation. As detailed in the 
attached Navy response to the BRAC Commission on this issue 
(Attachment C), Charles Nemfakos notes that it has been over 
22 years since a Navy manned vehicle test was conducted in 
this facility, and no future Navy tests are planned. He 
further notes that manned testing can be accomplished at 
other deep ocean facilities or through alternative testing 
methods. 

I have been unable to verify whether a contract exists 
between Great Britain and NSWC-Annapolis for use of the deep 
ocean facility. However, in certified data recently 
provided by Annapolis on the deep ocean facility, no 
scheduled tests for Great Britain, or any other country, are 
listed. 

Mr. Nemfakos' response on these facilities to the BRAC 
Commission also indirectly addressed the implications for 
any possible arrangements made with industry or other 
countries (i-e. Great Britain) for use of the Annapolis deep 
ocean facility or the submarine fluid dynamics facility. 
Sufficient time exists during the implementation period to 
allow for planned testing to be conducted at these sites. 
Furthermore, the availability of other test sites and 
testing methods means that there are viable alternatives to 
the Annapolis facilities. I have enclosed a white paper 
which outlines testing alternatives (Attachment D) . 

Regarding the City of Philadelphia's proposal to 
consolidate NAVSEA 03 (the engineering directorate) with 
NSWC-Philadelphia, you asked us to explain why it is cheaper 
to operate in Philadelphia as opposed to the Washington Navy 
Yard. In summary, there are no military construction costs 
with the Philadelphia proposal, the operating costs are 
lower, and substantial savings are obtained through a 
consolidation benefit. A point paper provided to BRAC 
Commission staff which addresses each of these issues in 
detail is attached (Attachment E ) .  

You also expressed some skepticism about the Navy's 
cost data to realign all of NAVSEA from White Oak to the 
Washington Navy Yard ( W N Y ) .  It may be that the Washington 
Navy Yard is not the most cost effective location for 
NAVSEA . 

I understand that one problem faced by the Commission 
in reversing any DoD recommendation is to find cost 
effective alternatives that replace the anticipated savings 
lost through the reversal. The City of Philadelphia's 
proposal regarding NAVSEA 03 represents just such an 
alternative. 



The City's NAVSEA 03 proposal produces net present 
value savings ($166 million) which exceed those for the move 
of all 4000 NAVSEA billets to WNY ($144 million). The 
proposal also would incur much lower one-time costs ($12 
million versus $160 million) and generates better recurring 
savings ($13 million) than does the NAVSEA proposal ($9 
million) . 

Philadelphia's proposal produces better budgetary 
outcomes because it makes more effective use of existing 
Navy facilities and generates personnel savings by 
eliminating functions duplicated in Philadelphia and 
Washington. 

Rather than following the DoD recommendation to 
redirect all of NAVSEA from White Oak to the Washington Navy 
Yard, the most cost effective solution appears to be 
modifying the original White Oak plan by consolidating the 
engineering directorate (NAVSEA 03) with its field 
operations in Philadelphia. Approving this consolidation 
proposal would generate savings in excess of those needed to 
reverse the DoD recommendation for NAVSEA, providing 
sufficient funds to move the majority of NAVSEA billets to 
White Oak. 

I hope this information is helpful in your 
deliberations. Thank you again for the time you have 
provided to the City of Philadelphia. Please contact me at 
(215) 686-3643 if you have any questions or need additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Terry Gillen 
Director, Office of Defense Conversion 

Attachments 

cc: Mr. Alex Yellin 



ATTACHMENT A 

NWSCICD-PHILADELPHIA TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 

Annapolis community representatives claim that the proposed realignment of NSWC- 
Annapolis will lead to a loss of technical expertise which cannot be duplicated by NSWC- 
Philadelphia. 

o The argument has been empirically disproven: realignment of the Navy's 
machinery R&D activity from Brooklyn, NY to Annapolis MD thlrty-years ago 
did not undermine the Navy's ability to meet fleet requirements. 

o At the May 4 regional hearing, Annapolis community representatives testified 
that survey results indicated 40% of current Annapolis personnel 
(approximately 400 people) would relocate to Philadelphia. This ratio is twice 
the national average for relocation, and would fill a majority a the 281 
positions which would be transferred under the proposed realignment. 

o NSWC-Philadelphia has the facilities and technical expertise to fulfill the 
Navy's machinery systems RDT&E requirements: 

- NSWC-Philadelphia's mission responsibilities include R&D as well and 
T&E and in-service engineering. 

- Annapolis representatives stated the NSWC-Annapolis site has "3 of the 
top 10 NS WC 78 technical capability." These representatives neglected 
to mention that NSWC-Philadelphia performs at least three times as 
many work years than Annapolis in each of these three technical areas. 
(See chart listed below.*) 

Cavabilitv Annawolis (Work Years) Philadelvhia (Work Years) 

Propulsion Machinery 63 
Auxiliary Machinery 108 
Electrical Machinery 57 

- Furthermore, NSWC-Philadelphia has complete or partial responsibility 
for seven additional NSWC "core capabilities". Annapolis, in contrast, 
has no responsibility for any of these seven technical capabilities. 

o The Philadelphia region has a higher concentration of engineering schools than 
any other region in the country. 



ATTACHMENT B 

NON-CFC PROGRAM 

Issue : Annapolis claims that the proposed realignment will delay the Non-CFC 
testing program by up to two years, and that this delay would cause the 
U.S. Navy to be in non-compliance with environmental laws. 

In fact, the DoD recommendation to realign NSWC-Annapolis to 
Philadelphia ensures an optimal integration of full life-cycle 
development and support in one location. Given NSWC-Philadelphia's 
extensive involvement in both the R&D and implementation phase of 
the Navy's'Non-CFC program, the maximum program delay which will 
result from this integration is one month. 

1. - Non-CFC R&D and Testing is Conducted by NSWC-Philadelphia and 
Annapolis 

The NSWC-Annapolis and Philadelphia Non-CFC programs are both part of 
the same effort that requires the U.S. to eliminate CFCs from the environment. CFC 
fluids used in all air conditioning and refrigeration equipment (including on U.S. Navy 
vessels) release a significant amount of CFCs into the atmosphere. Eliminating CFCs 
requires modification to existing equipment while maintaining adequate cooling 
capability. U.S. manufacturers have already designed and modified their equipment to 
comply with Non-CFC laws. The Navy is required to follow suit: in fact, U.S. 
companies have been providing modifications to Navy air conditioning and 
refrigeration units tested at both Annapolis and Philadelphia. 

Neither Annapolis nor Philadelphia are involved in basic non-CFC R&D, but 
instead are redesigning commercial units to be incorporated into Navy vessels. Both 
the Annapolis and Philadelphia test sites have been supporting the same conversion 
effort. Technical personnel at the two sites, those that have experience in Naval air 
conditioning and refrigeration, are about equal in number and experience. 
Both sites have parity in terms of technical capability. 

For example, when the Non-CFC program was initiated, NSWC-Philadelphia 
was tasked with designing and installing a non-CFC reciprocating compressor. 
NSWC-Annapolis was tasked with designing a centrifugal compressor (which will also 
be introduced into the fleet by NSWC-Philadelphia). 

NSWC-Philadelphia has completed development of the reciprocating 
compressor, and fleet installation has begun. This non-CFC-producing 
compressor is already operating effectively on several U.S. Navy ships. NSWC- 
Annapolis, meanwhile, has not yet completed design of the centrifugal 
compressor. 



NON-CFC PROGRAM (Continued) 

2. - Full Life-Cycle Development and Support Facilities are Resident at NSWC- 
Philadel~hia: the Annauolis Non-CFC Program Will Be Easily Accommodated 
with No Program Delays. 

The Philadelphia proposal for configuration of Annapolis' Non-CFC 
facilities at  NSWC-Philadelphia maximizes the benefits of interconnectivity. With 
the realignment, all follow-on Non-CFC work would be conducted in NSWC-P's 
Building 633. In sharp contrast, these facilities currently in Annapolis are spread 
throughout at  least two buildings. Building 633 can more than accommodate 
Annapolis Non-CFC facilities without military construction expense, and ensure that 
these facilities can be optimally integrated with NSWC-Philadelphia's facilities. 

A significant amount of the Non-CFC operational testing to be conducted by 
Annapolis will be completed prior to implementation of the BRAC '95 
recommendations. There will, therefore, be sufficient flexibility in the program to 
ensure that the realignment will pose minimal or no delay in the schedule. 

Some of the Annapolis Non-CFC facilities are duplicated in Philadelphia, and 
do not need to be moved (i.e. an additional cooling loop for test stands). Furthermore, 
given the relatively portable nature of the Annapolis facilities, the realignment will not 
delay the program. Based on empirical evidence gained from previous movement of 
Non-CFC equipment, installation is routine, requires minimal labor and floor space, 
and complete consolidation of Annapolis Non-CFC facilities will only delay the 
program by 3-4 weeks. There is sufficient flexibility in the projected Non-CFC R&D 
and implementation schedule to ensure that this possible one month delay resulting 
from the realignment will not result in fleet non-compliance and associated penalties. 



-- - - 

* - . . a  ATTACHMENT C 

DEPARTMENT O F  THE NAVY 
OFF:CZ CF TiiE S E ~ R L T A P Y  

1004 N A V Y  PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350 . t00C 

LT-0802-FIB 
BSATrnD 
9 June 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

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

The response to questions asked by Mr. Alex Yellin on 1 June 1995, c~n:erninp 
Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), Annapolis, Maryland, is attached. I regrr,t that tliz regponse is 
late. We were unaware of h s e  questions prior to Mr. Yellin's request. 

I uust this information satisfies your concerns. As always, if I can be of any further 
assistaace, please let E e  know. 

Vice Chairman, a \ 
Base Structure Evaluarion ommiltee 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNhENT COLWISSIQW QUESTIONS 
CONCEKNING NSUrC PLLWAPOLIS, MtUZYLAND 

Ql. During our first visit (Ms. Coxj the Joint S p r c m  Cents culllmsndrr said that i$ey had 
estimated the cost of moving his csnttactor staff into facilities being vacated by NSWC 
personnel being rehated to Cruderock. Our expectation was that we would hsve an ouportuniry 
to review these estimates prior to a decision is request a COBRA, With  he limited * h e  still 
available, please provide a COBRA analysis along with the JSC estirnam far a scenario that 
leaves NSWC Annapolis open and retains JSC on the base and moves its contractor from leased 
space onto tbe base. 

A l .  The estimates developed by the Joint Spectrum Center were reviewed by the BSAT and 
provided with comments to the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defease (Economic 
Reinvestment and BRAC) on 19 May 1995. The package was then sent by ,Mr. R . L. Meyer. 
Director of the OSD Base Closure Office, to Mr. David S. Lyles of the Defense Closure and 
Realignment Commission. hlr. Dave Wennergren, Navy BSAT, subsequently spoke to Mr. 
Yellin and it was agreed that the request for a COBRA analysis be tabled pending the review of 
this data. 

Q2. With regard to the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, p?zase provide examples 
that illustrate Lhe impact of closing the facility, or more specifically, how fdure to test these 
items in the facility could result in the Ioss of a platform? With regwd to the Submarine Fluid 
Dynamics Facility, is it possible to do these tests at sea? What would be the impact ~f doing so? 

A2. The Department of the Navy (DON) has determined that the Deep Ocean Pressure 
Simulation Facility and the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility are no ionger necessary to be 
kept in operation. 

(a) Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Fncilir)?: 

The minimal impact of closing the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility can be shown best 
by the fact that only five manned vehicle tests have been performed over rhe 25-year lifetime of 
the facility. The only two tests conducted for the U.S. Navy occurred in 2970 and 1973. The 
following is a list of all manned submersible tests that have been perfxmed in this facility since 
it was built in 1970: 

1970 DEEP STAR 2000 W~,stingbouse (Navy Project) 
1973 ALVIN Woods Hole Ocear~ogrrlphic Institution / 

Office of Naval Research 
i 978 IMERMATZ) I1 Private 
I979 KITTEEDGE K-600 Private 
1983 PISCES IV Canada 



, *  . . NSWC Annapolis rcpom that i t  is not aware of any manned sobmersihh testkg ciixcnny arlng 
ccnducted ir, a ry  other prassurs test hciiity. Ir also reports tha~  :he hcii~:y %.+a: ;hi, first in ale 
world to perform such a test. Yet, the vehirics Iisted above ate nilt the only manned 
submersibles used currently, and there were submersibles used before the existence of this 
facility. One es~mple is the submersible TRlESTE which txplo,rt=d of the wreckage of the USS 
THRESHER in 1964. Either nanned testing is, and has been, conducted elsewhere or such 
submersibles are tested by dterncltive methods. One such dtcrnative is at sea testing. 

(3) Sub~narine Fluid 13ynatnrcs Faciliq: 

The closure of f4Lis facility wou!d eliminate the ability to conduct lmd-bnsed biJa5i an6 ~jn inc  
1 .  

--- .--&'---; 
' i  i 

b~ shaieni Z:oGs22 ustina. x:rrzaure !esLqg can be acc~mpiished [hlough h e  use of full 
scde testing, This would require "dry d o c b g "  an operat~onal submarine, making the 
apprapriate m~difications, and csnducting the trials at sea. This alternative method of testing is 
feasible. however, cunznt subniarine ptogranls may not need lo rely on ao alternative due to the 
following reason, 

If approved by the CoIiunission, the closure of NSWC Annapolis can be implemented over a six- 
year period. During this time individual facilities could be relocated or closed in a manner that 
minimizes the disruption of ongoing programs. We believe that aFter looking at the time lines for 
the SEAWOLF and NSSN programs the opportunity for synchronization is then. This facility 
would be available to support the effort to correct deficiencies or: SEAWOLF through FY 1997, 
support the heavy R&D requirements for the SEAWOLF and NSSN from FY 1995 to 1997, and 
support the NSSP; program through the year 2000. 

43. Pleasz comment on the enc!osed letter from York which expresses conzerns about the 
CFC replacement progranl schedule if the program i s  relocated to Philadelpka. 

A3. The letter from York International expresses concern regarding their estimate: of a 4 to 5 
year delay in the CFC Elimination R&D Program's schedule. The DON hbs &tennined that no 
adverse schedule imp;lct will occur to the R&D program because &e rel~cation would take place 
on a gradual basis thoughout the closure implementation period. During this period, the 
completion of the R&D program would be synchronized with the movement of the non-CFC 
facilities. 

Based on information provided on incremental financing re~uirements, R&D efforts at NSWt 
Annapolis we to be largely completed in FY 2001. The noc-CFC facilities (minus the shipboard 
cooling syslems) need to be custom designed lo the unique physical charactc'ristlc~ of the 
Philadelphia site, therefore the new facilities would be built to accrsmmodxc the shipboard 
cooling s y s t c ~ s  prior lo completion a i  the R&D program. Costs for the new facilities at NSWC 
Phitadelpha are included in our COBRA analysis. At the cornpiction of the R&D efforts, the 
shipboard cooling systems would be relocated ta NSWC Philadeiphia for the in-serbice 
engineering support required during the nor.-CFC inlplernenlation phase. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
O r F l c e  or THE STC9ETARY 

1000 N A V Y  PElc'TAGOPJ 

V;ASHIIUGTQIU. D.C. 23950-10013 

The Honorable Alan 3. Dixon 
Chairrnm, Defense Base Closure 

and Reaiignment Co-on 
1700 North Moore Street 

- - . - y ~ ' t e - l ' $ ~ -  --- - . . 

Arlington, VA 22209 

LT-0755-F15 
BSATDD 
6 June 1995 

Dear Chairman Dkon; I 
-.-. - . -  . - .  - .  

L-. - _ _  .. - 
-- *-- -- --- 

- - ---- - ~ ' k h e ~ ~ ~ - q t l ~ t i a m - & e & b y  Mr. Aex ~ & h o l r l 5  Gay -- - -.. - 
Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), Annapolis, Maryland, i s  attached. While not specifically 
requested by Mr. Yellin. I am also providing information on the derivation of ihe one-the moving 
costs used in t..e COBRA arlalysis for NSWC Annapolis. It i s  offmd for ymr infomation 
because I am aware that the moving cosrs have been the subjec; cf debate among Iocal community 
representatives. 

I uust this infomation satisfies your concerns. AA always, K I can be of my further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, ,, 

vice ~ i n ,  I > 
Base Smcture Evaluation Cornmitree 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE ~u\,;D RE_ALIC..~EXT ~~?YcP~rS:;C:~ c d ~ : z ~ ~ s  
CONCEfihWG NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

Ql, Significant concerns have been expressed to the Cummission related to 3-13 10;s of th~: Deep 
Ocem ,?kessce ?ad Submaride Flr!id Dyr:cimics Facilioes at NSWC ~knapolis. The irrbrmation that 
we hnvc. receiveti does not pieS(f.nl, in suftjcient d e ~ ,  the: basis rbr the Navy's decision thar hey n2 
lugger need t!c fzciG;ties. Please expM the analysis that was useti to derentrir.~ k2.t !te loss of each 

- --- 4- these kc&ti~s- w~ulcl sot add sig~dlcant delay or -cost&-~btgoing or - plmed-Na~y reseiirch 
y r o ~ s .  lDesc,ibe the scope af the resemh work now pedomed in rhe~e facities that rhe Navy 
will not do i? the f i s t i ,  tise wo~k that wil l be directed to exisring research facijities in other locations 
(specify pokntial L~raticns), and the work thiit will be done by alkmam means (specify possible 
dQ~lt$e.~~!!!c!&). - - -.\I_---- __ . - -. - -- -. - - -. - - - _  -.*----A- *-r. < - - - : A .  . . - -- - 

. -. - . *a-- ---'"-- >-. . t - v  ...-- 4 -- 
- pi&& & commedi on p a i i p h  3 of the attached N~V~EA-lztter which-&sikibes c o ~ ~ m s ~  kith 

perfoming required equipment silencing studies fcr tbs SMWOLF ~ l n d  NSSN proppuns if the 
Submvine Fluid Dynamics Facility rs not available. 

Al.  In the use of NSWC Annapolis, the Department of the Navy (Doh3 has determined &at the 
Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Famy md the S u b n d e  Ruid Dynamics FwSty are no longer 
necessary to be kept in operatian. 

(a) Deep Ocean Presszrre Simulation Facility: 

According to rfre certified d m .  "the need f ~ r  the facility lies in i s  ability to support manned vehicle 
rests when the requirement zxists" (see RFC lt07 of the Scenario 3evelogmcni Data Call response). 
Cmed data a d  cites thiu the k t  such test was conducted fct Canada in 1983. Fur+$emr;re, only 
five manned tats have been performed over the 25-year lifetirae of the facility, witb the only two 
ern conducted for the U.S. Navy occurring in 1970 ansl1973. Alternative testing of manned vehicles 
can be pz,-famed at sea 

Um-ed tests conducred over the past five years that could not be perfumed by p~vssm ranks at 
other locations are idenWd in RFC #I I. It should be noted that not all of these tests were conducted 
by the Navy, or for the Navy by its contractom Za fact, only somewhat more thw 50% ef the 25 rests 
performed svet this five year t iae  period were for the benefit of Xavy programs. To me extent t h ~ ~  
mdustrkl firms &at CWTently we the facility might need to continue tests that could not je conducted 
at other facilities, they could seek reurilizarion of this facility as part of an indnsaial  park to ensure 
the continuation of their work. It' tha: occurred, the Navy could contract our m y  equired testing at 
the privately operated facility. 

AU other work not requiri~g the mique characteristics oC the NSWC Msapdis facility cm be 
redkcred elsewhere to other pressure k .  (e-g., the tanks at NSWC Cardcrock). 

(b) Sltbnurrbe Fluid Dynamics F~c!lity: 

The closure of cids faclliry wwld eliminate the ability to ctmducr land-bared ballast and piping low 
ambient acoustic esthig. AI~ermive resting can be accoaplished through ihe use ci full scde testing. 



. C This would require "dry docfdng" an operaciontil SQU~ERJ:CP,, mag ',h,2 ; ~ p ~ i ~ g S a k  mt\dul~acian;, 
acid conducting the trials at sea (see RFC #G7). 

Your letter quesred comments on paragraph 3 of an attached NAVSEA lercer which fxuses an the 
synchronization of rhe facility's shurdowd wirh ongoing SEAWOLF and NSSN R&D program&, 
specially in the FY i995 to 1997' time frame. If approvzd by the Commission, the closure of NSWC 
Annapolis can be. implemented over a six-year period. Dwing this time individual iaciiities could be 
reIocaEd or dosed h a manner that minimizes the disruption of ongoing programs. We believe thar 

-. - - - d?ef--lwkingttt-Wtimelines for the two programs the oppomnity for synchrorLi&onisrhere. 326s 
facility would be available m suppon the effort to correct deficiencies on SEAWOLF through FY 
1997, suppart the heavy R&D requirements for the SEAWOLF and NSSN from 5Y 1995 to 1997, 
and support the NSSN program through the year 200G. 

- - ..-- --- - - -  - -- 
A . -- . - - - - ---. 

7.- .---- <_ --- * 
- ---- 

- - .-" -.- ...- >-Am- .a7.-. - - -  , - - - - - -- - . - 7 "0 r .--- -. Y .--L.----_r---- Ill-- - . - - u. --- - --- 

Q2. Recent discu&ioG With BSAT staff indicateGbat-kcon-ect base @e6.-.g-iGtit%rFied 
in the NSWC Annapolis COBRA mi.lyses. Please provide us with corsecred information a l~ng with 
an updated COBRA. 

A2. We revised ow COBRA analysis to correct this mistake;. A copy of the updated COBRA 
reports are provided as Attachment A. This change does sot materially affect the return on 
investment for this scenario, which still pays back in 2 y e w  and results in annual savings of 
$1 1.6834. 

Q3. NSWC Annapolis operates a water eeatment facilig- and fuel farm thar will be operated by 
~ + e  Naval Stahon after the facility closes. The COBRA analysis does not appear to redim any 
personnel to the Naval Station for operation of these facihties. Please explain, 

A.3. The U.S. Naval Academy reimburses NSWC Amqapolis far both the water treatment aad fuel 
farm facilities. Naval Academy funding was not considered as a savings in this scenario, 
consequently h i s  funding will still br: available to pay for contiuued operation of the* fac-ilities In 
addition, actual costs for these operations should decrease once the IVSWC facilieies arz closed. 

The moving cass used in the COBRA analysis m lower than those p v i d e d  in the NSW C Annapolis 
Scenario Development Data Call response. This difference is due to $30,65OK in exclusions made 
as a result of our review to ensure that COBRA scenmos accurately refected a consistent and 
reasonable eshm of costdsavings iwacj&d with a closure action (see Table 1). Tf-Lis approach was 
applied consistently to all DON COBRA analyses. 

In the case of the NSWC Annapolis scenario, we reduced unique moving cost., identified in h e  
Scenario Development Data Call response to ensure that we did not double cowt these costs. 
COBRA dgoritluns already include an estimate of packing and shipping costs associated with the 
movement of equipment Zn addition to being subject to conjecture, estimates of equipment relocation 



costs in excess of the standard packine: - md, sbJp"p!n,o COSE 3'~tomti:::: j .  cG~;;;ii&d by Z C B ~ A  SF 

not included as o n e - b e  uIliquc sosB when the* tasks a e  pedumcd ky gavement k-rsonn<l. 
Costs to do periodic rnaintznauce breakdown, =calibration, recertit'icatian, etc., ax already !milt inw 
the costs of doing business at a Defense Business Operating Fund activity, and as such, are nor one- 
time unique costs. In addition, if necessary, any additional efforts by gave-went employees are 
shown by the continued idenrifrcation of salary costs for these employees a they pedom aesa 
functions, rather than as one-time mique cas's. Once rhese mks are complete, then salary savings 

- --- 
wiU begin to acme for positions no longer needed. 

-- - - ___.- _ - - - - .--. - - - - -  --- -.- _ _ .  _- 

TABLE1. NSWC Ah'NMOLIS MXUSTMENTS: One-Time .Movmg Cosru. 

$10,000 K Disassembly, reassem$ly, and calibration of the Advmced Propulsion Machinery 
Facility. 

$4,900 K Disassembly, reassembly, and calibration of thcn Machinerj Acoustic Silencing 
Lsboraary. 

$2,200 K Disassembly, reassembly, and calibration of the Advanced Shipbowd Auxiliq 
Machinery Facilities. 

$2,300 K Disassembly, reassembly. and calibration of the Advcnced Electric Propulsion 
Development Faciiity. 

$3,000 K Disassembly, reassembly, a d  calibration of the EIactric Power Technology 
Facility . 

$2,000 K w r n b l y ,  ~ m e r n b i y ,  and calibration of the Pulsed Power Facility, 

$1,100 K Move of all Jok t Spechum Center property, including insrallalion and certification 
of the main f m e  computer. 

$2S K Move of the Thermal Spray System Facility and recalibrate the system. 

$25 K Move of the Polyuzz~hane kocessor Facility and recalibrates the system, 

$100 K Move tho Reactive Metals Spray Forming Facilities and recalibrate the systems, 



ATTACHMENT D 

DEEP OCEAN MACHINERY & 
VEHICLE PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILITY 

Issue : The DoD recommendation would eliminate the Deep Ocean Machinery 
& Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility currently resident an NSWC- 
Annapolis. Annapolis community representatives alleged at the regional 
BRAC hearing that this capability "does not exist anywhere else in the 
free world" and abandoning the facilities would require "at-sea" testing, 
which would risk the lives of U.S. servicemen. 

The Navy has determined that it no longer needs this 24-year old 
facility to meet current or future fleet requirements because the 
capability it provides can been duplicated by other deep ocean 
simulation facilities. 

I. - "At-Sea" Testing Will Not Increase With Realignment 

The suggestion by Annapolis that Secretary of Defense Perry and Secretary of 
the Navy Dalton would risk sailors' lives with "at-sea" testing to gain the savings from 
the proposed realignment is simply ludicrous. 

When requested in the BRAC '95 data calls to describe the comparative value 
of the Annapolis pressure tanks versus those resident at Carderock, the "most important 
distinction" cited by Annapolis was that the Annapolis facility performs hard cycling. 
As demonstrated in the attached technical paper, the newest pressure tank at Carderock 
has hard cycling capability. Furthermore, a study conducted at the request of 
NAVFAC ("Safe Design and Operation of Deep Ocean Simulation Facilities", June 
1974), found that soft-cycling is preferred over hard-cycling. This study also noted 
that "the life of a high-pressure tank may span only a few years, or it may last 20." 
The Annapolis facility, as previously noted, is 24-years old, and according to the 
Navy, no longer provides a unique capability. Abandoning this facility, therefore, will 
not lead to increased "at-sea" testing; and as will be detailed below, the value of the 
Annapolis facilities has been surpassed by newer facilities and technological 
advances. 

One could, in fact, suggest that more safe and capable products will be 
introduced into the fleet by realigning Annapolis to Philadelphia since full 
lifecycle support for systems formerly tested at this facility will be conducted in one 
location. 



11. Deev Ocean Simulation Capability Exists Elsewhere - 

There are many other deep ocean simulation pressure tanks located throughout 
the United States which are available to the Navy to test undersea vehicles and 
components. These pressure vessels reside at other Navy labs and universities, and 
could accommodate the overwhelming majority of the pressure testing requirements 
obtained from the Annapolis facility. A partial listing of other test sites is attached. 

In reality, the former military value of the Annapolis test site (which is 24- 
years old) has been superceeded by technological advances. Testing formerly done at 
this site can now be done more cheaply and effectively by newer and more advanced 
facilities. In fact, it has been over 12 years since a manned vehicle was tested at 
the Annapolis facility. 

According to the Annapolis response to the Navy's data call, in the last five 
years only a very few U.S. Navy-sponsored systems tests have been conducted at the 
facility which "could not have been conducted elsewhere." The majority of the tests 
were conducted for U.S. and foreign companies. Given DoD's imperative to reduce 
infrastructure, subsidizing AT&T and Great Britain's testing requirements hardly seems 
to justify keeping the facility open. 

Furthermore, there are a number of ocean simulation tests which cannot be 
conducted at the Annapolis site, because the systems' size exceeds the dimensions of 
any existing pressure tank facility. U.S. Navy submarine hulls, for example, are tested 
by employing scale models of undersea hull structures, since actual undersea vehicles 
and submarines are much larger than any existing pressure tank. Likewise, machinery 
systems which are too large to be tested in existing pressure tanks, are not tested at 
sea, but rather, the systems are broken into smaller components so that they can be 
accommodated into available deep ocean simulation sites. 

This means that any current and future tests can be accomplished at other 
existing deep ocean simulation sites by using scale models, breaking down the 
components andlor with the assistance of computer-aided design. Computer based 
simulation systems have rendered larger scale model testing obsolete due to the proven 
degree of accuracy of mathematical models, such as the type -which the Navy is 
currently employing to design the hull structure of new submarines. Computer-aided 
design, a number of experts suggest, can in fact more accurately simulate "at sea" 
variables than the older, larger pressure tanks. 



Submarine Fluid Dynamics Cavability Exists Elswhere 

The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility at Annapolis has the capability to 
perform full-scale flow evaluations of shipboard operating conditions of air, water and 
hydraulic systems and components without interface from supporting machinery such 
as pumps and compressors. This facility has two main capabilities: water flow and 
air flow testing. 

NSWC-Philadelphia currently has the facilities and expertise to perform 
over 95% of the air system testing currently performed at Annapolis. The 
Philadelphia facilities, in fact, have over two and one-half times the compressor 
capabilities of Annapolis. This arrangement has proven to be advantageous for 
performance testing. 

Annapolis cites the problems encountered by the U.S.S. Thresher in the 1960's 
as "proof' that a water flow test site is still required. In reality, the Navy has 
determined that there is little or no risk from abandoning this capability, and that the 
Annapolis facility has long since served the purpose of its original installation in 
support of submarine deballasting systems following the loss of the U.S.S. Thresher. 

Furthermore, other water flow testing facilities located throughout the 
United States are available to the Navy, and can provide any current or future 
fleet requirement is this area. A partial listing includes the Fluid Metering Research 
Facility at NIST (Gaithersburg, MD); the Hydrodynamics Laboratory at the Naval 
Research Laboratory (Washington, DC); the NASA Water Flow Facility (Huntsville, 
AL) and the Water Tunnel Facility at the Navy's Control & Ocean Surveillance Center 
(San Diego, CA). 



ATTACHMENT E 

COSTS SAVINGS OBTAINED FROM 
CONSOLIDATING NAVSEA 03 WITH NSWC-PHILADELPHIA 

OPERATING COSTS AT NSWC-PHILADELPHIA ARE LOWER THAN OPERATING 
COSTS AT THE WASHINGTON NAVY YARD: 

Operating costs for NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will be less than those estimated by the 
Navy for the Washington Navy Yard (WNY). 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. The annual 
operating cost is $1.4 million. This is considerably less than the operating costs identified by the 
Navy for NAVSEA 03 at either White Oak ($2.8 million) or WNY ($2.1 million). Locating 
NAVSEA 03 at NSWC-Philadelphia will produce a considerable net annual savings based on the 
lower operating cost in Philadelphia. 

THERE ARE NO MILITARY CONSTRUCTION EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH 
MOVING NAVSEA 03 TO NSWC-PHILADELPHIA: 

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. This proposal 
would save $2 1.2 million in military construction costs estimated by the Navy to move 
NAVSEA 03 to WNY. 

A SUBSTANTIAL CONSOLIDATION BENEFIT WILL BE OBTAINED BY MOVING 
NAVSEA 03 TO PHILADELPHIA: 

Billets can be reduced if NAVSEA 03 is consolidated with NSWC-Philadelphia, and a detailed 
plan has been submitted to the BRAC Commission which identifies each position in NAVSEA 
03 and the extent to which that position is duplicated at NSWC-Philadelphia. 

The substantial mission overlap demonstrates that duplication of functions 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. 



COSTS SAVINGS OBTAINED FROM 
CONSOLIDATING NAVSEA 03 WITH NS WC-PHILADELPHIA - Continued 

Our position on consolidation is hrther 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 NSWC-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. 

4. Highly-respected current and former Navy officials, such as former Secretaries of the 
Navy John F. Lehman and Sean O'Keefe, strongly support consolidating NAVSEA 03 
with NSWC-Philadelphia, and have stated that at least a 40% consolidation benefit can be 
obtained. 

The City of Philadelphia and Pennsylvania Economy League 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 NSWC- 
Philadelphia. The billet reductions identified in proposal are defensible, achievable goals. 

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. 



44. The COBRA analysis for NSWC Annapolis stafes that TI@ m i l i ? q  cansmct.kn is 
required in Phladelphia. Reccnr contact with the Philadelphia community indicates thar [hey 
believe that some construction is required, dthougl: !ess than the m~oun t  suggested by tl.le 
Annapolis co--unity. Please review the reconmendation and provide the most currcnr 
assessment of the coiistruction requirement at Plirlsdelphia. 

A4. It i s  not clear to us how tile Philadelphia and Annapolis corr,nilnities deBne construc*cion 
No MlLCON is required at NSWC Philadelphia. However. there are costs included in the 
COBRA ;mdysis for site preparation a d  space refurhishmcnt required to *ccnm~odare facihries 
and personnel. The following is an iremized list of these costs. 

- Qne-TirKe Skiqw L ~ J ~ J :  

$3,647 K (FY 1996): 
$147 K - Space refurbishment to acconlmodate personnel ?ad facilities. 
$3,500 K - Sire preparation for the non-CFC faciiities. 

$223 K (FY 1997;- Space refurbishmen1 lo uccommodare yersonnel aid facilities. 
$3 K (FY 1998) - S p x e  refurbishmenr to accomnodatc personnel; and facilities, 

Miscell~neous Rscurrbzg Cost: 
$190 K (begin in FY 1997) - Maintena~cc nnd repair for building closed by 

BRAC-9 1. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . - . ~ r , : , : ~ ~ - ~ j i . i n  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

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

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF IRET)  . - ,  

June 24, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Terry Gillen 
Director, Office of Defense Conversion 
Commerce Department 
1600 Arch Street, 13th Floor 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19 103 

Dear Ms. Gillen: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Annapolis and the City of Philadelphia's proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 03 at NSWC, 
Philadelphia. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC, Annapolis and the NAVSEA 03 proposal was carefblly considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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MAYOR 
Rosemary M. Corbin 

June 12, 1995 

Ralph A. Kaiser, Counsel 
BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Kaiser: 

As a result of the numerous discussions which have recently 
occurred concerning the future of the Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot, Richmond, we have prepared suggested actions and a 
proposed motion (Attachment A forwarded under separate cover) for 
the Commission's consideration. Overall, the following 
suggestions anticipate that a Reuse Plan, establishing Point 
Molate as a multi-functional center serving a variety of public 
purposes, can be prepared expeditiously through a collaborative 
effort by affected organizations. 

1. Retain the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond on the 
BRAC list. 

Comment: The BRAC process, and specifically the requirement 
for a locally developed Reuse Plan, is consistent with the 
City of Richmond's (and we believe other potentially 
involved agencies' and organizations') view of determining 
appropriate long-term use of Point Molate. 

2. The BRAC Commission separate its consideration of Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond from other FISC, Oakland 
facilities. 

Comment: This request recognizes that: 

A. While Point Molate is under the command of FISC, 
Oakland, it is geographically distant from other 
facilities under that Command (i.e., NSC, Oakland and 
NSC Annex, Alameda); 

B. Distinct from other FISC, Oakland facilities, Point 
Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond is scheduled to be 
vacated, and become excess property, on September 30, 
1995; and 

1 
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C. Unlike the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, both NSC, 
Oakland and NSC Annex, Alameda are totally, or in part, 
under existing lease arrangements. 

3. Pending the development of an acceptable Reuse Plan for the 
Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond, the BRAC Commission 
establish that it will recommend long-term disposition of 
the property occur under the following conditions: 

A. That the property be determined as "clean" by standards 
established by the federal EPA, California EPA and any 
other applicable federal or state agencies; 

B. That the property be transferred to the City of 
Richmond as the sole transferee and Reuse Authority, 
recognizing it is the only agency with local land use 
and other broad general government powers required to 
facilitate the optimum redevelopment of Point Molate; 

C. That transfer of Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, 
Richmond include an agreed list of related equipment; 
and 

D. That with the involvement of affected agencies and 
organizations, the City of Richmond initiate a process 
to develop a Reuse Plan for Point Molate. 

Comment: This recognizes that: 

A. Public agencies are the most appropriate ongoing 
stewards for this property which is extremely 
significant to the history of Richmond and Northern 
California; 

B .  By virtue of the fact that Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot, Richmond is totally located within City of 
Richmond, future appropriate uses must be consistent 
with the City's land use policies and regulations; 

C. Through its general government powers, Richmond can 
best guide implementation of an adopted Reuse Plan; 

D. The City of Richmond is still paying costs resulting 
from unplanned growth and activities involved in the 
community's participation in defense efforts during WW 
11; 

E. By virtue of its location along the 1-80 corridor, the 
City of Richmond, and its citizens, have already 
suffered significant economic impacts resulting from 
closures or force reductions in military installations 
within other communities; 



F. Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond can play a 
critical role in the City's continued economic 
development efforts - efforts which are critical to the 
objective of achieving equal access to the economic 
system by all Richmond citizens; and 

G. The City of Richmond has already initiated discussions 
with other public agencies and affected organizations 
concerning the future use of the Point Molate Naval 
Fuel Depot, Richmond, and that this collaborative 
public planning process would continue in accordance 
with BRAC procedures. 

4. The BRAC Commission recognize that future use of the 
property must be consistent with federal, state and local 
historic preservation regulations. 

Comment: Winehaven is on the National Register of Historic 
Places. Modifications to any structure which is within the 
boundaries of the historic district must comply with 
applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

5. The BRAC Commission's decision on transfer of Point Molate 
consider the fact that the City of Richmond will likely 
assume security responsibilities for Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot, Richmond after the scheduled date of departure by 
FISC, Oakland of September 30, 1995. 

Comment: This recognizes that the City of Richmond is 
currently in discussions with the Navy to ensure appropriate 
mechanisms are established to provide ongoing police, fire 
and emergency medical services after September 30, 1995, and 
consequently will have a presence on the property in 
fulfilling those obligations. 

Like other U.S. communities, ~ichmond's men and women have always 
lent significant support to the country's defense efforts. 
However, unlike most other communities, many Richmond citizens 
have historically been unable to fully access our economic system 
- a system which is a critical part of the foundation of our 
contemporary society. While we believe that current policies of 
the City of Richmond are changing those historical trends, 
information contained in Attachment B demonstrates that a 
significant amount of work remains in order to provide citizens 
of Richmond, as well as residents of our neighboring communities, 
with adequate tools and resources to fully participate in the 
country's social fabric in the 21st century. That is the 
objective for our community, and we believe that our suggested 
actions will help achieve that objective by enabling us to 
provide our community with important social resources and 
economic opportunities. 



On behalf of the City of Richmond we want to thank the BRAC 
Commission and its staff for what we believe has been a 
productive series of discussions and an efficient and effective 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Rosemary M. qorbin 
Mayor 

Attachment A: Draft Motion for the BRAC commissibn9s 
consideration 

B: City of Richmond information including comparative 
demographic data. 

cc: Congressman George Miller 
Captain J. R. Bailey, USN 

-Eric Lindenbaum 
D a v i d  Epstein 



Attachment A 

To be forwarded under s e p a r a t e  c o v e r .  



ATTACHMENT B 

The following materials are intended to facilitate discussions 
concerning designation of the City of Richmond as the sole Reuse 
Authority for the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot, Richmond after 
it is no longer actively used by the Navy. 

o Map 1 shows Richmond in the context of the northeastern 
portion of the San Francisco Bay area. 

o Map 2 shows the location of the Point Molate Naval Fuel 
Depot facility in the context of the City of Richmond. 

o Table 1 contains a summary of facts about the City of 
Richmond. 

o Table 2 compares 1990 Census data related to income, poverty 
and unemployment for Contra Costa County (the County in 
which Richmond is located) with similar information for the 
City of Richmond. 

o A synopsis and interpretation of these data and a brief 
discussion of the City's economic development strategy 
follows Table 2. 



Map 1 





TABLE 1 

RICHMOND FACT SHEET 

LOCATION: 16 MILES NORTHEAST OF SAN FRANCISCO, ON A 
PENINSULA SEPARATING SAN FRANCISCO BAY AND SAN PABLO 
BAY. 

RICHMOND'S TOTAL AREA: 56.0 SQUARE MILES 
(LAND AREA  WATE WATER AREA 22.3) 
TOTAL MILES OF SHORELINE: 32 MILES 

INCORPORATED: AUGUST 7, 1905. 

CURRENT MAYOR: ROSEMARY CORBIN 

CURRENT CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS: IRMA ANDERSON, ALEX EVANS, 
RICHARD GRIFFIN, JOHN MARQUEZ, JAMES MCMILLAN, LAVONNE 
NICCOLLS (VICE MAYOR), DONNA POWERS, LONNIE WASHINGTON, 
JR . 

CITY MANAGER: FLOYD T. JOHNSON 

SOURCE: City of Richmond 



TABLE 2 

COMPARATIVE DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

COUNTY 
TOTAL 

INCOME 

Median household income $45,087 

Median family income $51,651 

Per capita income $20,748 

PERCENT BELOW POVERTY I N  1989 

All persons 7.3% 

All families 5.5% 

LABOR SOURCE STATISTICS 
(CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE) 

Employed 

Unemployed 

Percent unemployed 

RICHMOND 

SOURCE: 1990 US CENSUS 



FIGURE 1 

RICHMOND, CA POPULATION 
HISTORICAL SUMMARY 1 905-1 994 

YEAR 



FIGURE 2 

RICHMOND, CA 
1990 ETHNIC COMPOSITION 

PERCENT OF POPULATION 
NOTE: 14.5% of Hispanic origin. 



SYNOPSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
OF PERTINENT DATA AND INFORMATION 

These data demonstrate several significant points: 

1. Figure 1 shows historical population levels for the 
City of Richmond. Notably, because of migration 
related to the Richmond Kaiser Shipyards, the City 
experienced population levels during World War I1 
which exceed its current population. Impacts from 
these sudden changes in population are still 
present. 

2. Figure 2 shows the City's ethnic composition and 
demonstrates Richmond's rich diversity. 

3. Data in Table 1 on median household income; median 
family income; per capita income; relative number 
of individuals below poverty; relative number of 
families below poverty; and unemployment are 
indices of the inability of specific segments of 
the City's population to successfully access the 
regional economic system. 

These data demonstrate that in 1990, in terms of 
access to the Bay Area's regional economy, Richmond 
residents were disadvantaged when viewed in the 
context of all of Contra Costa County. 

4. In the mid-1980s, the Richmond City Council 
determined that the City's situation was 
unacceptable and directed that a two-pronged 
strategy be developed and implemented. 

In summary one component of this strategy involves 
efforts to retain existing businesses (with special 
emphasis on expanding businesses). The second 
strategy is directed toward a focused employment 
and training program operated by the City of 
Richmond. 



Both strategies have been very successful. For 
example : 

o Since 1987, about $1.5 billion of private 
sector funds have been invested in commercial 
and industrial activities in Richmond. 

o In 1994, the City's Employment and Training 
program placed 1,410 people in jobs. 

5. While the City is pleased with progress being made 
to provide access by all residents to the area's 
economic system, a significant amount of work 
remains if Richmond is to continue to successfully 
address the needs of its citizens - and, in fact, 
the needs of all residents of Western Contra Costa 
County. 

6. Biotechnology has become a potentially important 
business category as Richmond enters the 21st 
century. During the last few years, Richmond has 
become home to several biotechnology companies at 
varying levels of maturation. LXR, Inc.., is an 
example of a start-up biotechnology company which 
has located in Richmond. Berlex Biosciences, 
exemplifies a relatively more developed 
biotechnology company. In 1994, Berlex started 
construction of a 1 million square foot programmed 
facility in Richmond. 



SYNOPSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
OF PERTINENT DATA AND INFORMATION 

These data demonstrate several significant points: 

1. Figure 1 shows historical population levels for the City of 
Richmond. Notably, because of migration related to the 
Richmond Kaiser Shipyards, the City experienced population 
levels during World War I1 which exceed its current 
population. Impacts from these sudden changes in population 
are still present. 

2. Figure 2 shows the City's ethnic composition and 
demonstrates Richmond's rich diversity. 

3. Data in Table 1 on median household income; median family 
income; per capita income; relative number of individuals 
below poverty; relative number of families below poverty; 
and unemployment are indices of the inability of specific 
segments of the Cityas population to successfully access the 
regional economic system. 

These data demonstrate that in 1990, in terms of access to 
the Bay Areaas regional economy, Richmond residents were 
disadvantaged when viewed in the context of all of Contra 
Costa County. 

4. In the mid-19808, the Richmond City Council determined that 
the Cityfs situation was unacceptable and directed that a 
two-pronged strategy be developed and implemented. 

In summary one component of this strategy involves efforts 
to retain existing businesses (with special emphasis on 
expanding businesses). The second strategy is directed 
toward a focused employment and training program operated by 
the City of Richmond. 

Both strategies have been very successful. For example: 

o Since 1987, about $1.5 billion of private sector funds 
have been invested in commercial and industrial 
activities in Richmond. 

o In 1994, the City's Employment and Training program 
placed 1,410 people in jobs. 



5. While the City is pleased with progress being made to 
provide access by all residents to the area's economic 
system, a significant amount of work remains if Richmond is 
to continue to successfully address the needs of its 
citizens - and, in fact, the needs of all residents of 
Western Contra Costa County. 

6. Biotechnology has become a potentially important business 
category as Richmond enters the 21st century. During the 
last few years, Richmond has become home to several 
biotechnology companies at varying levels of maturation. 
LXR, Inc., is an example of a start-up biotechnology company 
which has located in Richmond. Berlex Biosciences, 
exemplifies a relatively more developed biotechnology 
company. In 1994, Berlex started construction of a 1 
million square foot programmed facility in Richmond. 
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14 June 1995 

P.O. Box 640 

Corpus Christi 

Texas 78403 

(51 2) 883-5571 

This analysis confirms a fatal flaw in the proposal to relocate 
Multi-engine T-44 training to NAS Pensacola. Current base 
operations and a 200% growth in joint NFO training by FY97 will 
exceed the most optimistic complex capacity by 44,000 
operations even before a 20% surge requirement is considered. 
Movement of the E2/C2 training from NAS Pensacola to NAS 
Kingsville would help this capacity issue but would not satisfy 
the operational requirements. Joint Multi-engine T-44 training 
should remain at NAS Corpus Christi where it is ideally sited. 

This Task Force continues to support the ~ a v ~ ' s  proposal to 
relocate Primary T-34 training out of NAS Corpus Christi in 
order to accommodate both east and west coast Mine Warfare HM 
squadrons. This analysis indicates sufficient hangar space to 
accommodate both the Mine Warfare helicopter assets as well as 
the Multi-engine T-44 assets. 

The proposal to downgrade NAS Corpus Christi to a NAF in 
support of NAS Kingsville clearly ignores the nature of the 
present federal complex involving 46 tenant activities and the 
proposed addition of Mine Warfare helicopter squadrons. This 
redesignation should not be a BRAC issue but should be returned 
to the Navy for action after the BRAC process is complete. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Lo d Neal +"I-e 
Chairman 

A  C O O P E R A T I V E  
E F F O R T  BY ARANSAS, 
K L E B E R G ,  N U E C E S ,  
& S A N  P A T R I C I O  
C O U N T I E S  

Senator Al.an J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Recent changes in Pilot Training Requirements (PTR) dictate a 
review of the South Texas complex capacity. The enclosed 
booklet details that capacity in light of the new requirements 
and confirms the soundness of the Navy's BRAC 95 proposal to 
single-site T-45 training at NAS Kingsville. However, the 
additional requirement for 20% surge above the new requirements 
suggests the prudent action of retaining the outlying fie1.d at 
Goliad for any future training uncertainties. 
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PILOT TRAINING CAPACITY IN SOUTH TEXAS 

I. CAPSULATION: 

The South Texas Military Facilities Task Force has consistently taken a conservative approach 
when dealing with pilot training capacity in South Texas. A recent change of circumstances, driven by 
the unprecedented release of a Navy letter six weeks prior to the final voting of the BRAC 95 
Commission increasing pilot training requirements, dictates a "re-review" of South Texas capabilities. 
Surge capabilities in the range of 20 percent of requirement have also been mentioned as additional 
Department of the Navy concerns as final BRAC 95 decisions are being formulated. 

An analysis of the impact of these changes on Naval pilot training indicates that while they require 
some changes in the organization of pilot training in South Texas, they confirm that the Navy's decision 
to single-site Strike training in South Texas is still a sound one. However. the analvsis reveals a fatal flaw 
to the Navy's recommendation to realig T-44 training to NAS Pensacola. 

Additionally, the proposal to redesignate NAS Corpus Christi to NAF status appears to have been 
made solely on the basis of h r e  UPT utilization envisioned by the bases current major claimant. This 
proposal clearly ignores the nature of the present federal complex involving 46 tenant activities or 
proposed addition of Minewarfare helicopter squadrons. See Attachment (1). The savings associated 
with the proposed redesignation are debatable and were taken without consideration of the impact on 
non-UPT missions. As a result of the growth in the Mine Warfare mission of the base, action has been 
initiated to change the claimancy of the base. The NAS vs NAF issue should be removed fiom the 
BRAC process. Language should be included in the final report returning this decision to the Navy as an 
internal Navy matter for resolution when the fill impact of the 95 BRAC process on NAS Corpus Christi 
has been resolved and the request for a change in claimancy decided. 

11. REALIGNMENT OF T-44 MULTI-ENGINE PILOT TRAINING: 

The Navy reportedly has recommended the relocation of undergraduate pilot training (UPT) from 
NAS Corpus Christi in order to avoid MILCON costs of relocating the Mine Warfare aviation assets to 
NAS Corpus Christi. 

While there is some merit to this position, the relocation of T-34 training out of NAS Corpus 
Christi achieves sufficient space for the HM squadrons. Review of NAVFAC P-80, Basic Facilities 
Requirements, indicates total facility requirements of less than 80,000 SF for a HM helicopter squadron 
of 12 aircraft. Approximately 52,000 SF of this requirement is for maintenance hangar space. NAS 
Corpus Christi has five (5) flight-line hangars of approximately 60,000 SF each. One of the five is used 
primarily for station flight line operations and station aircraft as well as for ceremonies. This leaves four 
(4) flight-line hangars of approximately 240,000 SF. This space is currently occupied by T-34 and T-44 
squadrons and related activities. In addition to the flight-line hangars, NAS Corpus Christi has available 
a 100,000 SF hangar adjacent to the Corpus Christi Army Depot (the world's largest helicopter repair 
facility) that could prove ideal space for aircraft and equipment maintenance and storage for both HM 
squadrons. See Attachment (2) as to available capacity. 
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Therefore, there appears to be no justification to relocate the T-44 squadron based on MlLCON 
cost avoidance. The only apparent savings for realignment of T-44 training to NAS Pensacola appears to 
be approximately $500,000 per year in permanent change of station (PCS) costs. However, there are 
several costs to move the T-44 that were omitted by the COBRA. There appears to be some question of 
the availability of Bachelor Officer Quarters to accommodate the increased student loading of T-44 
training along with increased base loading of Air Force NFO training. The original certified data from 
NAS Pensacola indicated a requirement for BOQ MILCON for 65 officers at over $7 million that was 
deleted during a BSEC meeting. In addition, maintenance contract expenses associated with relocating 
the T-44 were not identified in the COBRA. We estimate those conservatively to be $4 million per year 
for the transition years of FY96, FY97 and FY98. However, these costs are overshadowed by the fact 
that NAS Pensacola lacks the operational capacity to accomplish the Multi-engine T-44 training. 

A. Why it can't be done (THE FATAL FLAW): 

NAS Pensacola 1 Choctaw Complex has a total operations capacity of between 341,355 (using the 
conservative BRAC 95 data) and 424,027 (using Joint Cross-Service GroupFAA data). Current base 
operations and a 200% (+) growth in joint NFO training by FY97, coupled with the BRAC 95 proposal 
to relocate the T-44 Multi-engine joint pilot training program to Pensacola puts the operations required 
of the complex at over 468,000 annually. This exceeds even the most optimistic capacity projections by 
44,000 operations even before a 20% surge requirement of over 93,000 operations. See Attachment 3. 

B. Why it shouldn't by done: 

Measures were taken in the 1970s to ensure adequate safety margins in the Pensacola complex. 
The current proposal will erode those safety margins to a dangerous and unacceptable level by 
overloading Pensacola's main field, OLFs and airspace. 

C. How it can be done: 

- Redirect closure of OLF Goliad. BRAC 95 should retain OLF Goliad for T-45 Strike surge 
capability and the protection of the airspace in northern military operating areas. This has the additional 
effect of reducing the Strike training load on NAS Corpus Christi facilitating T-44 training at NAS 
Corpus Christi even under the excessively conservative capacity used in the 95 data. OLF Goliad can 
be re-opened for daylight-only operations for approximately $3 million and operated for 
approximately $1 million annually as compared to a $30 (+) million annual operating cost for an 
additional UPT base. 

- Leave the T-44 where it is ideally suited - in Texas. If it ain't broke, don't spend lots of money 
and reduce safety margins to "fix it". 

- Use the best airspace in CONUS (South Texas). 

- Use two existing Outlying Fields - OLF Cabaniss and Aransas County (with movement of T- 
34's to the Pensacola area), both dedicated to T-44 ops and both in close proximity to mainfield. 

- Retain the good fit with aircraft currently assigned at NAS Corpus Christi and BRAC 95 base 
utilization proposals. See Attachment (4). 



III. SINGLE-SITING OF T-45 / STRIKE PILOT TRAINING: 

The T-45 is being procured by the Navy to replace both the retiring TA-4 and T-2 Strike trainers. 
It has become obvious that as the TA-4 inventory draws down in the FY 98/99 timeframe the new Strike 
Pilot Training rate (PTR) increase from 336 to 360 will have its fill impact. The T-45, at its current one 
per month delivery rate, will now and in the foreseeable future be the limiting factor in strike pilot 
production in South Texas, not airspace, weather or concrete idrastructure (Figure 1). Since the 
limitation will be aircraft, it's all the more important that the T-45 be single-sited in South Texas where 
airspace, weather and concrete allow the greatest utilization of the aircraft available. 

Under the Navy recommendation NAS Corpus Christi becomes an OLF to NAS Kingsville to 
support single-siting the T-45. Using FAA capacity at NAS Corpus Christi of 3 18,3 14 annual homefield 
operations and 883,036 annual complex operations, it is apparent that NAS Corpus Christi is of 
considerable value as a turbo-prop training and utility 1 support site and to a lesser extent, jet training 
spill-over site. The BRAC-proposed (2) 1000 foot runway extensions are necessary to meet increased jet 
requirements. However, once these runway extensions are completed, NAS Corpus Christi, when 
combined with the NAS Kingsville complex, can accomplish all its USCG, Customs, HM operations and 
the 350 Multi-engine T-44 PTR requirement and still produce the 385 (+) Strike PTR envisioned. See 
Attachments (4) and (5). 

Assuming ultra conservative T-45 Strike PTR capacity at NAS Kingsville in the 250 range, NAS 
Corpus Christi without T-44 multi-engine training and using only conservative total operations available 
of 229,4 16 at NAS Corpus Christi will produce a 375 strike T-2R-45 PTR. Extended staggered parallel 
runways at NAS Corpus Christi increases VFR traffic capacity by one third. This along with FAA 
methodology (certified and used in the Joint Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training) indicates a 
3 18,3 14 daylight field operations capacity for NAS Corpus Christi. This will support a 387 T-2R-45 
Strike PTR with T-44 multi-engine training at NAS Corpus Christi and a 434 T-21T-45 Strike PTR 
without T-44 multi-engine training impact at NAS Corpus Christi. See Attachment (6). 

Surge capacity of 20% in Strike training has been suggested by the Department of the Navy. 
What is often overlooked, however, is a 20% surge in Strike training grows in impact as you move to 
earlier stages in training. Primarv training must surae to almost 30% to achieve this 20% obiective. This 
places additional capacity requirements on the primary training at Whiting Field as well as all aviation 
training at NAS Pensacola. OLF Goliad. if redirected for retention bv the Naw. will ~rovide excellent 
surge capabilitv for Strike training in South Texas at minimal cost. when and if UPT dictates. 

The option that uses Goliad as a Strike OLF with NAS Corpus Christi as a spill-over, touch-and- 
go and instrument approach site for T-2/T-45 while retaining T-44 Multi-engine training, is clearly the 
most effective utilization of the Navy's South Texas assets. The northern Military Operating Areas 
(MOAs) are preserved for the fiture while operating NAS Corpus Christi closer to capacity in its 
traditional utility mission. The costs and disruption to training of an unnecessary move of presently 
single-sited Navy 1 Air Force joint T-44 training is avoided. Spill-over TA-4/T-2 operations and limited 
C-5, C-9, T-1, T-39, T-37, T-38, Customs and USCG operations over the past 20 years are indicative of 
NAS Corpus Christi's versatility. The retention / redirect of Goliad as an outlying field avoids the 
potential AICUZ impact that concentrated jet touch-and-go operations could bring to NAS Corpus 
Christi while inexpensively covering a 20% surge requirement for both the T-45 and T-44. Finally, this 
option allows the real closure of a UPT base currently proposed by the Secretary of Defense BRAC 
recommendation. The South Texas Complex including OLF Goliad can train more Strike pilots for 
the 21st century than the Navy will have planes for them to fly. 
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NAS PENSACOLA COMPLEX 
CURRENT AND PROPOSED OPERATIONS 

Airfield ops at 
NASIOLF (XI 000) 

NAS PNS. 187,400 270,072 Complex includes NAS Pensacola and OLF Chocktaw OLF Chocktm 163,964 

600 
TOTAL OPS 341,385. 424,027 

562,38gk* 
r--------- 1 
1 (20% surge) i I 

I CHOCKTAW CAPACITY, FAA - 424,027 
I I I - I - I I - I - I I W I I I - I - I I I I I I - I . I ~ I I  

. 
PENSACOLA I CHOCKTAW CAPACITY, BRAC 95 DATA - 341,365 I IIIIIIII(I-III-IIII-.I-IIII-I-IIIII 

I 

I NFO Primary 
NFO Primary 

0 Y9 

Current 
20 July 94 PTR Itr. 

FY 97 * 
10 May 95 PTR Itr. 

BRAC 95 Proposal 
10 May 95 PTR Itr. 

* Under new pilot and naval flight officer requirements letter, Pensacola must absorb an over 200% increase in NFO training. rr 
W With this new requirement, there is inadequate capacity at the Pensacola complex to accommodate T-44 training. 

(NOTE: See backup data at conclusion of presentation) 
* Includes 20% surge (468,658 - 487,618 without surge) 



NAS CORPUS CHRlSTl COMPLEX 
- 

Airfield ops at 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED OPERATIONS 

900 NAS I1III1IIIII11~~IIIIIIIIIIII~II.1I1II11I111I1II11I1I CORPUS CHRIST1 COMPLEX CAPACITY WITH BRAC IMPROVEMENTS -- 883 036 OPS 

x' 
rt 
rt 

Current * 95 BRAC Community 
Cu 

B Proposal Proposal 
9 Complex includes NAS Corpus Christi, OLF Cabaniss, OLF Waldron, and Aransas County (currently leased) 
t-t 

A * 1993 Annual Operations Reflects Increase due to U.S. Air Force - OLF Goliad provides T-45 surge 
C-I 30s and 511 0195 CNO PTR letter capacity (see Attachment 5) 



COMMON SENSB , .  T 4 S  PTR- CAPACETY I 
SOUTH TCIXAS COMPLLX - 8IIMQLII SITE T*4S STRIKE PIW)MICTIOI OPTlOWS 

, a 
7 A 

a** 

r------ 1 

--I 63 Ir 
I Saturday (49 days) 1 

* 10 May 95 BRAC 93lJCSG BRAC 93 data * BRAC 951BSAT BRAC 93 data * 
P * rt FY 98 PTR on UPT * (with T44 and other testimony and 1393 (with T44 and other 

' requirement remaining missions) ops per T-45 PTR remaining missions) 

2 (with T44 and other 
ID 
tr remaining missions) * 
h 

* Assumes 1473 opsTT-46 StrlkelPTR 
UI - Aircraft shortages, not airfield capacity, In '981'99 will dlctate Saturday flylng to fill major share of surge requlrementa if and when they occur. 
Y 



SaUTI TEXAS COMPLEX - SIRQLII 8ITL STRIKE T M 4 5  PIYDDUCtlOll09T1DONS 

u. 

Beeville 

- BRAC 931JSCG on UPT 
* Current 

BRAC 951BSAT BRAC 93tJSCG on UPT BRAC 95lBSAT 
(with T-44 and other testimony (with T-44 and other testimony 

% Training remaining missions) (with T44 and other remaining missions) (with T-44 and other 
* Req. Itr - 
P remaining missions) remaining missions) 

Strike PTR B FY,, 
3 * 
6 

a - - Assumes worst case T-UT-46 and T-46 syllabi and 161 1 daylight opslPTR (BSAT estimate) - Aircraff shortages, not airfield capacity, in '981'99 will dictate Saturday flying to RII major share of surge requirements If and when they occur. 



DERIVATION DATA: 

FIGURE 1) T-45 CURRENT DELIVERY RATE AND IMPACT 

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOl 
T-45's on board 60 72 84 96 108 120 
Max PTR (T-45 constrained) * 187 224 262 299 336 374 
PTR Required (CNO ltr of 20 July '94) 319 336 336 336 336 336 
PTR Required (CNO ltr of 10 May '95) 3 19 336 360 360 360 360 

* 720 Flt hrs/T-45/YR and 23 IT-45 Flt hrs/PTR 

FIGURE 2) T-45 FIELD CAPACITIES 

K i n g d e  
Orange Grove 
Corpus Christi 
Total 

'93 BRAC Certified 95 BRAClBSAT CERT. 
195 164 
121 106 
121* - - 157 
437 427 

* Using very conservative 65 OPS/Hr. for T-45 - (93 data indicated 65 ops/hr for Orange Grove with no 
parallel runway) 



DERIVATION DATA (CONTINUED): 

WGURE 31 SUMMARY OF FIELD OPERATIONS REOUTRED FOR STRIKE PTR: 

Assumes T-2lT-45 Syllabus @ 1 5 1 1 OPSPTR. 
And T-45 only Syllabus @ 1473 OPSPTR 

Strike PTR 
336 (1) 
360 (2) 
379 (3) 
451 (4) 

OPS Required (5) OPS Required (6) 
T-ZIT-45 T-45 

Note (1) Reflects 20 July 94 CNO PTR LTR strike requirement for FY97. 
Note (2) Reflects recent 10 May 95 FY 98 Strike PTR requirement for FY98. 
Note (3) Includes E2lC2 Strike impact (19). Location of this training is currently in 

Pensacola and its future location and need with the introduction of full motiodvisual 
trainers is the subject of occasional debate and future planning in a world of decreasing 
h d m g  and aircraft assets. EUC2 PTR requirement did not change with the 10 May 1995 
PTR letter. 

Note (4) Includes a 20% surge. USAF uses a 12% surge and Navy's reluctance to address the 
retention of OLF Goliad as an additional NAS Kingsville OLF to be used and funded 
when and if required in the out years is baflhg. Aircraft shortages in '98P99 will 
necessitate Saturday flying. In South Texas it's apparent that we will run out of air planes 
long before there is a shortage of runway, airspace or OLFs. 

Note (5) 15 11 OPS/PTR reflects a weighted average T-45 and T-2tT-45 spli syllabust used by the 
BSAT. 

Note (6) 1473 OPSPTR reflects last T-45 certified 13 93 OPSPTR plus 80 detachment OPS. 
Recent syllabus change awaiting final OPNAV approval after BRAC proposes 13 85 
OPSRTR (Daylight) 



DERIVATION DATA (CONTINUED): 

FIGURE 4) SUMMARY OF FIELD OPERATIONS AVAILABLE TO GENERATE STRIKE PTR 
IN SOUTH TEXAS 

Site - 
NAS Kingsville (1 2.1 Hrs) 
NAS Kingsville (1 2.1 Hrs) 
OLF Orange Grove (1 1.6 Hrs.) 
OLF Orange Grove (1 1.6 Hrs) 
NAS Corpus Christi (12.1 Hrs.) 
NAS Corpus Christi (1 2.1 Hrs.) 
NAS Corpus Christi (1 2.1 Hrs.) 
NAS Corpus Christi (1 2.1 Hrs.) 
OLF Goliad (1 0.1 Hrs.) 
OLF BEEVIUE (1 0.1 Hrs.) 

Davlight OPS. 
229,416 (1) 
286,770 (2) 
148,457 (1) 
178,698 (3) 
280,394 (4) 
208,880 (5) 
19 1,496 (6) 
1 19,982 (7) 
129,260 
129,260 

Avail. T2/T45 PTR 
151 
189 
98 

118 
185 
138 
126 
79 
85 
85 

T45 PTR 
155 
194 
100 
121 
190 
141 
130 
81 
87 
87 

Note (1) Most conservative of all previous certified and historical data. NASMOD Study estimates 
NAS Kingsville / Orange Grove with continued occasional use of NAS Corpus Christi for 
spill-over instrument approaches and out-and-in flights charasteristic of the tempo of 
operations while the T-2/T-A4 operated at NAS Kingsville / NAS Chase Field will easily 
allow PTR production capability in the 350 range. 

Note (2) BRAC 93 Certified Data (1 00 O P S m  Daylight Capacity) 
Note (3) BRAC 93 Certified Data (65 0PSA-R Daylight Capacity) 
Note (4) Reflects JCSG on UPTFAA Advisory Circular capacity of 1 1 1 ops/hr, 3 18,3 14 (certified 

for Joint UPT Study) and reduced by 37,920 for HM, USCG, Customs, Army Depot, 
station aircraft and historical transient ops. Assumes runway extensions in 
BRAC95 proposal to 6000 FT (parallel runwav 13L extension will have largest 
impact on NAS Corpus Christi's jet Ops capacity). 

Note (5) Note 4 Plus T-44 required homefield OPS of 71,514 deleted from daylight operations 
available balance. 

Note (6) Reflects ultra-conservative OPS available of 229,416 used by BSAT with Note (4) 
deletions. 

Note (7) Reflects ultra conservative OPS available of 229,416 and deletes required homefield OPS 
to support T-44 (Note 5) plus Note 4 other tenant deductions). 





NAS PENSACOLA I. COMPLEX 
BRAC 98 PWPQSAL , .<  s IMPA@T IN FY 97 , ,  , , ,, A 

OPTION 1: CNATRAICTW-6 CERTIFIED DATA - IMPACT 
Complex includes NAS Pensacola and OLF Chocktaw * Total Ops Required: 578,758 

Daylight Ops 
Tvpe TnaIEvt Per PTR x 
E-UC-2 866 
Pri. NFO I21 
Int. NFO 111 

USAF 21 ., 
Adv. NFO 

TNIBN 113 
RIO 147 
OJN 113 
WSO 131 
ATDS E2-FRS 

TransienVTenanU 
Blue Angels (historical data) 
Data NASIOLF 

Multi-Engine (T-44) 

* Includes 20% surge 
** Assumes no USAF NFO training in T-34 

PTR FY 97 = 
36 
486** 
387** 
158 (USAF only) 

Total Daylight 
Ops Required 
31 , I  76 
58,806 
37,407 
3,318 



NAS PENSACOLA COMPLEX 
I 

BRAC 95 PROPOSAL IMPACT IN FY 97 
OPTION 2: BRAC 93lJCSG ON UPT SCENARIO RESPONSES1 ASSESSMENTS 

TRAINING AIR STATION CONFIGURATION MODELING DATA 
Complex includes NAS Pensacola and OLF Chocktaw * Total Ops Required: 585,141 

Daylight Ops 
Type TnaIEvt Per PTR x PTR FY 97 = 
E-2lC-2 744 (648,719,866) 36 
Pri. NFO 123 (120,121,130) 486** 
Int. NFO I I I (consensus) 495"" 

USAF 
Adv. NFO 

21 158 (USAF only) 
146 (90,167,181) 396 (no ATDS) 

Transiennenantl 
Blue Angels (historical data) 
(1 5,860, 39,378) 

Multi-Engine (T-44) 

* Includes 20% surge 
** Assumes no USAF NFO training in the T-34 

Total Daylight 
Ops Required 
26,784 
59,778 
37,404 
3,318 
57,816 



NAS PENSACOLA COMPLEX 
BRAC 95 PROPOSAL lMPACT IN FY 97 

OPTION 3: COMMON SENSE (CONSERVATIVE) - CNATRAlCTW-6 CERTIFIED DATA CONSIDERED 
JCSGITNG. AIR STATION MODEUHISTORICAL DATA 

Complex includes NAS Pensacola and OLF Chocktaw * Total Ops Required: 562,389 
Daylight Ops Total Daylight 

Type TngIEvt Per PTR x PTR FY 97 = OPS Required 
E-2lC -2 866 36 31 ,I 76 
Pri. NFO 121 486** 58,806 
Int. NFO 11 1 .. 337** 37,407 

USAF 21 158 3,318 
Adv. NFO 123 396 48,708 
Transiennenantl 
Blue Angels (historical data) 

(assumes reduced transient ops at Chocktaw by 35% 
15,860, 25,106, VICE 39,378) 41,966 

221,381 

Multi-Engine ( T 4 )  

* Includes 20% surge 
** Assumes no USAF NFO training in the T-34 Total 562,389 
NAS Pensacola Complex Capacity (including OLF Chocktaw) Field Om Deficit 

Alr Station Conflguratlon Model 340,356 222,033 
BRAC 95 Data 341,355 221,034 
FAA 424,027 1 38,362 



NAS PENSACOLA COMPLEX 
BRAC 95 PROPOSAL IMPACT IN FY 2000 

OPTION 3: COMMON SENSE APPLIED TO 10 MAY 95 PTR LTR. 
MODEUJCSG ON UPTI HISTORICAL DATA CONSIDERED 

Complex includes NAS Pensacola and OLF Chocktaw * Total Ops Required: 540,817 
Daylight Ops Total Daylight 

Type Tna/Evt Per PTR. x PTRFY 97 = ODS Required 
E-2/C -2 866 36 31,176 
Pri. NFO 121 434** 54,934 
Int. NFO 11 1 . 302** 33,522 

USAF 21 158(USAFonly) 3,318 
Adv. NFO 123 366 45,018 
TransientTTenanU 35,436 
Multi-Engine (T-44) 350 247,277 

NAS Pensacola Complex Capacity (including OLF Chocktaw) 
Air Station Configuration Model 340,366 
BRAC 95 Data 341,355 
FAA 424,027 

Field O m  Deficit 
200,461 
199,462 
1 1 6,790 

* Includes 20% surge 
** Assumes no USAF NFO training in the T-34 



1 F++ilit£c$ (cant.) R CLOSE BOW 

16. Give the maximum sortie generating capacity per year of your installation given the current aircraft 
mix and type at > ' ~ u f  installation, and consisteat with the training mission. 

1 
AIR OPS: Sherman Fidd using FAA criteria: parallek - max haurIy capacity would be 129 VFR & 

56JR and on single runway 68 VFR aad 51 ER 
rll 

* Madmum oumbcr d flight hri per y a r  we limit& by contractor rnahrenancc. Avillrblc nigh how 
I. ' d y  lffcected number of ranis available. S e a n 6  PAP -Mop r*r) & -4s~b ~,.j,+, Au,fior,M 
F0db4 .  - 
7. _Arc there any recomaenda.tions on how-to incrAd sortie senerating capachy and reduce the number 

ru4clrP cs 

t training . i i a t i o n s ?  lt so please explain. - 
I .  

CTW-6: Close NAS Meridian Mississippi and dmmmission Training AL Wing ONE. Move VT-19 
d Intumsdiae Strike, T-2C Aircraft) md Yf-7 (Advmccd Strike, TA41 a u d )  m Training Air Wing SM 

board N M  Pensamla. NAS Pcosacoia has the hanger space, ramp space, ofice space and airspace 
vailabls to sdeiy  and ehiciently conduct NFO Training, Advanced EUCZ training, Intermediate su*c 
.ainin.q and Advanced strike training concunentIy a?l it was previously accomplished hcrc throud 1985. 
rcvkus NCW .studies contain data for the T - 2 ~ ,  TA+J, and T-39 aircraft. scd 1- 

ABC OPS: Ccntraiized scheduling for squadrons ensuring even Spahg of operations diowiag 

1 ~ a ~ i m u m  use of 111 opsndng how innad. of 3 to 4'Wh hduq. (75% of daily Mc) and remainder of 
sy is slow. - 

CRAIG RE!T~JOLDS 12 LTUNE 1995 
CAPT. USN (Ret i red)  
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703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 21, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Loyd Neal 
Chairman 
South Texas Military Facilities Task Force 
P.O. Box 640 
Corpus Christi, Texas 78403 

Dear Chairman Neal: 

Thank you for your letter concerning Navy Pilot Training Requirements (PTR) and 
undergraduate pilot training capacity at south Texas naval air facilities. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided is beiig considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
Navy's undergraduate pilot training bases. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this issue during 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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CHAIRMAN 
SUBCOMMITTEE O N  CRIME 

COMMITTEE O N  
JUDICIARY 

COMMITTEE O N  . - -- 

BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERVICES 

SELECT COMMITTEE O N  INTELLIGENCE 

Eongrem of the Wnited  state^ 

June 13, 1995 

The Honorable Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

2266 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515-0908 

(202) 225-2176 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
SUITE 650 

605 EAST ROBINSON STREET 
ORLANDO, FL 32801 

(4071 872-1962 

RE: Navy Nuclear Power Training Command (NNPTC) and Other Orlando 
Interests. 

Dear Rebecca: 

Enclosed is a copy of the report on the three items of interest 
to Orlando which are in front of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (DBCRC) . Pursuant to our brief discussion 
when you recessed the hearing Monday morning, I want to call your 
special attention to some matters related to the Navy Nuclear 
Power Training Command (NNPTC) . 
The main point on NNPTC is that given the Navy's "best casew in 
real terms there is no money saved over 20 years by the move to 
Charleston. The one time cost of the Charleston move is $147 
million for new construction. Accepting all of the Navy's 
figures, $151 million net present value is recaptured over 20 
years by "operational savings." If the fiction of $162 million 
of cost avoidance based on not making the move to New London were 
removed from the computer models the break even year for this 
move to Charleston would be year 20. Keeping NNPTC in Orlando is 
only going to involve a one time cost of $8 million. The move 
makes no sense. 

Now let me take you through the details of this and the confusing 
numbers game the Navy is playing; it should be remembered that 
all of the COBRA runs are based on the fictional assumption that 
there is a $162 million cost avoidance in the "moverr from New 
London to Charleston or New London to Orlando. 

As you are aware the Navy has recently changed its estimated 
annual costs to operate the two schools which make up NNPTC if 
NNPTC were located at either New London or Charleston. These new 
numbers are much lower than previous estimates of annual 
operating costs. The annual costs associated with New London 
were originally $14.3 million and are now estimated to be $7.1 
million. The original estimate on Charleston was $11.5 million 
and is now $6.6 million. In response to earlier questions I 
submitted to the Navy it estimated the annual operating costs at 
Orlando if NNPTC stayed there to be $19.3 million. At no time to 
date has the Navy indicated that any of these estimates were 
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based on certified data, nor has the Navy provided any 
explanation or details of how the estimates were arrived at. As 
recently as last week I submitted a letter to the Secretary of 
the Navy expressly requesting a breakdown of how they arrived at 
these estimates. Obviously these numbers effect the 20 year cost 
savings reduced to net present value and are discussed on pages 
four and five in the enclosed report. 

The COBRA analysis discussed on page two of the report for 
retaining NNPTC in Orlando as reflected in the print out in 
Appendix A assumes that the annual operating costs at Orlando and 
Charleston would be the same. In this case Orlando would have a 
cost savings over 20 years at net present value of $157.5 million 
compared with Charleston's $71.1 million. The reason this COBRA 
run made this assumption is because in discussions with Navy 
personal at NNPTC in Orlando and the still existing staff at NTC 
Orlando I could not find any rational basis for the original 
estimated differences in annual operating costs let alone these 
new figures presented on Charleston and New London. 

But to put this in perspective I asked our folks to do a COBRA 
analysis comparing Charleston and Orlando on the basis of the 
Navy's latest estimates. The net result is that using these new 
figures brings the 20 year cost savings at net present value of 
redirecting NNPTC to Charleston up to $151.2 million from $71.1 
million. At the same time the differential presented between 
Charleston and Orlando in annual costs by this latest estimate 
would convert a $157.5 million 20 year savings by keeping NNPTC 
in Orlando to a $12.4 million cost over the twenty year period in 
net present value. I am enclosing for your reference the 
shortened version of two COBRA runs that reflect what I have just 
said. Also enclosed is a COBRA run on a move to Charleston that 
does not use the $162 million fictional cost avoidance so you can 
see the 20 years break even. 

Now before you jump to any conclusions I want to bring to your 
attention the bottom line that does not change in all of this 
juggling of annual operating cost estimates by the Navy. The 
onetime cost to locate NNPTC at Charleston remains $147 million. 
The onetime cost to keep NNPTC in Orlando remains $8 million. 
Does it make any sense to spend $147 million up front to 
reconstruct what we already have in Orlando when in real terms it 
takes 20 years to reach a break even on return o investment? I 
don't think so. 

Regardless of the Navy's new annual operating cost numbers I 
believe our case remains strong. At the same time I would 
certainly like to see the Navy's justification for the numbers 
they are using in their operating costs estimates in all three 
locations. I encourage you to prod DBCRC staff to help us get 
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the answers to the questions I have propounded relative to this 
matter. I am convinced the Navy won't be able to justify the big 
differences in its cost estimates. This number juggling is a 
distraction from the bottom line. Even with the Navy's best case 
for Charleston, there are no savings for 20 years. 

Thank you for reviewing these additional materials. Your 
continued interest and concern with regard to NNPTC is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

BILL McCOLLUM 
Member of Congress 
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June 13, 1995 

The Honorable Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: Navy Nuclear Power Training Command (NNPTC) and Other Orlando 
Interests. 

Dear Rebecca: 

Enclosed is a copy of the report on the three items of interest 
to Orlando which are in front of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (DBCRC) . Pursuant to our brief discussion 
when you recessed the hearing Monday morning, I want to call your 
special attention to some matters related to the Navy Nuclear 
Power Training Command (NNPTC) . 
The main point on NNPTC is that given the Navy's !!best caseN in 
real terms there is no money saved over 20 years by the move to 
Charleston. The one time cost of the Charleston move is $147 
million for new construction. Accepting all of the Navy's 
figures, $151 million net present value is recaptured over 20 
years by "operational savings." If the fiction of $162 million 
of cost avoidance based on not making the move to New London were 
removed from the computer models the break even year for this 
move to Charleston would be year 20. Keeping NNPTC in Orlando is 
only going to involve a one time cost of $8 million. The move 
makes no sense. 

Now let me take you through the details of this and the confusing 
numbers game the Navy is playing; it should be remembered that 
all of the COBRA runs are based on the fictional assumption that 
there is a $162 million cost avoidance in the llmovell from New 
London to Charleston or New London to Orlando. 

As you are aware the Navy has recently changed its estimated 
annual costs to operate the two schools which make up NNPTC if 
NNPTC were located at either New London or Charleston. These new 
numbers are much lower than previous estimates of annual 
operating costs. The annual costs associated with New London 
were originally $14.3 million and are now estimated to be $7.1 
million. The original estimate on Charleston was $11.5 million 
and is now $6.6 million. In response to earlier questions I 
submitted to the Navy it estimated the annual operating costs at 
Orlando if NNPTC stayed there to be $19.3 million. At no time to 
date has the Navy indicated that any of these estimates were 
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based on certified data, nor has the Navy provided any 
explanation or details of how the estimates were arrived at. As 
recently as last week I submitted a letter to the Secretary of 
the Navy expressly requesting a breakdown of how they arrived at 
these estimates. Obviously these numbers effect the 20 year cost 
savings reduced to net present value and are discussed on pages 
four and five in the enclosed report. 

The COBRA analysis discussed on page two of the report for 
retaining NNPTC in Orlando as reflected in the print out in 
Appendix A assumes that the annual operating costs at Orlando and 
Charleston would be the same. In this case Orlando would have a 
cost savings over 20 years at net present value of $157.5 million 
compared with Charleston's $71.1 million. The reason this COBRA 
run made this assumption is because in discussions with Navy 
personal at NNPTC in Orlando and the still existing staff at NTC 
Orlando I could not find any rational basis for the original 
estimated differences in annual operating costs let alone these 
new figures presented on Charleston and New London. 

But to put this in perspective I asked our folks to do a COBRA 
analysis comparing Charleston and Orlando on the basis of the 
Navy's latest estimates. The net result is that using these new 
figures brings the 20 year cost savings at net present value of 
redirecting NNPTC to Charleston up to $151.2 million from $71.1 
million. At the same time the differential presented between 
Charleston and Orlando in annual costs by this latest estimate 
would convert a $157.5 million 20 year savings by keeping NNPTC 
in Orlando to a $12.4 million cost over the twenty year period in 
net present value. I am enclosing for your reference the 
shortened version of two COBRA runs that reflect what I have just 
said. Also enclosed is a COBRA run on a move to Charleston that 
does not use the $162 million fictional cost avoidance so you can 
see the 20 years break even. 

Now before you jump to any conclusions I want to bring to your 
attention the bottom line that does not change in all of this 
juggling of annual operating cost estimates by the Navy. The 
onetime cost to locate NNPTC at Charleston remains $147 million. 
The onetime cost to keep NNPTC in Orlando remains $8 million. 
Does it make any sense to spend $147 million up front to 
reconstruct what we already have in Orlando when in real terms it 
takes 20 years to reach a break even on return o investment? I 
don't think so. 

Regardless of the Navy's new annual operating cost numbers I 
believe our case remains strong. At the same time I would 
certainly like to see the Navy's justification for the numbers 
they are using in their operating costs estimates in all three 
locations. I encourage you to prod DBCRC staff to help us get 
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the answers to the questions I have propounded relative to this 
matter. I am convinced the Navy won't be able to justify the big 
differences in its cost estimates. This number juggling is a 
distraction from the bottom line. Even with the Navy's best case 
for Charleston, there are no time savings for 20 years. 

Thank you for reviewing these additional materials. Your 
continued interest and concern with regard to NNPTC is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 



COBRA REALIGNMENT W R f  (COBRA 6.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  l8:52 12/11/1991, Report Created 10:03 06/13/19915 

Departmnt : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS t o  Olarleoron 
Scenarf o ? i l c  : F: \~RS\XFER\COBRAS\UW\DONE\NPSCHAS~.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : t:\USERS\XFER\COBM\NAW\N%W.SFF 

Net costs (W) Constant 
1996 ----  

M i  (Con 56,979 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 2,200 

Do l la rs  
1997 . 1998 ----  .-.- 

43,728 43,728 
0 0 
0 4,194 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

TOTAL 59,179 43,?28 47,922 -5,015 -11,740 -11,740 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ..-- 2000 - - - - .--- --.- --a. 

2001 
--a- 

POSlTlONS ELlHIWATED 
Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 o o o a o 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Redirect Navy Nuclear Pouer School frcm SUBASE NLON t o  WEPSTA Charleston. 

Tota 1 
..a*- 

144,434 
0 

13,799 
0 

-38,100 
2,200 

To ta l  --.-- 

Beyond -...-- 
0 
0 

960 

Anma( 80s n c n - p y r o l t  costs d i f f e r e n t i a l  from CHAS t o  ORL o f  S12.7m 
show as recurr ing savings a t  CHAS. (519.3-%.6=$12.7) 

Excludes S162mn NLON cost avoidance 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUnnARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data  As Of l8:52 12/11/1994, Report Created 10:OS 06/13/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS t o  Charleston 
Scenario F 1 t e  : F : \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSCHAS4.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i Le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAW\N95CUOWSFF 

Costs (SK) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - -  -.-- 1998 .--- 1999 .--- 2000 .--. 2001 - - - -  

H i  [Con 56,979 43,728 43,728 0 0 0 
Person 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 4,19C 7,685 960 960 
Hov i ng 0 0 0 0 0 0 
H i s s i o  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 2,200 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 59,179 43,728 47,922 7,685 960 960 

Savings ( S K I  Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 --.. - - * -  

n i  l t o n  0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
H i s s i o  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 0 12,700 12,700 12,700 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

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

38,100 
0 

Beyond --.--- 
0 
0 

960 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ----.. 
0 
0 
0 
0 

12,700 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SAUARY (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 14:36 06/12/1995 

OWrtlWnt : NAVY 
Option Package : IPS stays fn Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\WwE\NP5011L4~CBR 
Std Fc t rs  f i Le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAW\N95@!.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l y e a r  : 1996 
R O I  Year : Never 

NPV In 2015(SC): 12,425 
1-Time CostCSK): 8,125 

Net Costs ( S K I  Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 
- - a -  .--- 

M i  lCon 683 -118,897 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 21 21 
Moving 0 0 
n i s s i o  0 0 
Other -5,025 -4,371 

TOTAL -4,321 -123,247 -39,162 14,553 1C,412 13,480 

1996 1997 . 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - * -  - - - -  - - - *  - - - -  .--- --.. 

POSITIONS ELlMlNATEO 
Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 D 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sunnary: . . . . . . . . 
RETAlN Navy Nuclear Power School and NUCFLDASCOL ORLANDO 

Includes $162 m i l l i o n  cost avoidance and 
S12.7 m i l l i o n  in annual recur r ing  805 costs f rm greater operations costs 
i n  O r  l a d o  (S19.3-%.6=S12.7) 

Tota l  .---- - 156,544 
0 

2,642 
0 

38,100 
-10,483 

Tota l  
--.-* 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 

839 
0 

12,700 
0 



COBRA REAIIGMWENT SUMUARY CCOBRA ~ 5 . 0 6 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995. Report Created 14:36 06/12/199S 

0-epartnnt : NAVY 
option Package : NPS stays in  Orlando 
Scenrrto F f l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAW\DOWE\NPSORL4.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N%OW.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dol lars 
1996 - - - -  1997 ---. 

Mi Icon 3,107 1,223 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 21 2 1 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 3,128 1,244 

Savings 

Mi \Con 
Person 
Overhd 
novi ng 
Wissio 
Other 

TOTAL 

(SK) Coostant Dol lars 
1996 1997 --.- 

2,426 120,120 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

5,025 4,371 

Total  
- - - * -  

162,544 
0 
0 
0 
0 

10,483 

173,027 

Beyond .-.-.- 
0 
0 

839 
0 

12,700 
0 

13,539 

Beyond -..-.- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 



MBRA REALIGNMENT W R Y  (COOIA vS.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  l8:52 12/11/1994, Report Created 14:37 06/12/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS t o  Charleston 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAW\DONE\NPSCHAS4.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i Le : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N95aclaclSFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l y e a r  :I996 
ROI Year : 1997 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015(SK): -151,223 
1-Time Cost(SK): 146,634 

Net Costs (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 ---. .--- 

M i  Icon 54,555 -76,392 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
f4ov i ng 0 0 
Miss io 0 0 
Other 2,200 0 

2001 lotr  1 .... .-.-. 
o -11,109 
0 0 

960 13,799 
0 0 

,12,700 -38,100 
0 2,200 

TOTAL 56,755 -76,392 7,922 -5,015 -11,7&0 -11,740 -40,210 -11,740 1 
1996 1997 
- * - -  --.a 

1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
.--* - - - -  .-a- ---. -- - - -  

POSITIONS ELlMlNATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
t i v  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Redirect Navy Nuclear Power Schoot from SUBASE NLON t o  UEPSTA Charleston. 1 
Annual 80s non-payrol l  costs d i f f e r e n t i a t  f ran  CHAS t o  ORL of S12.7mn 
shown as recur r ing  savings a t  CWAS. ($19.3-%.6=S12.7) 

SCENARIO 116 



COBRA REALlGNMENT fllWARY (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:52 12/11/1994, Report Crrrtd 11:37 06/12/1995 

D e p a r t m t  : MAVY . Option Package : NPS t o  Charleston 
Scenar l o  F f Le : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\IAW\DWE\NPSCHAS6 .CUR 
Std Fctrs Fi L *  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAW\N950).fFF 

Costs (SK) C o n r t n t  Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  

M i  lCon 56,979 63,728 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Hissio 0 0 
Other 2,200 0 

TOTAL 59,179 43,728 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1996 
.-a- 

M i  (Con 2,624 
Person 0 
Ova r hd 0 
Movf ng 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dot lars 
1997 --.- 

120,120 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

T o t a l  
.a*-- 

1U,434 
0 

13,799 
0 
0 

2,200 

160,433 

Total 

162,54L 
0 
0 
0 

38,100 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 

960 
0 
0 
0 

960 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 

12,700 
0 



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. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 8. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill McCollum 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative McCollum: 

Thank you for forwarding to me information concerning the Navy Nuclear Power Training 
Command (NNPTC). I have shared the information with my fellow Commissioners and I 
appreciate 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, concerning the estimated costs to move NNPTC fiom Orlando, Florida to 
Charleston, South Carolina, will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of 
the Secretary of D e f w ' s  recommendation on NNPTC. 

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

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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Columbus, M S  39703-1 11 1 
(601) 328-0301 Fax (601) 328-0880 

June 6, 1995 

LTC Merrill Beyer 
Air Force DOD Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and ReaIigment Commission 
1 700 North Monroe Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Colonel Beyer: 

Enclosed are a couple of thoughts for your consideration as you continue to 
review the myriad of data and attempt to turn it into meaningful, relevant, 
accurate information. 

I appreciate your willingness to consider our input and taking time to 
address our concerns. 

Fred ~ a ~ s l e t t  

FH/sh 
Enclosures 



In Staff Analysis two, airspace comparisons were made for "owned/scheduled" airspace only. 

However the data for low level routes was not changed to reflect a consistent comparable 

bases. To provide a consistent analysis 'Ithe number of military training routes available" 

should be changed to "number of military training routes owned/scheduled." Using the 

analysis the number of training routes would reflect: 

Columbus Laughlin Reese Vance 

10 14 6 9 

Also, in staff analysis two, 85 points were assessed for the criteria "percent of sorties 

CXLIRESCHD." On the other hand the "Sortie Planning Factor" was assessed 30 points. 

There has been some discussion at the regional hearings regarding the use of the planning 

factor in the Joint Analysis rather than the actual sorties canceled/rescheduled, with the 

implication that the "sorties canceled/rescheduled" was a more accurate figure. The 

"percent of sorties canceled/rescheduled" is based on one year of historical data. The "Sortie 

Planning Factor" is based on 5 years of historic data and is revised each year. Even more 

reliable is the weather attrition factor in the 1993 Air Force Data Call which was based on 

10 year averages. Weather professionals have said that a nine to ten year history of weather 

data is needed to develop reliable trends. Considering the larger data base, the 93 data is 

the most accurate analysis. Since both factors considered is the Staff Analysis are based on 

historical weather data, one criteria regarding sortie loss/rescheduled should be used, the 

one with the longer data base. Consequently, 115 points should be assigned to the 93 Data 

Call Weather Attrition. 

During this process data of the four primary pilot training bases has been analyzed along 



with Randolph Air Force Base data. Randolph currently does not conduct Undergraduate/ 

Specialized Pilot Training. Consequently to include Randolph data skews data factors that 

are influenced by the type of flying being accomplished. Since the training at Randolph is 

by rated pilots, the weather requirements to accomplish training are different and affect 

such factors as "percent of sorties canceledlre~cheduled'~ and the "sortie planning factor." 

To obtain the purest analysis between bases of like mission, Randolph data should not be 

directly compared to similar (but not the same) factors of bases conducting SUPT/UPT. 

I respectfully request that these matters receive consideration by you and your staff, as you 

continue with your difficult responsibilities. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADC~UARTERS SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFMC) 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE. TEXAS 

MEMORAMIUM FOR DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
ATTN: Mr. Jim Owsley 
1700 N Moore St Ste 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

\ \ 

FROM: SA-ALC/FM 
100 Moorman S t  Ste 2 
Kelly AFF3 TX 7824 1-5809 

SUBJECT: Jet Engine Test Cell Capability 

1 General Curtis asked me to send tlus to set the record straight regarding engine test cell 
capability at Tinker AFB. During your visits to Kelly AFB, we briefed that Tinker does not 
currently have the capability to test the jet engines repaired here. While both Tinker and Kelly 
have four large universal test cells, the equipment for each center was built by different 
manufacturers. For thus reason, adapters would have to be purchased, or their test cells would 
have to be reconfigured to use our adapters. Furthermore, testing of the T56 engine requires a 
specific test configuration which includes either a slave propeller or a dynamometer, neither of 
which is available at Tinker AFB. 

2. With the hU ramp-up of the Two Level Maintenance (2LW transition to the depot and the 
closing of the F100 engine 2LM second source of repair, the test cells at both Kelly and Tinker 
will be saturated. In either case, consolidation of the total engine workload at a single center 
would require a significant investment. 

3 The bottom line is that with the current configuration, neither Kelly nor Tinker can test all 
Air Force jet engines. However, with modifications, additional facilities and equipment, and a 
substantial taxpayer investment, either depot could accommodate the requirement. 

PHILLIP W. S~EELY. s ~ s .  USAF 
Director 
Financial Management 
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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: 

During the hearings on Wednesday, several commissioners made reference to depot 
closure scenarios that can be implemented at lower cost and with greater forecast savings than 
those estimated by the Air Force. From their remarks, I gather that these scenarios may include 
different assumptions about personnel reductions, unemployment compensation, and other 
factors. 

You know my concern over the budgetary impacts of closures of depot installations. 
Consistent with that, I am concerned that the scenarios developed by your staff may include 
assumptions that decrease costs but are not capable of implementation. I believe that any scenario 
developed by your staff should be provided to my BRAC staff for review and comment, and ask 
for your assistance to ensure we have this opportunity before your deliberations commence. 
Major General Blume is my point of contact for this effort. 

I continue to appreciate the dedication and fairness displayed by your Commission and 
your staff and appreciate this opportunity to continue our cooperative work. 

Sincerely, 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX - - 

GEN J. 6 .  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

June 19, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
The Pentagon, Room 4E87 1 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Commission's continuing review of the 
realignment or possible closure of Air Force air logistics centers. Over the past four months, the 
Commission has spent a great deal of time reviewing this issue. Each of the five air logistics 
centers has been visited by four or more Commissioners. 

Since March 1, our respective staffs have worked assiduously and very closely together on 
the analysis of the Air Force's downsizing proposal, as well as alternatives that would involve the 
closure of one or more air logistics centers. In numerous meetings with Major General Blume, 
Mr. Ron OK, Mr. John Beech, and other senior members of your staff, the Commission staff has 
outlined the alternative assumptions about personnel reductions and upfiont costs that the 
Commission is considering in the course of our analysis of this issue. I have directed the 
Commission staff to make sure that this ongoing dialogue continues over the next several days. 

I want to take this opportunity to thank you and all of the members of your staff for the 
outstanding support and cooperation we have received from the Air Force over the past four 
months of the Commission's work. 

Sincerely, 
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Facsimile Cover Sheet 

To: Madelyn Creedon 
Organization: Base Closure & Realignment 

Commission 
Phone: 703-696-0504 

Fax: 703-696-0550 

From: David J. Berteau 
Company: Corp Vice President, SAlC 

Phone: 703-821 -4574 
Fax: 703-821 -261 9 

Date: June 15, 1995 
Pages including this 

cover page: 7 

Message: 
Madelyn: 
In accordance with our meeting with you, Alex, Jim, et al. last week, I offer the 
enclosed as proposed language for the NAWC-AD, Indianapolis. There is a 4-page 
issue paper, one page of rationale for the proposed language, and the proposed 
language itself. Please call me to discuss if you need to. Thanks. 

Dave Berteau 
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ISSUE PAPER ON PRIVATIZATION 

N A V A L  AIR WARFARE CENTER - INDIANAPOLIS 

The Depuzment of Defense h a  proposed closing the Naval Air Wu-farc Ccnter 
(NAWC) in Indianapolis, rcducing thc tlumbcr of dcfcnsc civilial employees, and 
tl.cinsfcrring the remaining employees 10 locations ai Crane, Indiana. Lake, 
Calil'ornia, and Paruxent River. Ma~yland. The Mayor. of ll~diarlapolis has ofSerrecl a 
counter-plvpusal that would result in reducing at least the samc ~li~rrrher of crnployccs, a1 a 
lower c o s ~  to the DoD, and with increased savings. The ceniral. aspect of' this proposal is 
thc cstahlishmctlt of a public-privatc patttle,sship, known as thc Public-Priva~e Partnership 
Alternative, part of which would he conlposed of Navy civilian personnel and part ot 
which would he privati7cd. The City of Indianapolis would assume ownership of thc 
building and the risk of the private vcnture. Two key issues have heen raiseil with respect 
to this proposal. This paper attempts to address those issues, but it is not intundcd to hc a 
dciinitivc cxpiatlation of or rationale for thc proposal itsclf. 

Ctrrl d ~ e  Bnsu CLo~urr rriltl Ret~lignmnt Cotrzmission chn~zgp the Defense Drpartrnent'.~ 
reconunencicltion and direct t h ~  Public-Privott? Pflrtner~hip Alternlrri\v ay part ofir.s 
rrct~mmer~chtions? 

The charter of Lhe Base Closure and Realignment Commission is to review thc 
recornmendations of the Smretaly of Defense and to altcr thcm if it finds Lhat ihe Secretaly 
has "devialed substantially" tiom the Secretary's own military lilrct: st~ucturc plan or from 
the legally-1.equirrd eight criteria by which base closures arc sclcckd. What ctrnstilutes a 
suhsunlial deviation has never been defined and is essentially dctennined by a votc of  he. 
commission in its final meetings. In thc p a t ,  thc Commission has developed a iitldit~g of 
substiintiid deviation whenever it has made a changc to thc Sccrctary's recommenda~ion, 
wheiher that change is large (as in rejecting a proposal to close) or small (aq In modilying 
the proposal and mtaining somc portion of activities that the Secretta~y had prnpnscd 
moving). Themfore, thcrc is clcarly prcccdcnt for the Commission to change the Dcfc.nsc 
Departmenl's rwommendations, if they have a basis for a finding of substan(ia1 deviation. 
III thc cuc  of thc NAWC-AD, Indianapolis, such a basis clearly mists. bath with respect iv 
military value criteria a~tl cost and savings criteria. 

The issue of whether the Com~njssinn can dirccr thc implementation of the Public-Pt-ivarc 
Partnership Alternative as part of its recommendations is mosc cotnplcx. First, there is the 
question of the extent to which thc Commission's charter covers the implementation of 
c1osurt.s. Second, privati~aiion is but one of the i~nplementation alwrnatives ror activities 
affected by a basc closurc. Third, the Navy Dep;urmrnt originully opposcd thc idca ol' Ihc 
Commiwion's making any changes to its original recom~nendation. so thc Commission 
could have lo lake a position in direct opposition ro thc Navy's expressed wishes. 

Regarding the first question, on thc extent to which the Commission's c h u t ~ r  c o v e r b  the 
implcmcntation ofclosures, the Com~nission has set numcrous prccedenlh thal directly 
affect implementation. For institnce, the Co~nmission approved the Secretary's 
recornmenciation in 1993 to closc thc Charleston Naval Shipyard in South Carolina, hut the 
Commission went on LO direct that DoD establish a ncw facility in Charleston, houslng the 
new consolidated Navul Electronic Ccntcr, and dircctcd thc Dcfcllse Depat-tment lo rclain 
"Charlcston Naval Starion and Naval Shipyard fi1cilitic.s that are deemed necessary LO 
establish or support" this center. 
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Regarding privutization, the Commission has only one specific precedent in i ts  previous 
 recommendation^. In 1993, the Secretary recornlnended closing the Aerospace Cuidancc 
and Metrology Cenler at kht: Newark AFB i n  Newark, Ohio. The Secrelilry's 
~ycornrnendalion I'urlher said, "somc workload will movc to othcr dcpot mainenLance 
activities including the private sector. We anticipale that nlosr will hz privatized in place." 
The Commission's final rccomrncndation did not includc that last scntcncc, directing only 
that the AGMC "will be closed; some workload will move ro other depoi maintenance 
activiti~q including thc private sector." The Cotnmission's recommendarion spccilically did 
not direct privati~ation in place. 

Subsequent actions by the Air Force havt: yet to lead to successful privatization at the 
AGMC, and some ohsctvcrs havc concluded that thc Air Forcc may bc morc interested in 
moving workload to cxistirlg Defense Depwtnlent maintenance depots. Non-Air Forcc 
workload is being withd~awn fmm the AGMC, ant1 [he contract c~ptions aviiil;thle will not 
supporl the development of additional commercial and othcr workload to make privati/atiun 
profitable for both DoD and the contractor. 

Based on this prcccdcnr, onc can concludc that thc Commission should havc suengthened 
its recommendation in order to support the very outcome that the Department of DL-fcnsc 
had proposed in thc iirst placc. Othciwisc, privatizatio~i will havc a difficult timc 
succeeding. 

Finally, regarding the Navy Department's oppositic~n to the idea of the Colninission's 
making any changes to the original sccammcndation, it is u.wful to look at previous 
examples wherc the Commission and the Navy disagreed 011 the wording of 
recommendations while agreeing on the desired outcome. For example, in 1993 the 
Secretary proposed closing Navd  Station Staten Island in New York. and the Commission 
agreed. One concern about the closure w.fi the housing being constructed iindcr pl-ovisions 
of law known as Section 801 and thc potcnual costs ofcarly tc,rminaiion ol' the construction 
contract and property leases. The Commission. having reviewcd this vely issue in thc 
1991 base closure round, obtained oral and written commitments rrom that Navy that the 
housing would bc rctaincd. Accordingly, thc Cotnmission's rccommcndation spccificd that 
the Navy "retain f;imily hoosing located at Naval Stiltion, St;ttcz.n Island, as ncccssasy " 

Within wmks of the Commission's f ind vote, and even beforc final congressional actiun uf 
rhc hasc closurc rcpon had bccn taken. the Navy issued a stop-work order and tenninarcd 
thc Icascs. Ultimately thc scttlcmcnt cost well over $1 (X) million. Noi c~nly wel.e thesc 
costs left out ol' the base closure analysis, on promise of the Navy that thcy would not he 
incurred, but the Cornmission's spmitic direction appears to have been igrlurzd by thc 
Navy. Accordingly, when [he 1995 Commission n1ake.s its rccommcndations, ir should 
ensurc ihal ~ h c  wording is suong arid clear cnough tv bruok no  alkniative result. 

This analysis shows that h e  Commission can and has changed thc Secretary's 
recommendations, and that the Commission needs to be sure that its lccommcndarions are 
worded with surficient specificity tu bc canied out. The Commission has ollen dirccktl 
actions that could bc dccmcd implcmcnlalion, and whcn Lhc Coni~llission has failed to bc 
specltic in the wording ol ' iu recommendalions. the DoD has taken courscs of action char 
are not consistent with the Commission's own xcommcndations. 
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Undcr the Public-Private Partnership Alternative, there would need to he one or marc 
contracis that would enahlc the private portion of the NAWC lo pcrftxln work fur lhe Navy 
and other govanunent cusromcrs, whilc still pnnit t ing thc growth of ~ o r n m o ~ ~ c i a l  and olhcr 
business. Thc question is both what kind of contractual arrangement would be neetled I'or 
Lhc Public-Private Pal-tnership Alternative to work and whcther any changes in law or 
regulation would need to bc. lnacle in order to support such arratlgcments. 

It is important to sttcull h a t  thc basis uf the Public-Private Pa~m~ership Alternative is the 
need for and value of preserving the intcgrated pruducl teams that ~n&e up the NAWC 
workforce today. Under the terms of the proposal, thcsc inkgrated product k a m s  would 
be preserved through a combination ol' publtc scctor workers to sct rquirements. manage 
conu-acts, and inkrfacc with program managers. and private: scctor workers to pe~fc,nii 
engineering and technical services. Rclatin~is he1wee.n thc public sector workers and thc 
resl of thc DoD program management community would be governcd by existing illtenla1 
regulations. Work would he assigncd to the privale sector side of the new entity via task 
orders undcr a contract. 

One way in which thih kind of contractual arrangcmcnt wcwltl work would hc as follows. 
The Navy would award a contract for engince~ing and kchnical services. in accordance 
with [he types of workload currently performed at the NAWC. This contract would pelmic 
work to be assigned under t u k  orders to thc winning contractor. The Navy would be 
under no obl~gation to providc any level of guaranteed workload tu the private cntity, but i t  
would bc cxpec ted that workloat1 would he performed a1 u corn petitivc pt-icc by the new 
private entity. 

All available busilless and financial data suppurl tht: conclusion that the private entity would 
hc cxtscmely competitive, and the City or Indianapolis is willing tc) Lake the risk by 
suppo~'ting the Public-Private Parulership Altelnativc;. In addition, pcr~nitting the privatc 
cntity to erform work for other government and comlnercial custurners would Curthcs 
enhance R 0th the finallcia1 and husincss viability and ihe technological expertise available 10 
the Dcfense Dcpartrrrcnt. 

The Navy would n x d  to malie iu drawdown schedule consisktll wilh thc schcdulc for 
establishing the Public-Private Pat-tncrship Altemalive and for the contrrlct award . 
Specifically, the Navy would need to leave workload and employees in place for thc timc it 
~ o v k  to wrilc, award, and begin to exccutc the contract ~ l o t d  abovc. Thc Navy should bc 
p ~ p a r c d  to support the Public-Privatc Par~ncrshxp Al~e,rnativc until thc decision i s  rnatlc: o n  
conwact award, and then lo lnovc NAWC personnel only if the ncw pnvatc cntity fails to 
perf'orm. 
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The Public-Privatc Partnership Altc.rnativt: can succeed. There is  ample prec.edenr I'or lhe 
Base Closure and Rc.alignmen~ Comrnissic~n to approvc a secommendationi that supports the 
Alkmalive. and thc develop men^ and award of a contract to suppc)rt this proposal would 
requirc no change to exisling law or regulation. Success will require, howcvcr, that thc 
Depa-tment 01' Defensc and the Navy agree to the following stcps: 

A. Support the Allcrna1ivc it1 the Bast: Closurt: and Realignment Commission's final 
delikrations. 

B. Agree ro dcvclop and award a blankct ordcl-ing agreement or si~nilar  contract for the 
s i x ,  scope, and complexity of workload that the NAWC cuncntly pert'i)~ms. 

C. Agree to coordinate, thc drawdown of the workl'orce at thc NAWC with the schedule for 
establishlllg the Public-Private Partnership Alkrna t iv~  and the award ol a conuaci. 

D, Pcrmit the new private enticy to irnplcmznt prwess changes lhal will improve wi~r.kllow 
and increase efliciency and cffcctiveness, as well as  use Lhe faci1itic.s for cxpanding work to 
ir~clude commercial and other Defense Department work. 

Under these circumsmccs, thC Aiblic-Private Parlnership Alternative cat1 rcducc DoD 
cos~s and incrcassc savings over the Navy's own basc. closurc proposal, while retaining the 
value of intcgratcd product development learns and increasing the flow of new technology 
hctwccn tht: defense and commc.rcia1 scctors. 
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BRAC Language - NAWC-AD, Tndianapolis 

Racionalc: 

The Comm~ssion cul find suhsuntial deviation based on the cliteria ol'military value 

(cri~ction 1) becsuse the Navy awardcd zcro militruy value poinls lor functions that thcy arc 

hudgcting $50  million to movc. If the Navy had scored thaw milikwy value poiilts 

properly, then the NAWC-AD, Jndianapolis, would Likcly havc not k e n  eligible LO cloce 

under military valuc criterion 1. Further, under critcria 4 and 5 ,  the 01-igind cosl and 

savings estimates significantly undereslimatc thc costs and overstate ihe savings. 

Givcn thc finding o l  suhstmtial deviation, the Colnlnission can and sho~dd  rcdilcct the 

recommcndatioll to accomplish the followitlg ob-jcctives: 

a. Close the facility and transkr Ihc property, facilities. and cyuipmcn~ lo a properly- 

authorized local jurisdiction; 

h. P~sel-ve the inkgra~ed product c a n s  tluough u Public-Privae Pal~ncrship Altelnative; 

c. Retain the necessary puhlic swtor cmployes  at the current sire Lo support thc tlccessaly 

functions oL' requirements, contract administration and manngcmcat. and progran 

managcmcnt ,and intc~facc; 

d. Privatize the ~ m a i n i n g  workforce and workload, under contract wi1.h tht: Navy at the 

c u l ~ e ~ l t  sik: 

e. The Navy should award a coiltract for work consisknt with [he currcnl and futurc. 

f'unded workload pcrformc,d by the NAWC-AD. Indianapolis (this determines thc sizc, 

complexity. and scopc of the potential workload, hut conlains no commiuncnt of a spmiiic 

guarm~nteed workload level); 

f. 'l'he Navy will pose no obsiaclc,~ to thc ncw privatc entity pelfilming other work as well, 

including commercial and other government work; 

g. It' the Public-Privalc Partnership docs not pe~fomnl to Navy custuniel- standai-ds, then the 

Navy is frcc. to movc wot-kforce and functions. 

The accompanying wording of rhc ~ c c o m m e n t o  reflects thc abovt: desired ohjectivcs. 
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BR AC Proposed Language 

The Cornnlission finds that the Secretary of Defense has deviated 

substantially from Criteria 1 ,  4, and 5. 

Close the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC), Aircraft Division, 

Indianapolis, Indiana. Consistent with accurnplishirlg Curlded Defense 

Department workloads, retain the necessary functions along with the 

assoc.iated personnel, equipment, and support in Indianapolis, unclcr tht: 

direction of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), Crane, Indiana. 

Transfer real property, facilities, and equipment to the appropriate 

local jurisdiction, with provisions to accommodate the retained government 

workforce and to perillit non-defense and commercial work at the current 

site. Privatize the remaining workforce and workload, under contract with 

the Navy at the current site. Following the first 12-month period after the 

Navy awards the contract, the Secretary of Defense should evaluate the 

performance of the contractor. If the Secretary determines that the 

performance of the partnership fails to meet the requirements of the  

contract, then the Navy may relocate the remaining government activities. 
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Joe Urtwerth 

@= - County Executive flm St. Charles County 

June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Colnmission 
1700 North Moore St., Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

AS the presiding elected officials in the St. Louis. Missouti region, we are WI-iting on behalf 
of the iriitiative which seeks to prevent the closur-e of ATCOM. 

We are convinced that mainlaining ATCOM intact and at its present location in St. Louis 
will assure milita~y readiness, essential to the Army's effectwe operation, and will prevent 
the elimination of thousands of highly skilled jobs 117 the St. Louis Metropolitan Area. The 
St. Louis defense Task Force, in conjunction with the Missouri legislative delegation, has 
done an outstanding job in documenting the fact that the Artny's recommendation to 
disestablish ATCOM and relocate the function is flawed. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know from the St. Louis defense Task Force subm~ttals to the 
commission, the results of their research conclude that the Army's recommendation to 
disestablish ATCOM has 110 merit. Their cost savings figures are insupportable. Our 
congressional delegation is adamantly opposed to the closure of ATCOM. They 
understand that maintaining ATCOM intact and in St. Loiris 1s vital to the military being able 
to effectively carry out its missions. 

Thank you for your consideration of the submittals to the commission by the St. Louis 
Defense Task Force, and of our support on behalf of maintaining ATCOM intact and in St. 
LOUIS. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Ortwerth 
County Executive 
St. Charles County, M 

100 North Third Srrccr Suite 31.8 Saint Charles. Missouri 63301 
Phone 3 14-949-75'70 Fax 3 14-949-752 1 

... 
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Mr. Buzz Westfall 
County Executive 
St. Louis County 
100 North Third Street 
Suite 3 18 
Saint Charles, Missouri 63301 

Dear Mr. Westfall: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Aviation Troop Command, Missouri. As you 
may know, Chairman Dixon has recused himself from participating in any discussion affecting 
ATCOM. 

The Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under consideration for 
closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you provided on 
ATCOM was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its recommendations to 
downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

July 8, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE Mr. Joe Ortwerth 

County Executive 
St. Charles County 
100 North Third Street 
Suite 3 18 
Saint Charles, Missouri 6330 1 

Dear Mr. Ortwerth: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Aviation Troop Command, Missouri. As you 
may know, Chairman Dixon has recused himself from participating in any discussion affecting 
ATCOM. 

The Comrnission completed its final deliberations on military bases under consideration for 
closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you provided on 
ATCOM was atrefidly considered by the Comrnission in making its recommendations to 
downsize the nation's military in£kastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

David S.  led 
Staff Director 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

July 8, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Freeman Bosley, Jr. 
Mayor, The City of St. Louis 
1200 Market Street 
Room 200 
St. Louis, Missouri 63 103 

Dear Mayor Bosley: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Aviation Troop Command, Missouri. As you 
may know, Chairman Dixon has recused himself fiom participating in any discussion affecting 
ATCOM. 

The Commission completed its find deliberations on military bases under consideration for 
closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you provided on 
ATCOM was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its recommendations to 
downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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(<E I IR (<E  MILLER .- 

GEORGE MILLER 
~ T H  DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

2 2 0 8  RATBURN Hdu;6 OFFICE ~UILOING 
WA~WINGTDN. DC 20.3 15-0607 

1202) 226-2095 

DI\NIEL WEISS 
APMINI$TR*TIVE ~SZISTANT 

Congceea of the Wniteb Q t a t e ~  
- 

CMAI~MAN Bouee of %epre$entatibe$ 
COMMlrTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES - madbinaton, B$ 20515-0507 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 

June 15, 1995 

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

DISTRICT OFFICES 

367 CIVIC DRIVE, X 14 
PLLA:*NI HILL. CA 0 4 6 2 3  

1610) 802 -1880  

MARY LANSING 
Ol'j.TAIC7 OIRECTOR - 
3 2 2 0  BLUME o h  

SUITE 2 8 1  
RICHMOND. CA 9 4 8 0 6  

(6 101 282-8600 

1407 TENNESSEE 57. 
V r ~ ~ e m .  CA 9 4 0 9 0  

1707) 846 -1880  - 
m (2021 226-1304 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

The Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) will begin final deliberations on the base 
closure list in the coming days. Point Molate, located in my district in Richmond, California, will 
be considered as a part of that list. The Cornmission stafTrecently received correspondence from 
the City of Richmond (dated 6/12/95) stating its posilion regarding the closure of the facility. I 
fully support the City's request to remain on the closure list and be considered separate from the 
other facilities under the command of FISC Oakland in Alameda and Oakland. 

Though Pt. Molate is under the comniand of FISC Oakland, i t  is quite dift'erent and separate from 
the other facilities under that  command. It is geographically distant from the other facilities, will 
become excess property at an earlier date, September 30, 1995, and is not s part of the existing 
lease agreements at the Oakland and Atameda facilities. 

The City ofRichmond has sole jurisdiction over the property at Pt. Molate. Mayor Rosemary 
Corbin has already initiated discussions with relevant pi~blic agencies and affected community 
organizations concerning the future use of the property. Those ongoins conversations will 
continue under the official reuse group, once formed, to determine the best way to redevelop the  
property and revitalize the  local economy. 

Thank you for your attention to Pt. Molate. Though small compared to other bases you will be 
considering for closure, it holds great potential for revitalizing the economy of the city of 
Richmond. 

L~L-  
GE GE MILL R, M.C. 
7th District, California 

l'hlNlf0 ON IlrCYCLED PAPER 



GEORGE MILLER 
~ T H  DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

2205 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

367  CIVIC DRIVE. # 14 
PLEASANT HILL, CA 94523 

(510) 602-1880 
WASHINGTON, D C  205 15-0507 

(202) 225-2095 

DANIEL WElSS 
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 

&ongre818: of $e Nniteb Otate81 
- 

CHAIRMAN Bouee of %epre$entatibe$ 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES @Iae'fiington, BQC 205 15-0507 - 

COMMITTEE O N  EDUCATION A N D  LABOR 

June 15, 1995 

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

MARY LANSING 
DISTRICT DIRECTOR 

3 2 2 0  BLUME DR. 
SUITE 28  1 

RICHMOND, CA 94806 
(5 10) 262-6500 

TTY (202) 225-1904 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

The Base Realignment and Closure Comnission (ERAC) will besin final deliberations on the base 
closure list in the coming days. Point Molate, located in my district in Richmond, California, will 
be considered as a part of that list. The Commission staff recently received correspondence from 
the City of Richmond (dated 6/12/95) stating its position regarding the closure of the facility. I 
fully support the City's request to remain on the closure list and be considered separate from the 
other facilities under the command of FISC Oakland in Alameda and Oakland. 

Though Pt. Molate is under the command of FISC Oakland, it is quite different and separate from 
the other facilities under that command. It is geographically distant from the other facilities, will 
become excess property at an earlier date, September 30, 1995, and is not a part of the existing 
lease agreements at the Oakland and Alameda facilities. 

The City of Richmond has sole jurisdiction over the property at Pt. Molate. Mayor Rosemary 
Corbin has already initiated discussions with relevant public agencies and affected community 
organizations concerning the fbture use of the property. Those ongoing conversations will 
continue under the official reuse group, once formed, to determine the best way to redevelop the 
property and revitalize the local economy. 

Thank you for your attention to Pt. Molate. Though small compared to other bases you will be 
considering for closure, it holds great potential for revitalizing the economy of the city of 
Richmond. 

7th District, California 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable George Miller 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

June 21, 1995 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 

Dear Representative Miller: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the City of Richmond's position 
relative to the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot. I appreciate your interest in the future of Point 
Molate and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot is under the command of the Fleet and 
Industrial Supply Center (FISC) Oakland, which was added to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
military activities under consideration by the Commission for closure or realignment during the 
Commission's May 10 hearing. The Commission will commence its final deliberations on June 
22, in Washington, D.C. I appreciate your concerns regarding the f h l  disposition of the 
property at the Point Molate Naval Fuel Depot should FISC Oakland close and understand your 
obligation to consider alternative uses for the installation. 

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

Sincerely, 



(United States Air Force Auxiliary) 

DAVID E. MULLINS. I LT. VIRGINIA PACHNER, 1LT. MICHAEL FOX, CAPT. 
~ r l l o o  Canmondcr Adminiamlive Omcct Deputy Canmnndcr 
Ccnmnunicatioaa Officer SIfcty Oficer Pmcrgcacy Scrvicc 
(216) 199-4570 (216) 793-3903 016) 793-5%5? 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite # 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22208 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I would like to take this opportunity to express our concerns in 
reference to possible realignment or closure of the Youngstown ~ i r  
Force Reserve Base. I regret my inability to have met with you on 
your recent tour of the facility. 

Base officials, both past and present, have extended to the Civil 
Air Patrol an incalculable amount of assistance. We have been 
provided office and meeting facilities, training facilities, 
military instructors, and military transportation, whenever needed 
and appropriate. Assistance has not only been provided to our 
squadron, but also to Group I11 and IV, to the Regional Chaplains 
Staff College, and to the extended community in general. Without 
the enthusiastic and thorough assistance of the Air Force, our 
routine and emergency services within Ohio and western Pennsylvania 
would suffer drastically. 

This assistance and leadership has been a major factor in Squadron 
3 0 4 ' s  capability and readiness. In 1993, Ohio Wing Headquarters 
issued our squadron the Most Improved Squadron Award, and in 1994, 
the Ohio Wing Squadron of the Year Award- Most recently in May 
1995, National Headquarters awarded the squadron the Squadron of 
Merit Award; we were recognized as one of the best squadrons in the 
entire nation. We have worked hard to demonstrate our capabilities 
in supporting the Air Force, other emergency service organizations 
and our local communities. However, our success in doing so could 
not have been accomplished without the direct and indirect 
assistance of the personnel and facilities at the Youngstown ~ i r  
Force Reserve Base. In working with other military installations, 



I have never been afforded the enthusiastic support and assistance 
rendered here. And this support only seems to be increasing with 
the passage of time. 

With the impending closure of Rickenbacher facility and Wright 
Patterson ~ i r  Force Base being unable to provide facilities, the 
Ohio Wing Headquarters may have to consider the Youngstown base as 
the only other Air Force facility available and capable of 
supporting a headquarters. The Youngstown Air Force Reserve Base's 
centralized location is capable of providing near field services to 
four major metropolitan areas: Youngstown-Warren, Cleveland, Akron 
and Pittsburgh. It is strategically located between Buffalo, New 
York and Minnesota facilities. Its distant services are even now 
provided throughout the nation and world. 

In conclusion, my squadron and I are opposed to any closure or 
realignment actions with respect to the Youngstown Air Force 
Reserve Base. We ask you to remove this base from any further 
consideration of closure. 

Respectfully, /-----. 
I 

~a?Wt-$. Mullins, 1 L t .  
Squadron commander 
1915 Laurelwood Place 
Youngstown, OH. 44515 

cc: The Honorable William Clinton, President 
The Honorable John Glenn, US Senator 
The Honorable Michael Dewine, US Senator 
The Honorable James Trafficant, US Congressman 
The Honorable George Voinovich, Ohio Governor 
Maj. General Robert McIntosh, Chief of the USAFR 
Col. Bernard Pieczynski, USAFR/910AW 
File. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .' - --' . f  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 b ~ ! , ~ r i  L:;. :- I:,- 9$b6/~-J3# / 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 20, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

F i  Lieutenant David E. Mullins 
Squadron Commander 
Civil Air Control 
304 Squadron, Ohio Wing 
19 1 5 Laurelwood Place 
Youngstown, Ohio 445 15 

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

Dear Lieutenant Mullins: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Minneapolis-St. Paul Air 
Reserve Station (ARS). I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission 
staff 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 affkcting any Illinois base that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reserve Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago OYHare Air Reserve Station. 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 Minneapolis-St. Paul ARS will be 
l l ly  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 infrastructure. 

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

Sincerely, 

m : c m c  
Enclosure 
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1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
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First Lieutenant David E. Mullins 
Squadron Commander 
Civil Air Patrol 
304 Squadron, Ohio Wing 
191 5 Laurelwood Place 
Youngstown, Ohio 445 15 

Dear Lieutenant Mullins: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for th 
Reserve Station (ARS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my 
Commission &and it will be carefully 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 
fkom this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reserve Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve Station. 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-Warren 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 infrastructure. 

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

Sincerely, 

AJD:cmc 
Enclosure 
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June 5, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman & BRAC Commissioners phw3 rafi3 
Defense Base Closure & Re-Alignment Commission witm W@X? 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

\7 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon & Commissioners: 

On behalf of the nearly 250,000 residents of Lackawanna County, please find enclosed 
thirty-five (35) resolutions adopted in support of the Tobyhanna Army Depot by the 
County Commissioners of Lackawanna County, the City Council of The City of Scranton, 
dozens of local municipalities, as well as numerous County School Districts, all urging 
the BRAC to 'Keep the Bestu! Each of these resolutions support the mission of the 
Tobyhanna Army'Depot, and its nearly 3,600 employees. 

You have seen the outpouring of community support demonstrated on behalf of our 
region's largest employer, the Tobyhanna Army Depot, both here, on June 1, 1995, as 
well as in Boston, at the BRAC Hearings, this past Saturday, June 3, 1995. Undoubt- 
edly, you have seen first-hand (and heard at the BRAC Hearing) that closure of the 
Department of Defense's most cost-effective and efficient maintenance facility does not 
make military, or economic, sense. The Tobyhanna Army Depot is specifically designed 
to perform a high-tech electronics mission, a mission they have met for forty years. 

After a thorough review of all of the facts and testimony, we know that you, and your 
fellow commissioners, will make the right decision, in terms of our tax dollars and 
military preparedness, and retain the Tobyhanna Army Depot as the Army's highest- 
rated depot and the Department of Defense's most cost-effective and efficient 
maintenance facility! Thank you, and God Bless America. 

Sincerely, 

Richard M. Jones, Vice-President 
Community Development 

cc: Austin J. Burke, President, Greater Scranton Chamber of Commerce 
Anna Cervenak, Chair, "Keep the Best" Task Force, c/o EDCNP 

222 Mulberry Street I P.O. Box 431 / Scranton, Pennsylvania 18501 / (717) 342-7711 / FAX: (717) 347-6262 



RESOLUTION 

W H E R E A S ,  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 

WEIEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a provcn 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 

than 3,500, is the largest employer in Northeastern Pennsylvania, and 

WHEREAS, its annual economic impact in the area exceed $400 million, 

and 

W H E R E A S ,  the closure of this facility would be damaging to the 

readiness of our Armed Forces and devastating to the quality of life and regional 

economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE,  BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commissioners 

of the County of Lackawanna Pcnnsylvania do salute the patriotism, skill and dedication 

of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the continued 

operation of this modern, well-maintained and technologically-sophisticated defense 



RESOLUTION NUMBER 8-95 

WHEREAS: Tobyhanna Army Depot  employs a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1,500 
Lackawanna County  d e d i c a t e d  men and women, and 

WHEREAS: Tobyhanna Army Depot I s  t h e  l a r g e s t ,  most 
p r o d u c t i v e  and c o s t  e f f i c i e n t  ma in tenance  f a c i l i t y  i n  t h e  
Depar tment  o f  Defense,  and 

WHEREAS: Tobyhanna Army Depot has a  p r o v e n  r e c o r d  o f  
s u p p o r t  t o  o u r  Armed Fo rces  and has d e m o n s t r a t e d  t h i s  
c a p a b i l i t y  i n  numerous o p e r a t i o n s  o f  t h o s e  Armed F o r c e s  
f r o m  t h e  1 9 5 0 ' s  t o  t oday ,  and 

WHEREAS: Tobyhanna Army Depot ,  w i t h  a  t o t a l  work f o r c e  o f  
more t h a n  3,500 I s  t h e  l a r g e s t  emp loyer  I n  N o r t h e a s t e r n  
P e n n s y l v a n i a ,  and 

WHEREAS; I t s  annua l  economic Impact  i n  t h e  a r e a  exceed 
$400 m i l l i o n ,  and 

WHEREAS: t h e  c l o s u r e  o f  t h l s  f a c i l i t y  wou ld  be damaging 
t o  t h e  r e a d i n e s s  o f  o u r  Armed Fo rces  a n d . d e v a s t a t i n g  t o  
t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  and r e g i o n a l  economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we The A b i n g t o n  Township  Boa rd  o f  
S u p e r v i s o r s  do s a l u t e  t h e  p a t r i o t i s m ,  s k i l l  and dedication 
o f  t h e  p e r s o n n e l  o f  Tobyhanna Army Depot and e x p r e s s  o u r  
s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  modern, w e l l -  
m a i n t a i n e d  and t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y - s o p h i s t i c a t e d  d e f e n s e  
f a c i  I  l t y .  

ADOPTED t h l s  1 3 t h .  day o f  F e b r u a r y  1995. 

I IIE2EbY CLLTIFV THAT THE F0E;EGOING I:; A T R E  
AND COR2ECT CCPY CF RZSQLUTION 111'0. 8-95 'JIiICH 
'dAS PVLP LDGI TED AT rZ IIEGVLEIR M:I:?TING OF THS 
BOAXI) OF SUPLRVISC.RS Or' TI!L TOWIJSHIF OF ABINGTCN 
DVLY HZLD THE 1 3 t h .  CAY OF FER2UARY 1995. 

LINSEI? ST. CR 'TARY Y 



BOROUGH of ARCHBALD 

400 CHURCH STREET 
ARCHBALD. PA. 18403 TELEPHONE (717) 876-1800 

RESOLUTION 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOROUGH OF ARCHBALD, LACKAWANNA COUNTY, 
PENNSYLVANIA- 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 
Lackawanna County dedicated men and women and among them residents 
of Archbald Borough, 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 a 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 
than 3,500, is the largest employer in Northeastern Pennsylvania, and 

WHESREAS, it's annual economic impact in the area exceeds $400 
million, and 

WHEREAS, the closure of this facility would be damaging to the 
readiness of our Armed Forces and devastating to the quality of life 
and regional economy. 

NOW, THEREFORE, we, the Borough Council of the Borough of Archbald 
do salute the patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of 
Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the continued operation 
of this modern, well-maintained and technologically-sophisticated 
facility - 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Barough Council of the Borough 
Archbald held on February 15, 1995. 

n 

President, 

Secretary 



RESOLUTION NO. 9-95 
BLAKELY BOROUGH COUNCIL 

WHEREAS a Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately I. 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 a 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 than 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 devastating to the quality 
of life and regional economy, 

NOWD THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED. 
that the Members of the Blakely Borough Council do salute the 
patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army 

----- 
Depot and express their support for the continued operation of this 

' -hnnl n a i c d l l - c a t  defense 



RESOLUTION 

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 a 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 
than 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 devastating to the quality of 
life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we Carbondale c own ship , do salute the 
patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army 
Depot and express our support for the continued operation of this 
modern, well-maintained and technologically-sophisticated defense 
facility. 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Board of supervisors of 
Carbondale Township held on March 2, 1995. 

TOWNSHIP OF CARBONDALE 

Frank R. qapkg ehairman 
w 

-J!sc~i b& 
George Buchinski, Chairman 

ATTEST : 



RESOLUTION 1 - 1995 

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 a 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 than 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 devastating to the 
quality of life and regional economy. 

NOW, THEREFORE, we the Clarlcs Green Borough Council, do 
salute the patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel 
of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the 
continued operation of this modern, well-maintained and 
technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

CLARKS GREEN BOROUGH 

ATTEST: 



BOROUGH OF CLARKS SUMMIT 
Resolution 95-09 

Resolved this 1st day of March, 1995 by the Borough 
council of Clarks Summit, County of Lackawanna, 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot employs 
approximately 1,500 Lackawanna County residents, and 

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot is the largest, 
most productive and cost efficient maintenance facility in 
the Department of Defense, and 

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot has a proven 
record of support to the United States Armed Forces and 
has demonstrated this capability in numerous operations of 
those Armed Forces from the 1950's to the present time, 
and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work 
force of more than 3,500, is the largest employer in 
Northeastern Pennsylvania, and 

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot has an annual 
economic impact in the area exceeding $400 million, and 

WHEREAS, the closure of this facility would be 
damaging to the readiness of the United States Armed 
Forces and devastating to ther quality of life and 
regional economy. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of 
the Borough of Clarks Summit, County of Lackawanna, 
~ennsylvania, do salute the patriotism, skill and 
dedication of the personnel of the Tobyhanna Army Depot 
and express our support for the continued operation of 
this modern, well-maintained and technologically- 
sophisticated defense facility. 

EDWARD M. BUSH, SR. 
Council President 

APPROVED : 

f March, 1995. 

Mayor; Borough of Clarks Summit 
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Resolution 95-09 
March lst, 1995 

ATTEST : 

I March, 

Adopted at a Regular Meeting of the Clarks Summit 
Borough council, *his 1st dav of 

G. VONES SR. 
Borough ManagerISecret 

seal Y"$.\-- /A 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot  employs  approx ima te ly  1,500 Lacltawanna 

County  ded ica t ed  men  and women,  and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Dcpot  is t h e  l a rges t ,  mos t  product ive  and c o s t  

e f f i c i en t  ma in tenance  fac i l i ty  in t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of Defense ,  and  

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot  has  a proven record  of suppor t  of our  

Armed  F o r c e s  and  has  demons t r a t ed  th is  capabi l i ty  in nurnerous opcra t ions  of 

t hose  Armed  Forces  f rom t h e  1950's t o  today,  and  

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Arrny Depot ,  with a to t a l  work f o r c e  of rnorc than  

3,500 is t h e  l a rges t  employer  in Nor theas tern  Pennsylvania,  and 

I 

WHEREAS, i t s  annual  economic  i m p a c t  in t h e  a r e a  exceed  $400 million, and 

WHEREAS, t h e  c losure  of th is  fac i l i ty  would b e  damaging t o  t h e  readiness  

of our  Armed  Forces  and  devas t a t ing  t o  t h e  qual i ty  of l i fe  and  regional  economy.  

NOW, THEREFORE,  w e  Council  of t h e  Borough of Dunrnorc d o  s a l u t e  t he  

pa t r io t i sm,  skill and dedica t ion  of t h e  pc r sonr~c l  of Tobyhanna Army Depot  and 

expres s  our suppor t  for  t h c  continuccl opera t ion  of this  rrlodcrn, wcll-rnaintaincd 

and tcchnologically-sophisticatcd dcferisc racili ty .  



WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 
Lackawanna County dedicated men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot is the largebt, most productive and 
cost efficient maintenance facility in the Department of Defense, 
and 

.WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a 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 
than 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 devastating to the quality of 
life and regional economy. 

NOW THEREFORE, we the Elmhurst Township Board Of Supervisors do 
salute the patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of 
Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the continued 
operation of this modern, well-maintained and technologically- 
sophisticated defense facility. 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Elmhurst Township Board of 
Supervisors held on February 7, 1995. 

BY THE BOARD 

ROBERT HILLBORN, CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST 

Y5imww4 t& 
LPNN F IDIA~, SECRETARY 



L A C K A W A N N A  C O U N T Y  

J E R M Y N ,  P E N N S Y L V A N I A  

MAILING ADDRESS 

440 JEFFERSON AVE. 
JERMYN. PA. 18433 

RESOLUTION 9 /-YJ/ 

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 Defenseland 
WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a proven record of support to 

our Armed Forces and has demonstrated this capability in numerous 
onerations of those Armed Forces from the 1950 ' s  to todayland 

WHEREAS,Tobyhanna Army Depot,with a total work force of more than 
3,500,is the largest epployer 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 devastating to the quality of life 
and regional economy. 

NOWfTHEREFOREt BE IT RESOLVED, that the Jermyn Borough Council of 

County of Lackawanna Pennsylvania do salute the patriotism,skill and 

dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our 

support for the continued operation of this modern,well-maintained and 

technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Jermyn Borough Council of 

Lackawanna County held on February 8,1995 . 

JERMYN BOROUGH 1 # 

ATTEST 

A-a- 
Deborah Morcom 
BOROUGH MANAGER 
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RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 
Lackawanna County dedicated men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot i s the largest, most productive 
and cost efficient maintenance facility in the Department of Defense, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a 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, w i th  a total work force of  more 
than 3,500, is the largest employer in Northeastern Pennsylvania, and 

WHEREAS, i t s  annual economic impact i n  the area exceed $400 
million and 

WHEREAS, the closure of this faci l i ty would be damaging to  the 
readiness of our Armed Forces and devastating to the quality of life and 
regional economy, 

NOW , THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Supervisers of the 
township of La Plume, of the County of Lackawanna Pennsylvaniado salute 
the patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army 
Depot and express our support for the continued operation of this modern, 
well-maintained and technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

ADOPTED a t  a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisers of La 
Plume Township held on February 9, 1995. 



LEHIGH TOWNSHIP 
LACKAWANNA COUNTY 

HC 1, BOX 2 3 8 8  
THORNHURST, PA 18424  

(717) 842-4273 

RESOLUTION NO. 2-95 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

WHEREAS, Tobylianna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 
Lackawanna County dedicated men and women, arid 

WHEREAS, Tobylianna Army Depot is tlie largest, most produc- 
tive and cost efficient maintenance facility in the Department of 
Defense, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyiianria Army Depot has a proven record of support 
to our Armed Forces and lias demonstrated tliis capability in 
numerous operations of tliose Armed Forces from tlie 1950's to t:oday, 
and 

WHEREAS, Tobylianna Army Depot, with a total work force of more 
than 3,500, is tlie largest emplojrer in Nortlieastern Peririsylvania , 
and 

WHEREAS, its annual economic impact in tlie area exceeds $400 
million, and 

WHEREAS, tlle closure of tllis facility would be damaging to tlie 
readiness of our Armed Forces and devastating to tlle quality of life 
and regional economy. 

NOW, THEREFORE, we, tlie Supervisors of Leliigli Tot?risliip, do 
salute tlie patriotism, slcill and dedication of tlie persorlnel of 
Tobylianna Army Depot and express our support: for the cont;iriued 
operation of tliis modern, well-maintained and t;eclinologically- 
sopllisticated defense facility. 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of tlie Board of Supervisors of 
Leliigli Townsllip held on Marcli 9, 1995. 

LEHIGH TOWNSHIP SUPERVISORS: 

K G -  
Elaine F. Evans, Cliairman 

Attest: f- 

.'-,, /; 
ta,..3..--td ( (, - \ : .. 7) ! -;di , k h - h l  t b . ,  \ :?b, David A. Smitli 

Kim D. Grab, 
Secretary < .  

6t, ' ~ r .  / 
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Borough of Mayfield 
hlunicipal Building 
739 Pen11 Avenue 
hfayfield, Penrlsylvar~ia 18433 
(717) 876-4391 

.JOSEF'II I,. PIWOWARSKI 
h ln  ynr 

F'TM,LIS A. JASKOWIEC 
Srrrrtnry 

A m .  JAMES J. O'CONNOR 
Al~rnhnrnqrrn. Mornn & Con~hoy. P (' 

Scrlicilrrr 

Resolution #I84 

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 a 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, 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of more 
than 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 devastating to the 
quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we, Mayfield Borough Council members, do salute 
the patriotism, ski1.l and dedication of the personnel 
of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the 
continued operation of this modern, well-maintained 
and technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

ATTEST 
Council President 

(SEAL) 

February 8, 1995 

Date 



RESOLUTION OF THE 
BOROUGH OF MOOSIC 

NO. q 1995 

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 
1,500 Lackawanna County dedicated men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 44 
dedicated Moosic 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 a 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 

WEEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of 
more than 3,500, is the largest employer in Northeastern 
Pennsylvania, and 

WHEREAS, its annual economic impact in the area exceeds 
$400 million, and 

WHEREAS, the closure of this facility would be damaging 
to the readiness of our Armed Forces and devastating to the 
quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we the Council of the Borough of Moosic 
do salute the patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel 
of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the 
continued operation of this modern, well-maintained and 
technologically sophisiticated defense facility. 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Council of the Borough 
of Moosic held on February 14, 1995. 

BOROUGH OF MOOSIC, 
LACJAWANNA COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

ATTESTED: 
~$L-~BU 

Dolores B. fure 

secretary 
Examined and approved this day of February, 1995. 



NEWTON TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
RESOLUTION 95-1 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1500 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 a proven record of support to our Armed 
Forces and has demonstrated this capability in numerous operations of those Armed 
Forces fkom the 1950's to today, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of more than 3500, 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 devastating to the quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, The Newton Township Board of Supervisors do salute the 
patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express 
our support for the continued operation of this modern, well-maintained and 
technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

& a  ~ 9 9 5 -  
Date 

Melissa Weber 

a/.,/ 9.3- 
Township SecretaryITreasurer 



RESOLUT l ON 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1,500 
Lackawanna County  d e d i c a t e d  men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot i s  t h e  l a r g e s t ,  most p roduc -  
t i v e  and c o s t  e f f i c i e n t  ma in tenance  f a c i l i t y  i n  t h e  D e p a r t -  
ment o f  Defense,  and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a  p r o v e n  r e c o r d  o t  sup- 
p o r t  t o  o u r  Armed Forces  and has demons t ra ted  t h i s  c a p a b l -  
l i t y  i n  numerous o p e r a t i o n s  of t h o s e  Armed Forces  f r o m  t h e  
1950 's  t o  t o d a y ,  and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot,  w i t h  a  t o t a l  work f o r c e  o f  
more t h a n  3,500, i s  t h e  l a r g e s t  employer  i n  N o r t h e a s t e r n  
P e n n s y l v a n i a ,  and 

WHEREAS, i t s  annua l  economic impact  i n  t h e  a r e a  exceed 
$400 m i l l i o n ,  and 

WHEREAS, t h e  c l o s u r e  o f  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  wou ld  be damaging t o  
t h e  r e a d i n e s s  o f  o u r  Armed F o r c e s  and d e v a s t a t i n g  t o  t h e  
q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  and r e g i o n a l  economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we, t h e  M a y o r / C o u n c i l  f o r  O l y p h a n t  Borough 
do s a l u t e  t h e  p a t r i o t i s m ,  s k i l l  and d e d i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  p e r -  
sonne l  o f  Tobyhanna Army Depot and e x p r e s s  o u r  s u p p o r t  f o r  
t h e  c o n t i n u e d  o p e r a t i o n  o t  t h i s  modern, w e l l - m a i n t a l n e d  and 
t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y - s o p h i s t i c a t e d  de fense f a c i l i t y .  

# 

P r e s i d e n t ,  / 



RESOLUTION 
RANSOM TOWNSHIP 

lJ4CKll\k1<ANNA COUNTY 
' PENNSYLVANIA 

NUMDER 5L5- / 4 

ABOPTW 7 . - b  - 9'-c 

I 

I 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximate19 1,500 
Lackawanna County dedicated men and women, and I 

' I 

I 
I I' 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot is the largest, most productive I '  
1 

andd cost efficient maintenance facility in the Department of , 

I I defense, a'nd I , 1 
I 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a proven record of support , 
to our Armed Forces and has demonstrated this capability in ! 
nuperous ,operations of those Armed Forces from the 1950's to 
today , ,  and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of 
more than 3 , . 5 0 0 ,  is the largest employer in Northeastern I 

Pennsylvania, and i I 

I I 

WHEREAS, its annual economic impact in the areea exceeds $400 
million, and I 

I WHEREAS, the closure of this facility would be damaging to 
the readiness of our Armed Forces and devastating to the , I 

quality of life and regional economy, 
, ,  I 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors I 

of Ransom Township, Lackawanna County, Pennsylvania do sa,lute,the 
p'atriotism, skill and dedication of the personnellof I 

Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the 
continued ooperation of tthis modern, well-maintained and 
technologically-sophuisticatd defense facility, ' I 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Board o f  Supervisors of I 

ll~anlsom township held on March 6, 1995. 
3 ,  , , 

1 

I 

RANSOM TOWN'sHIP SUPERVISORS 

I 
1 

HENRY J ~ N &  

ATTEST: 



ROARING BROOK TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

BLUE SHUTTERS ROAD. R.R. 2, BOX 2170, MOSCOW. PA 18444 PHONE (717) 842-6080 

RESOLUTION #647  

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 
Lackawanna County dedicated men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot i s  the  l a rges t ,  most p roduct ive  and 
cos t  e f f i c i e n t  maintenance f a c i l i t y  i n  the  Department o f  Defense, 
and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a proven record o f  support  t o  
our Armed Forces and has demonstrated t h i s  c a p a b i l i t y  i n  numerous 
operat ions o f  those Armed Forces from the  1950's t o  today, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, w i t h  a t o t a l  work f o r ce  o f  more 
than 3,500, i s  the  l a r g e s t  employer i n  Northeastern Pennsylvania, 
and 

WHEREAS, i t s  annual economic impact i n  the  area exceeds $400,000, 
and 

WHEREAS, t he  c losu re  o f  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  would be damaging t o  the  
readiness o f  our Armed Forces and devastat ing t o  the  qua1 i t y  o f  
l i f e  and reg iona l  economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we, the  Supervisors o f  Roaring Brook Township, do 
s a l u t e  the  pa t r i o t i sm ,  s k i l l  and ded ica t ion  o f  the  personnel o f  
Tobyhanna A r m y  Depot and express our support  f o r  the  cont inued 
opera t ion  of t h i s  modern, wel l -maintained and techno log ica l l y -  
soph is t i ca ted  defense f a c i l i t y .  

Chai rman 

& (&I-$&/ 
Vice Chai rman 



RESOLUTION # R-95-2-8 

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 Depart- 
ment of Defense, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a 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 devastating to the 
quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,that the Supervisors of 
the Township of Scott, Lackawanna County Pennsylvania do salute 
the patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhan- 
na Army Depot and express our support for the continued operation 
of this modern, well-maintained and technologica l ly-sopl l i s t ica ted  
defense facility. 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Board of Supervi- 
sors of the Township of Scott held on February 8, 1995. 

TOWNSHIP OF SCOTT 

MICHAEL 
G 

DAVID FRON, SU~ERVISOR 
ATTEST: 



A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF 
TAYLOR SUPPORTING THE LACK2 WANNA COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS IN THEIR EFFORT TO HELP SECURE THE 
FUTURE CONTINUED OPERATIONS OF THE TOBYHANNA ARMY 

DEPOT. 1 

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 a 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 than 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 devastating to the quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we the Council for the Borough of Taylor do salute the patriotism, 
skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support 
of the continued operation of this modern, well-maintained and technologically- 
sophisticated defense facility. 

DULY RESOLVEDAND ADOPTED, this 8th day of February 1995, by the Council of 
the Borough of Taylor, Lsrckzwanna County, Pennsylvania, in l a h l  session duly 
assembled. 

ATTEST: 

~ a ~ l i r  Borough Council 



THROOP BOROUGH RESOLUTION # 3 OF 1995 

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 than 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 devastating to the quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Council of the Borough of Throop 
of Lackawanna County Pennsylvania do salute the patriotism, skill and dedication of the 
personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the continued operation of 
Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the continued operation of this modern, 
well-maintained and technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

ADOPTED at a special meeting of the Throop Borough Council of Lackawanna County 
held on February 9, 1995. 

President of Throop Borough Council 

SEAL Mayor of Throop Borough 
e, 

Elaine Morrell 
AdministratorISecretary Throop Borough 



RESOLUTION 

W H E R E  AS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs 
approximately 1,500 Lackawanna County dedicated men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot is largest, most 
productive and cost efficient maintenance facility in the Department of 
Defense, and 

WHERE AS,  Tobyhanna Army Depot has a 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 than 3,500, is the largest employer in Northeastern 
Pennsylvania, and 

W H E R E  AS , its annual economic impact in the area 
exceeds $400 million, and 

W H E R E  AS , the closure of this facility would be damaging 
to the readiness of our Armed Forces and devastating to the quality of life and 
regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Council of 
the Borough of Vandling, Lackawanna County, Pennsylvania do salute the 
patriotism, skill, and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot 
and express support for the continued operation of this modern, well- 
maintained and technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

ADOPTED, at a regular meeting of the Borough Council of 
Vandling held on February, 14, 1995. 

BOROUGH OF VANLX+JG 

MARY'PIJCL~L, PRES. OF COUNCIL 

SUSAN E. COLEMAN, SECRETARY 

SEAL 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employees 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 a 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 than 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 devastating to the quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Abington Heights School District does salute the patriotism, skill and 
dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the continued 
operation of this modern, well-maintained and technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Board of Education of the Abington Heights School District 
held on February 9, 1995. 

ABINGTON HEIGHTS SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Thomas Parry, School Board Presi P"-/ 
Dr. E. C. LaCoe, Superintendent of Schools 

f 

ATTEST: 
i 

I '  
n 

G$I& ~ o u c ~ ~ c h o o l  board Secretary 

Notarial Seal 
Carolyn Langan, Notary Public 

Clarks Surnmrt,Boro. Lackawanna County 
My Comm~ss~ori Expires Dec. 22.1997 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approx imate ly  1,500 Lackawanna 
County ded ica ted  men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna A r m y  Depot i s  the  l a r g e s t ,  most p r o d u c t i v e  and 
c o s t  e f f i c i e n t  maintenance f a c i l i t y  i n  t he  Department o f  Defense, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a proven r e c o r d  o f  suppor t  t o  ou r  
Armed Forces and has demonstrated t h i s  c a p a b i l i t y  i n  numerous oper-  
a t i o n s  o f  those Armed Forces f rom the  1950 's  t o  today, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, w i t h  a t o t a l  work f o r c e  o f  more than  
3,500, i s  t he  l a r g e s t  employer i n  Nor theas te rn  Pennsylvania,  and 

WHEREAS, i t s  annual economic impact  i n  t he  area exceeds $400 mi 11 i on ,  
and 

WHEREAS, t he  c l o s u r e  o f  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  would be damaging t o  t h e  
read iness  o f  ou r  Armed Forces and devas ta t i ng  t o  t he  q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  
and reg iona l  economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we the  CARBONDALE AREA BOARD OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS do 
s a l u t e  t he  p a t r i o t i s m ,  s k i l l ,  and d e d i c a t i o n  o f  t he  personnel  o f  
Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our  suppor t  f o r  the  con t inued  o p e r a t i o n  
o f  t h i s  modern, w e l l  ma in ta ined  and t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  defense 
f a c i  1  i ty. 

Adopted on the 22nd day of May, 1995 .  

- --  - - 

CARBONDALE AREA SCHOOL D I S T R I C T  



DUNMORE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES 

QUINCY AVENUE & WARREN STREET 
DUNMORE, PA. 18509 

Tele~hone (71 7) 343-21 10 
FAX (717) 343-1458 

James W. Gilhooley 
Act ing ~ u ~ e r i n t e n h e n t  EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

KEVIN R. CLARKE 
Business Admiabtrutor 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 Lackawanna 

County ded ica t ed  men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot i s  t h e  l a r g e s t ,  most p roduc t ive  and 

c o s t  e f f i c i e n t  maintenance f a c i l i t y  i n  t h e  Department of Defense, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has  a  proven r eco rd  of suppor t  t o  ou r  

Armed Forces  and h a s  demonstrated t h i s  c a p a b i l i t y  i n  numerous 

o p e r a t i o n s  of t h o s e  Armed Forces  from t h e  1950 ' s  t o  dioday,fland 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, wi th  a  t o t a l  work f o r c e  of more than  

3,500, i s  t h e  l a r g e s t  employer i n  Nor theas te rn  Pennsylvania ,  and 

WHEREAS, i t s  annual  economic impact i n  t h e  a r e a  exceed $ 4 0 0  m i l l i o n r a n d  

WHEREAS, t h e  c l o s u r e  of  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  would be  damaging t o  t h e  r e a d i n e s s  

of ou r  Armed Forces and d e v a s t a t i n g  t o  t h e  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  and 

r e g i o n a l  economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, w e  t h e  Dunmore Board of School D i r e c t o r s  do s a l u t e  

t h e  p a t r i o t i s m ,  s k i l l  and d e d i c a t i o n  of t h e  personne l  of Tobyhanna 

Army Depot and exp res s  our  suppor t  f o r  t h e  cont inued  o p e r a t i o n  of 

t h i s  modern, well-maintained and t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y - s o p h i s t i c a t e d  

defense  f a c i l i t y .  

ADOPTED AT THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE DUNMORE BOARD OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS 

ON FEBRUARY 1 5 ,  1 9 9 5 .  



Mr. Hayduk made a motion, seconded by Mrs. Williams, to remove a motion from the 
table. The motion was approved by unanimous roll call vote 8-0. 

Mr. Hayduk made a motion, seconded by Mr. Naylor, that administrative positions be 
reorganized to combine selected Assistant Elementary Principal duties and district 
wide responsibilities into a new position entitled Assistant to the Superintendent and 
Move that Mr. Robert Jurbala be appointed to the position of Assistant to the 
Superintendent with the conditions stipulated in the document prepared by the 
solicitor and signed by Robert Jurbala. The motion was approved by unanimous roll 
call vote 8-0. 

Mrs. Williams made a motion, seconded by Mr. Hayduk, to adopt the following 
resolution: WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employees approximately 1,500 
Lackawanna County dedicatea men and women, =W~EREAS, Tobyhanna Army 
Deport is the largest, most productive and cost efficient maintenance facility in the 
Department of Defense, and WHEREAS< Tobyhanna Army Depot has a proven record 
of support to our Armed Forces and has demonstrated this capability in numerous 
operations of those Armed Forces form the 1950's to today, and WHEREAS, 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of more than 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 devastating to the quality of life 
and regional economy, NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the 
Commissioners of the County of Lackawanna Pennsylvania do salute the patriotism, 
skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our 
support for the continued operation of this modern, well maintained and 
technologically sophisticated defense facility. ADOPTED, at a regular meeting of the 
Board of Commissioners of Lackawanna County held on January 31, 1995 The 
motion was approved by unanimous roll call vote 8-0. 

Mr. Hayduk made the motion, seconded by Mrs. Koelsch, that the meeting be 
adjourned at 9:15 p.m. So ordered. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Ruth C. Seamans, Secretary 
Board of Education 



ALEXANDER J. CHELIK 
Secondary Principal 

LAKELAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 
ROBERT E. GHIGIARELLI 
Superintendent of Schools 

RAYMOND M. CAUCCI 
Assistant Principal 

February 16, 1995 

Commissioner Ray A. Alberigi 
Court House Administration Building 
200 Adams Avenue 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 18503 

Dear Commissioner Alberigi: 

Please be advised that the Lakeland School Board of Education, at 

their public meeting on Wednesday, February 15, 1995, passed the following 

Resolution unanimously: 

"WHEREAS, TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT EMPLOYS APPROXIMATELY 1,500 LACKA- 
WANNA COUNTY DEDICATED MEN AND WOMEN, AND 

WHEREAS, TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT IS THE LARGEST, MOST PRODUCTIVE AND 
COST EFFICIENT MAINTENANCE FACILITY IN THE DEPARTMENT OF DEPENSE, 
AND 

WHEREAS, TOB-A ARMY DEPOT HAS A 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 

WBEREAS, TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, WITH A TOTAL WORK FORCE OF MORE THAN 
3,500, IS THE LARGEST EMPLOYER IN NORTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA, AND 

WHEREAS, ITS ANNUAL ECONOMIC IMPACT IN THE AREA EXCEED $400 KILL- 
ION, AND 

WHEREAS, THE CLOSURE OF THIS FACILITY WOULD BE DAMAGING TO THE 
READINESS OF OUR ARMED FORCES AND DEVASTATING TO THE QUALITY OF 
LIFE AND REGIONAL ECONOMY. 

NOW, THEREFORE, WE MEMBERS OF THE LAKELAND SCHOOL BOARD OF EDUCA- 
TION, DO SALUTE THE PATRIOTISM, SKILL AND DEDICATION OF THE PERSONNEL 
OF TOBYJUNNA ARMY DEPOT AND EXPRESS OUR SUPPORT FOR THE CONTINUED 
OPERATION OF THIS MODERN, WELL-MAINTAINED AND TECHNOLOGICALLY- 
SOPHISTICATED DEFENSE FACILITY." 

SINCERELY, /'I 

LAKELAND BOARD OF EDUCATION 

R.R. #I. Box 3 13 Jerrnyn. PA 18433 Telephone 7 17 254-9485 FAX 7 17 254-9224 



RESOLUTION NO. 7 (1995) 
VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

SCHOOL BOARD MEETING OF: 22-February-95 
SUBJJ2CT: Support for the Continued Operation of the Tobyhanna Depot 

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 dedicated men and women 

of Lackawanna County, m d  

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot is the largest, most productive and cost etficient 

maintenance facility operated by the Department of Defense. and 

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot has a proven record of supporting our Armed Forces and 

has demonstrated its indispensability through numerous operations of those Armed Forces from the 1950's to 

today, and 

WHEREAS, the Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of more than 3,500. is the lareest 

employer in Northeastern Pennsylvania. and 

WHEREAS, its annual economic impact in the area esceeds SJOO million, and 

WHEREAS, the closure of this facility would be damaging to the readiness of our Armed Forces and 

devastating to the quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we. the Board of Directors of the Mid Valley Schooi District meetine in open 

session on this the 22nd day of February, 1995. do salute the patriotism, skill and dedication oithe !)ersonnel 

of the Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the continued operation of this modern. \\ell- 

maintained and technologicdly-sophisticated defense t'acilit?-. 

ADOPTED THIS 22ND DAY OF FEBRU.ARY, 1995. .\T .4 LEGALLY CONSTITUTED 1IEETI.UG OF 
THE BOARD OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS OF THE MID VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT. 

CERTIFIED FROM THE RECORDS OF THE DISTRICT SECRETARY THIS 22ND DAY OF 
FEBRUARY, 1995. 



OLD FORGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

COUNTY OF LACKAWANNA, PENNSYLVANIA 

R E S O L U T X O N  

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employs approximately 1,500 
Lackawanna County dedicated men and women, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Dcpot i s  the largest, most productive 
and cost  efficient maintenance f a c i l i t y  in t h e  Department o f  Defense, 
and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a proven record of support to 
cur Armed Forces and has demonstrated t h i s  c a p a b i l i t y  i n  numerous 
operations of those Armed Forces from the 1950's t o  today, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of more 
than  3 , 5 0 0  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 devastating to the quality cf life 
and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Directors of 'he Old 
Forge Board of Education of the County of tackawanna, Pennsylvania, 
do salute  the patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel o f  
Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for t h e  continued opera- 
tion of this modern, well-maintained and technologically-sophisticated 
defense facility. 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Old Forge Board of Education 
h e l d  on February 15, 1995. 

RicM'ard 2 .  'Prisuta, Ph.D. 
Chief School Administrator 

LAURENCE J. FE 
A 

-, - * 
JOAN WK, SECRETARY 

-9.a -* 
GEORGE YESCAVAGE, TREASURER 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot employes 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 a 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 than 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 devastating to the quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we The Riverside School District do salute the patriotism, 
skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna A m y  Depot and express our 
support for the continued operation of this modern, well-maintained and 
technologically-sophisticated defense facility. 

..qZZL / /A dXk , d , l  
Neil DeAngelo 

2/13/95 
Date 



SCHOOL DISTRICT OF THE CITY O F  SCRANTON 
425 North Washington Avenue 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 18503 

February 13,1995 

It is the recommendation of the Legislation and Federal Programs Committee that the 
following resolution be considered for adoption: 

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 a proven record of support to our ii 

Armed Forces and has demonstrated its capablity in numerous operat- 
ions of those Armed Forces from the 1950's to today, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot, with a total work force of more than 3300 
is the largest employer in Northeastern Pennsylvania, and 

WHEREAS, its annual economic impact in the area exceeds $400 million, and 

WHEREAS, the closure of this facility would be damaging to the readiness of our 
Armed Forces and devastating to the quality of life and regional economy. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Scranton Board of School 
Directors salutes the patriotism, skill and dedication of the personnel of 
Tobyhanna Army Depot and express our support for the continued oper- 
ation of this modern, well-maintained and technologically sophisticated 
defense facility. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Gary AW Bileo ' 
Chairperson 
LEGISLATION and FEDERAL PROGRAMS 



,, ' Resolution 

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 a 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 than 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 devastating to the quality of life and regional economy. 

Now, Therefore, we the members of the Valley View School Board do salute the patriotism, 
skill and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army Deport and express our support for the 
continued operation of this modern, well-maintained and technologically-sophisticated defense 
facility. 

Adopted at a regular meeting of the Valley View School District Board of Education held on 
February 2 1, 1995. 

Valley View School Board 

President w9 



North POCO~O School District 

Board oB Education 

eeallrf iarr 
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 a 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 than 3,500, is the largest employer 
in Northeastern Pennsylvania, and 

WHEREAS, its annual economic impact in the area 
exceeds $400 million, and 

WHEREAS, the closure of this facility would be damaging 
to the readiness of our Armed Forces and devastating 
to the quality of life and regional economy, 

NOW, THEREFORE, we the members of North Pocono School 
District Board of Education, do salute the patriotism, 
skill, and dedication of the personnel of Tobyhanna Army 
Depot and express our support for the continued operation 
of this modern, well-maintained and technologically- 
sophisticated defense 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F'.: 7 ; r'  ,- ,--,, .,, 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 fj1'$-.3,7 - - - - . - -  . -  - .  - . - 
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 21,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Richard M. Jones 
Vice-President 
The Greater Scranton Chamber 
of Commerce 

222 Mulberry Street 
P.O. Box 43 1 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 1850 1 

Dear Mr. Jones: 

Thank you for your letter 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 m i l i m  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 carewy scrutinized by the Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached 
aE&g 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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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 r' - - 'f 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 K .. . .  - --. 8~06/6d28/ 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

June 21,1995 9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Sheila Jackson Lee 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Jackson Lee: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Texas military facilities. 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 the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

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

Sincerely, 
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CONSTANCE A. MORELLA 
8TH DISTRICT. MARYLAND 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 
SUBCOMMITTEES: 

CHAIR. TECHNOLOGY 
BASIC RESEARCH 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
AND OVERSIGHT 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

B o u s e  of %epresentatibe$ CONGRESSlONAL ISSUES CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S 
Co-CHAIR 

June 13, 1995 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base Closure 
And Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

During my testimony yesterday before the Commission I inadvertently 
failed to mention you when, at one point, I referred by name to 
Commissioner Davis. 

In glancing up from my notes, I thought he and Commissioner Kling were 
the only commissioners on the dais at the time. As I recall, you were 
seated on my far right and, as I looked up, I must not have caught you in 
my vision. 

I apologize for the oversight. I am delighted you were present to 
hear what I believe are very, very strong arguments for reaffirming the 
1993 Commission's decision to relocate the Naval Sea Systems Command to 
White Oak. 

I'd like to take this opportunity to thank you for your valuable 
service on the Commission, and for the generous consideration shown by you 
and your fellow commissioners to our community's arguments on behalf of 
White Oak. 

o stance A. Morel a &+ 
Mmber of Congress 

CAM: wcm 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 
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JIM CHAPMAN 
IS1 DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 2 0 5 1 5  

June 9, 1995 ! I  

F,* .-+\A : :; t J  b'., 

c,h%q r&"*~3%~5r~n7 

Commissioner   en jam in Montoya 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Admiral Montoya: 

I want to thank you so very much for 
visiting the Red River Defense Complex yesterday. 

Admiral, as you saw firsthand, Red River is 
on the cutting edge of quality government 
service. Red Riverfs vital role in maintaining 
many of the Armyfs core warfighting systems 
cannot be replicated elsewhere without huge costs 
and unacceptable risk to our militaryfs readiness 
to fight. The supply mission of the Defense 
Distribution Depot, Red River, Texas is 
strategically located, and its central 
distribution area contains over 50% of all CONUS 
troops. While base closures are a necessary fact 
of life, as we say at Red River, we simply cannot 
close the best of the best. 

As the Commission moves toward its final 
deliberations and votes, I look forward to 
working with you to ensure that BRAC I95 will do 
right by the American people. Please let me know 
if I may provide you any additional information 
about Red River. With war/m/lgards, I am 

w r  of Congress 
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GEORGE W. BUSH 

GOVERNOR 

June 8,1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to update you on some critical developments in San Antonio's water 
situation and to assure you the city has ample water to support the needs of the 
military. 

The Texas Legislature passed legislation this session to establish an elected board to 
oversee the Edwards Aquifer. I have received reassurances from the U.S. Justice 
Department that this legislation will resolve the dispute with the federal government 
over aquifer management by bringing the state into compliance with the Voting Rights 
Act. 

In addition, the federal judge in the Sierra Club case, Lucius D. Bunton, has pledged to 
exempt San Antonio military installations from any pumping restrictions he may order 
in the event of an emergency. 

San Antonio's military bases will benefit from two other water initiatives. First, San 
Antonio has passed an ordinance guaranteeing the availability of reuse water to all 
military bases. Second, the city is coordinating a substantial surface water source as a 
supplemental supply should the military require additional water in the future. 

I hope these developments put to rest any concerns about San Antonio's ability to 
support the water needs of the military. I know those concerns have influenced the 
Department of Defense and BRAC Commission decisions to place San Antonio military 
installations on the 1995 base closure list. 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
June 8,1995 
Page 2 

Since both the state and city have taken steps to meet the military's water needs, I 
request that you eliminate the water issue from any decision-making process pertaining 
to whether San Antonio bases appear on the final closure list. 

Thank you for your assistance on this matter and please do not hesitate to contact me 
personally should you have any questions. 

Sincere , &/% 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 (.rr> IW .. . m - 
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 2 1,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable George W. Bush 
Governor, State of Texas 
Office of the Governor 
Post OfEce Box 12428 
Austin, Texas 787 1 1 

Dear Governor Bush: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with information regarding San 
Antonio's ability to support the water needs of local military facilities. I certainly 
appreciate your strong support for Texas military installations and I welcome this 
additional information. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be given carell 
attention by our review and analysis staff as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military intiastructure. In addition, your letter has been sent to each Commissioner for 
their review 

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

Sincerely, 
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CITY OF WEAVER 
406 ANNISTON STREET 

P.O. BOX 1060 

WEAVER, AL 36277 
WILLIAM E. KIMBROUGH 

MAYOR 

NANETTE M. ESTES 
CITY CLERWREASURER 

JOHN R. PHILLIPS 
CITY'S ATTORNEY 

COUNCIL MEMBERS 

MIKE WARREN 
GERALD B. COBB 
TOM BRICKNER 

BILL WlLLlS 
JACKIE D. GEORGE 

June 9, 1995 

Mr. Robert Ledger 
Editorial Page Editor 
Springfield News-Leader 
65 1 Boonville 
Springfield, MO 65801 

Dear Mr. Ledger: 

I have been following your local press with considerable interest regarding the proposed 
move of the Army's Chemical Defense Training facility from Fort McClellan, Alabama to 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. A recurrent theme in much of the coverage of late has been, 
"It if is so bad, why does Alabama want to keep it." Perhaps the enclosed letter can shed 
some light on that very legitimate question. 

My name is Ed Kimbrough and I am the Mayor of the City of Weaver, Alabama, a city near 
Fort McClellan. The enclosed letter outlines our community's reasons for wanting to keep 
Fort McClellan. While economic considerations are one factor, our reasons for wanting to 
keep Fort McClellan go much deeper than that, to the safety and well-being of our citizens. 

While our community doesn't want to see Fort McClellan closed, we also feel the citizens 
of south-central and southwest Missouri should be aware of what is being proposed to be 
moved to the Ozarks and why we feel so strongly about keeping Fort McClellan in Alabama. 

I appreciate your consideration of publishing my letter. 
r\ 

Ed Kimbrough, Mayor 
City of Weaver, Alabama 

cc: Senator Howell Heflin 
Senator Richard Shelby 
Congressman Glen Browder 
BRAC Commissioners 



CITY OF WEAVER 
406 ANNISTON STREET 

P.O. BOX 1060 

WEAVER, AL 36277 
WILLIAM E. KIMBROUGH 

MAYOR 

NANETTE M. ESTES 
CITY CLERWTREASURER 

JOHN R. PHILLIPS 
CIM'S ATTORNEY 

COUNCIL MEMBERS 

MIKE WARREN 
GERALD B. COB6 
TOM BRICKNER 

BILL WlLLlS 
JACKIE D. GEORGE 

June 9, 1995 

Ms. Donna Korando 
Editorial Page Editor 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
900 Tucker Blvd. 
St. Louis, MO 63101 

Dear Ms. Korando: 

I have been following your local press with considerable interest regarding the proposed 
move of the Army's Chemical Defense Training Facility from Fort McClellan, Alabama to 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. A recurrent theme in much of the coverage of late has been, 
"If it is so bad, why does Alabama want to keep it?" Perhaps the enclosed letter can shed 
some light on that very legitimate question. 

My name is Ed Kimbrough and I am the Mayor of the City of Weaver, Alabama, a city near 
Fort McClellan. The enclosed letter outlines our community's reasons for wanting to keep 
Fort McClellan. While economic considerations are one factor, our reasons for wanting to 
keep Fort McClellan go much deeper than that, to the safety and well-being of our citizens. 

While our community doesn't want to see Fort McClellan closed, we also feel the citizens 
of south-central and southwest Missouri should be  aware of what is being proposed to b e  
moved to the Ozarks, and why we feel so strongly about keeping Fort McClellan in 
t%abaimz. 

I appreciate your consideration of publishing my letter. 

Ed Kimbrough, Mayor 
City of Weaver, Alabama 

cc: Senator Howell Heflin 
Senator Richard Shelby 
Congressman Glen Browder 
BRAC Commissioners 



GUEST EDlTORIAL OF MAYOR ED KIMBROUGH 

At the conclusion of your editorial in the Post Dispatch, Congressman Ike Skelton asked 
why Alabama wants to keep the Army's Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF), "if it 
is so bad." I would like to shed some light on that question for your readers. 

Let me acknowledge that the additional troops, civilian personnel and attendant construction 
projects would be a significant economic advantage for the Fort Leonard Wood area. Since 
1917, when the citizens of this area bought the land and gave it to the Army to establish the 
Fort, Fort McClellan has been an economic boom to eastern Alabama, and the loss of one 
quarter of our county's workforce would severely impact our community. 

First, the relocation of Fort McClellan will mean that the hospital and emergency response 
teams that have long protected the health and safety of our people in the area will move 
as well. For many years soldiers at Fort McClellan have been training with very dangerous 
warfare agents including several nerve gas agents, a variety of radioactive materials, and vast 
amounts of chemicals used in smoke training. In addition, the Anniston Army Depot, which 
will remain, contains a stockpile of chemical weapons in containers that are old and 
deteriorating and that pose a constant threat to our area. If the Chemical school moves to 
Fort Leonard Wood, the specialized hospital, its staff, and the emergency response teams 
will move, too, leaving us unprotected from the nerve gas and other chemicals and weapons 
the Army will leave behind. 

Local environmental and scientific experts cannot agree on what to do about the leftover 
chemicals and weapons. Some want to incinerate the wastes to get rid of them. Others 
argue that the dangers of incineration are greater than just allowing these dangerous 
chemicals to continue to leak and deteriorate. We don't have a good answer to an ever 
increasing problem. Needless to say, we still must be able to handle any health problems 
or emergency situations that might develop. But now we will be left with inadequate 
financial assistance and medical facilities or staff to deal with the problem. 

Second, if the Army vacates Fort McClellan, it will leave behind a virtual environmental 
wasteland where the Fort has been. As a report in the Birmingham News put it, "Most of 
McClellan acreage is unfit for non-military use." The Army itself says only 10 percent of the 
land can be converted to pubiic use. 'The rest has been contaminated, and the Army says 
it is not committed to cleaning up the mess. 

This is something the people of Missouri may want to think about. Missourians should insist 
the Army be required to provide an environmental cleanup fund, in advance, before 
allowing them to move nerve gas, radiation, and fog oil programs into Fort Leonard Wood. 
Otherwise, you could be left holding the bag, too. If the Army can do this to us, they can 
do it to you. 

As you can see, our interests go well beyond money and jobs, to the very health and safety 
of our people. Knowing what I know from first-hand experience, I doubt we would want 
such a facility located here if we didn't already have it. But since we have it, we must keep 
it to provide protection from what the Army would leave behind. We have no quarrel with 
the good folks of Missouri. But we do think you ought to know what's headed your way. 
And we thought you might want to know the real reasons we're trying to keep Fort 
McClellan open. However this issue is resolved, I wish the people of Missouri and the fine 
military personnel at Fort Leonard Wood the very best. 
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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. U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

June 19, 1995 

The Honorable Wendell H. Ford 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C-ZS 1 L -  

Dear Wendell: 

Thank you for your letter requesting the Commission to consider transferring the 
Ammunition Peculiar Equipment (APE) to the Blue Grass Army Depot in Richmond, 
Kentucky if the Commission recommends the closure of the Savanna Army Depot. I have 
provided your letter to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff 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 myselffi-om participation. As you can 
see fiom this statement, I will not participate in the consideration of the Savanna Army 
Depot. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of my duties. 

Again, let me assure you that all arguments surrounding the Savanna Army Depot 
will be I l ly and objectively evaluated by the Commission in the coming weeks. Please call 
David Lyles, our staff director, if you have any questions. 



The Honorable Wendell H. Ford 
June 19, 1995 
Page 2 

Thank you for expressing your concerns and always feel free to call upon me when 
you believe I can be of assistance. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

m:cw 
Enclosure 
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AUN J. OIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELIA 
RLBLCCA COX 
GLN J. 6. DAVIS. USAC (R-1 
S. LEE *LING 
RAOM BENJAMIN f. MONTOYA. USN R C )  
MG JOSUE ROBLltS. JR., U S A  R-) 
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

STATEMNT OF CEAEMcLY DMON ON RECUSAL 

Washington, D.C 
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T E N  MIAMI 
D A D E  C O U N T Y  F L O R I D A  

June 14, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We greatly appreciate the attention of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission and its staff to our presentations in Birmingham and Atlanta on behalf of 
Homestead Air Reserve Base. 

Our presentation clearly demonstrates that the Base represents an irreplaceable and valuable 
piece of real estate for the nation due to its strategic location; its dual-use airfield; its 11,200 
foot runway; its funded facilities program; its exemplary capacity for training and 
contingency operations; its designation as one of Secretary Perry's model bases; and, most 
importantly, its cost effectiveness. 

The community and Homestead Air Reserve Base are also poised for the future to meet 
America's defense and peacekeeping missions. The Base's new state-of-the-art air traffic 
control tower is nearing completion. Real estate and infrastructure are also presently 
available for beddown of KC-135 andlor C-130 aircraft, in addition to the F-16's. Such an 
enhanced military presence would be welcomed by our community. 

As cited in your March 1995 report, "Each potential recommendation is measured by 
published criteria, which give priority first to military value, then to cost savings and to the 
economic and other impacts upon local communities." Homestead Air Reserve Base 
positively meets not only the military but also the cost saving and economic criteria. Please 
consider these factors as the deliberations are proceeding. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

David R. Weaver 
Convening Chairman 

ONE WORLD TRADE PLAZA SUITE 2400 80 SOLJTHWEST EIGHTH STREET MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130 
PHONE: (305) 536-8000 FAX: (305) 375-027 1 TELEX 69741 15-BEAINTIL 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 20, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. David R. Weaver 
Convening Chairman, Team Miami 
One World Trade Plaza 
Suite 2400 
80 Southwest Eighth Street 
Miami, Florida 33 130 

Dear Mr. Weaver: 

Thank you for your letter in support of Homestead Air Reserve Station (ARS). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. I am pleased that you were able to present testimony on behalf of Homestead ARS at 
the Commission's June 9 regional hearing in Atlanta. 

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 Homestead ARS. 

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

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon m 
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KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON 
TEXAS 

COMMllTEES: 
ARMED SERVICES 
SMALL BUSINESS 

United Stata Benste 
COMMERCE. SCIENCE. 
AND TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4304 

June 16, 1995 

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

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Alan: 

Recent comments by LTG (Ret.) Burpee and other supporters of 
Tinker AFB during testimony at a recent BRAC hearing require 
clarification to avoid any misrepresentation. 

During his testimony on June 10, 1995 at the hearing in Fort 
Worth, Texas, LTG Burpee stated that facilities at Tinker AFB could 
be modified to accommodate C-5s at a cost of $52 million. This 
estimate is based on an AFMC study which projected $52 million in 
Military Construction Costs for the annual maintenance of 13 
aircraft. The current projected annual workload is 21 aircraft. 
Additionally, this estimate does not include transfer of equipment 
and personnel, training costs, or added production costs. AS a 
result, the actual costs to transfer the C-5 workload would 
include: 

-Military Construction $82M 
-Transfer of Equipment $102M 
-'Itraining and additional production costs $45M 

These costs do not include the "cost" of losing experienced 
personnel and resulting degradation of support of the C-5 which 
would surely occur if the workload were relocated. That could well 
prove to be the most unaffordable "cost" of all. 

Most recently, on June 13, 1995, during testimony before the 
Commission, information was presented that Kelly's on-time delivery 
rate was lo%, while Tinker's was over 90%. The facts are as 
follows: during 1994, Kelly delivered 1 of 19 C-5s on time for a 
%5 rate. Tinker's on time deliveries were 3 of 51 KC-135s for the 
same period for a 6% rate. The Kelly rate was the result of a 
significant increase in the work required. Similarly, other 
mitigating factors may have affected Tinker's rate. The point is 
that it is inappropriate to cite a single measure of performance 
without an explanation of the circumstances which may have caused 
the rate to go up or down. In the case of Kelly's rate, the 
original work package was increased by 166% as a result of 
increased flying related to operational requirements. 



~ u c h  of the credit for the low-cost and high effectiveness of 
operations at the San Antonio Air Logistics Center is a result of 
joint initiatives undertaken by the ALC management and the AFGE, 
Local 1617. In November 1994, management and the union formalized 
a partnership to establish mutually beneficial goals, implement 
joint training, and decrease adversarial relationships. The 
outcome has been a unified focus on providing quality service to 
the ALC's customers. This partnership is a model for all Federal 
agencies. A measure of that relationship was shown by the workers' 
support at the hearing in Fort Worth and at the site visit. Their 
team spirit is heartfelt and solid. 

I still believe that the Air Force position of maintaining all 
five Air Logistics Centers is the correct one from a national 
security perspective. A substantial deviation from Air Force 
recommendations has not been shown when military value, cost to 
close and use of assets are considered. It would be a substantial 
leap to go against the strong Air Force request made by General 
Fogelman. If the Commission decides, however, that it is necessary 
to close one or two Air Logistics Centers, I believe the data on 
quality, productivity, cost advantage and facilities clearly place 
Kelly AFB among the top ALCs. 

KBH : k j 
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June 19, 1995 

The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10-4304 

- . I . _ _  

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Kelly Air Force Base. You have been a very 
effective advocate for your view that Kelly Air Force Base is an excellent Air Logistics Center 
and should not be closed. 

I spoke with Phil Gramm at length on Friday regarding Kelly, and you and 1 have 
discussed K d y  in the past. I want you to know that I respect your opinion very much, and your 
letter contains a clear presentation of your views. 

Please be assured that your letter, as well as eveqthmg you and Phil Gramm have told me 
over the past four months regarding Kelly Air Force Base and every other Texas installation under 
review by the Commission, will be taken into consideration when the Commission begins its final 
d e h i o n s  this week 

Kindest personal regards. 
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June 24, 1995 

The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

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) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Kelly Air Force Base. I appreciate you 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assue you that the information you 
provided on Kelly Air Force Base was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE lUVD REALIGNMENT COMMlSSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRE!3PONDENCE TRACgING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 9 5 a  a? 

TYPE OF ACTION REQULRED 
PhepPrcRqdyCaC ' 's- - - 

R c p P r c ~ f o r ~ ~ s ~  

ACTION: OCla CorPmedr adla 

RepPrcRqAyforCc . - 
PrepPrr-Rapaar 

FYI 

Subj- 

f&!!5pocu5€. TO Q0\w7 PWER D \ s c L A ~ ~ \ &  WouF- o F  ~ f l a  
70 &Q\Lv~  ip6nGb5°fl- ~UPPOU?-> '~ \NL  ( 9 @ - ( 6 t w & 4 -  



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  A I R  F O R C E  

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

t .  .,* 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Closure's Military Value to the Air Force > ' '  

' -7 . . .".-.- - +. 
This responds to your verbal request for comments on the attached point paper; 

"Does it  represent an Air Force position?" We performed no analysis by criteria on 
particular relocation scenarios; but, the overall thrust of the point paper is correct. Our 
analysis clearly resulted i n  a high (Tier I) rating for Wright-Pafterson AFB and a relatively 
low (Tier ILI) rating for Brooks AFB based on all eight DoD criteria. Brooks was the 
lowest rated in its category for the product centerflaboratory mission effectiveness sub- 
elernen t under Criterion I. 

From every analysis, the closure of Brooks AFB is well-supported. Moreover, 
movement of its principal activities to Wright-Patterson AFB produces an abundance csf 
advantages as detailed in the point paper. CoIlocation of the Human System Research, 
Development, and Acquisition (RD&A) with our air vehicle RD&A establishes Wright- 
Patterson AFB as the largest. and most capable RD&A complex in  the free world. 

Some additional points should also be addressed, This collocation will provide our 
human system and air vehicle scientists, engineers, and other laboratory and acquisition 
personnel an opportunity for career growth in breadth by rotating among a greater variety of 
job opportunities offered by Wright-Patterson AFB. We can reap the f u l l  benefits of the 
synergy for the "madmachine interface" at one location. We cannot simply afford to retain 
our current infrastructure and expect the sane  quality of service from our RD&A folks as 
their personnel base diminishes in size. 

Perhaps just as importantly, based on the questions posed by the Commissioners 
during the 13 June hearing, we need to stress that the cantonment option of Brooks AFB is 
unacceptable apan from any consideration of the move to Wright-Patterson. It seems to be 
viewed as a "cash cow" to supply funds for a depot closure. We object strenuously to this 
proposal because it is faulty from a practical standpoint. As you know, remote support of a 
major insallatirrn has been tried and doesn't work! The Air Force feels that the cantonment 
option would simply create a long-term, unacceptable situation. Lf the Cornmission retains 
Brooks AFB just to fund another action, then i t  m u s t  recognize that it is avoiding an 
extremely appropriate, operationally sound closure with significant reductions in 
infrastructure, reduction of excess product center/laboratory capacity by sharing facilities at 
Wnght-Patterson, and significant annual savings. 



If that is the judgment of the Commission, the Air Force should not have to endure 
an unsound cantonment plan that basically closes nothing. Indeed, 1 suspect this notion 
would soon collapse and base operating support would be added back to Brooks in future 
years. It would be better, in the view of the Air Force, to simply leave Brooks AFB open 
rather than to approve the cantonment option, and I request this view be communicated to 
the Commission. 

1 trust this information will be responsive to your request. Maj Michael Wallace, 
695-6766, i s  my point of contact. 

/ 
UME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 

to the Chief of Staff 
I - 

for Realignment and Transition 
Attachments: 
1. Brooks AFB, T X  Point Paper (HQ AFMC FAX dare 5 Jun 95) 
2. Air Force BCEG Minutes from 19 Oct 94. and 20 Oct 94 (W/O Atchs) 



POINT PAPER 
ON 

BROOKS ARB, TEXAS 

ISSUE 

The city of Sm hpnio .  TW bas propod cantonmant of the mission activitis at Brooks AFB 
h Lieu of the AF/DoD mmmcnded closure of tho basc. 

DISCUSSION 

The Alr Foru docs not support the cantbnmcnt option bacausc the proposed ciosurr: of the base 
with rclocatian of tfic prtponderanct of the mission activitia to WrigbtPattason AFB. Ohio 
(WPAFB) has p t e r  d t a r y  valuc (based on bre £k t  four BRAC 95 sdaction criteria) Atch I 
shows WAEB to & 8 Tier f base (M)  and Brooks AFB to bc a Ticr III base (good)- ie. the 
AF had no deficient installations in caagay.  

- Criteria 1: "Current and futnrc mission reqUircmu1s as wcll as thc impact on operational 
~ c s s  of tkc DoD's total farcc" wiU be d c z d  by assigning thc Haman Systnrrs SPO to 
Acroneutical Systcms Ccntr;r (ASC) at WPAFB and ~ ~ h i n g  a Human Sys- Insti-rute, 
comprised of thc Armstmng Lab (AL) and the School of Aerospace Medidne (USAFSAM) at 
WPAFB- - Tbc Wunran S p a  SF0 was prcvioudy assign4 to ASC Furthex, previous SPOfothtr 

qwlifcd pcrsonncl mMin =signed at ASC who could staff the SPO ro mitigate against 
gwbnuncat pasonnel mwillhg to transfa #, WPAPB. 

- Relocation of AL to WPAFB wouki, for t6o most part, consolidate AL in one gmgraphi~ 
location and continuo its mission as an AF: "supd' tab. The AP has becn commimd to this 
proctss of consolidadon for many y t a ~ ~  (Atch 2) and has taken cvcry opportrmity inside and 
o u d e  of BRAC to cons~lidatc labs and c 4 d . l ~  labs with their "pmt" prodad ce~tczs. 
ASC is by fx the bgesr "customcf of At technology for human systems. 

- USAFSAM nLtcs for approximap=ly half of its i.nmxacrs on AL. Convasciy, At rdes on 
the f d t y  and staff of USAFAM to conduct and snpport the research &on of the 
Labotatory. This m d y  beneficid and &My synagistic rtlariomhip would bt pnseTvtd 
and continut at WPAFB sincc military htructors could bu movod to WPAFB as part of the 
normal pumaaent'chaage of stadon (PCS) process Further. this ~ ~ h t i ~ a s h i p  can be enhanced 
since Wdgbt State Uaivessity (antigums to WPAFE3) is the only ci* dcgm p t i a g  
iminttion for m s p r # x  d c i m  in the comrtry. Also. tfw piarmed d d o n  of USAFSAM 
will draw beady on shred ust of W t i c s  with thc Air Fom IIlStitutD of Technology (AFIT) 
l W  at WPAFB. - Tba San Antonio proposal lists San Antanio as a "oncof-a-kind biomsdfcal corrrmunity". 
Atch 3 shows that the Dayton region aturmd WPAFB is also a "biamtdi& ccah=r of 
exotllencc". 
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- Criteria 2: The "availabity and condition of laad. facittics and a s s a  airspace" shows that 
Brooks AE;B has no uscablo runway or active duty fcmm based there. On the other hand, 
W A F B  is one of the Air Forcc premier opcratianal bases and one of the fey proposed as a 
'kacciving location" for additionat operational f m  in BRAC 95. 
- On base AP warfighting personnel wiIl ba imalnabtc to dancing tbc ability. of the HSI and 

Human Sysems SKI to accomplish thcir nddon. 
- Edtalization of adsting acquisition technical and edumional faditks at WAFB to host 

HSI and S W  actMty g d y  rtdoces the A F s  excess cap@ in thcsc area. This 
collocation further t-cs WPAFB as t40 largest R c x m h ,  Developrocat and Acquisition 
(RD&A) complex in tfrc fie world . '  

- Crircria 3: Brooks APB has no to uac;commodafb contingency. mobiiization and Aunrc 
totd force quLements". Howsver, WPAFB conhues to bc a prin~ipd pan of thcsa AF 
activities with wnsidmMe dcmonsaaoed pomtial to expand (LC. may major class of AF 
aircTaft has bwn operated from WPAFB at some eime in the last 20 years-fightas, bumbtrs, 
transports. tahkcrs). 

- Cdtwla 4: The city has provided as&nated "cost and ~ w u  implications" fur the 
csntonmem This data as waU as the data for tho propxed cl- has kco updated (At& 4). 
This data shows that closure tliminares atnost twice as many paopla-506 us 266 and moves 
four timesas m y ,  2876 vs 689. Prom a cost standpoint, it is eIimlnadoa of pusitions which 
produce significant savings which more than o f k t  ooc the moving costs. 

- CxiterJa 5 i.9 the first d the non-military valuc &uh and dcjls with "tfic atmt  a d  timing of 
potential costs and saving?. 
- Atch 4 shows that closure has 843% greater net present valuc ($172M vs $120M) than 

~8ntQnmeat Thus, cancbnmont will cost hc Air Farm $52M more than dosnre in canscant 
dollars. 

- Although tho o m  tima cost of closma is $21 I S M  v3 21.4M for wmnmcnt, thc cantcmxmnt 
cannot ba viewed as acloswa since most missions wiIZ rcmain (At& 5). The one time costs of 
closw is much more than off- by the m c h  higher mud sadrigs $32,3M far closure vs 
S10.5M for cantonment Atch 4 shows that the site process has now refined the AF estimrua 
for re- on invtslment to 6 years (veay deshble in BRAC terms). Note it wiiI take at 
two y m  fox the cantonment (with its l o w  military valuc) to ''pay back" vs the immediate 
payback assemd in the San Antouio proposal (Atch 4). 

- Criteria 6: The economic impact on the $an Antonio arw of closing Brooks AFB was 1.1 % 
in the AP analysis. No advase mnomic impacts fur WPAFB as a d v l e t  site were idcntificd. 
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- Criteria 7: Both communities werc deemed to have thc ccmmunities dth the "inErastructure to 
support force, missians, and pcrsonnd." B m k s  mlor coded green, and WPAFB color coded 
p n  in thc AF analysis. 

- Criccrla 8: No adverse envhnmcmal impacts w m  found for moving from Brooks AFB (coded 
d) ra WAFEI (coded yellow). 

RECOMMENDATION : 
?ha Ngh military vaiue of WPAFB couplbd wlrh the high net prcscnt value and 20096 gratm 
annual savings of closing Brooks AH3 (including the quick rctum or investment) very favorably 
supports the AF/DoD proposal to close Brooks APB versos the cmuni ty  prolposal to canton 
Brooks AFB.. 
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actiozs could 4 in cost incrcacs to ~tiaarFeckd d e p m  and agtadts, DoD f w d  
W these costs in most cases anal@ wauld amount to a mail M a n  af BRAC swings - 
lcss rhan 2 pcrccnt - and h f o m  w d d  not bc iiSdy to altcr B W C  &cjsions. 

BWC 95 Sdection Criteria 

2. The avdability aml condition o f o f  l an4as  and arrodmd ahpacx at 
both the udsainp; anri potcutid &viug.locatiana 

3- T b a a b t i i t y t a a c c a m r n o d a t l t ~ . w o b d l l ~ r t i a a , a n d ~ ~ t b t a l f b r c t  
at bath thc =isciq and ptcudal rccciving louuian~. 
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TEAM MIAMI 
D A D E  C O U N T Y  F L O R I D A  

June 14, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman & D ~ L L Y ~ .  

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission v 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 ~ 1 %  
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We greatly appreciate the attention of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission and its staff to our presentations in Birmingham and Atlanta on behalf of 
Homestead Air Reserve Base. 

Our presentation clearly demonstrates that the Base represents an irreplaceable and valuable 
piece of real estate for the nation due to its strategic location; its dual-use airfield; its 11,200 
foot runway; its funded facilities program; its exemplary capacity for training and 
contingency operations; its designation as one of Secretary Perry's model bases; and, most 
importantly, its cost effectiveness. 

The community and Homestead Air Reserve Base are also poised for the future to meet 
America's defense and peacekeeping missions. The Base's new state-of-the-art air traffic 
control tower is nearing completion. Real estate and infrastructure are also presently 
available for beddown of KC-135 and/or C-130 aircraft, in addition to the F-16's. Such an 
enhanced military presence would be welcomed by our community. 

As cited in your March 1995 report, "Each potential recommendation is measured by 
published criteria, which give priority fust to military value, then to cost savings and to the 
economic and other impacts upon local communities. " Homestead Air R e s e ~ e  Base 
positively meets not only the military but also the cost saving and economic criteria. Please 
consider these factors as the deliberations are proceeding. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

David R. Weaver 
Convening Chairman 

ONE WORLD TRADE PLAZA SUITE 2400 80 SOUTHWEST EIGHTH STREET MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130 
PHONE: (305) 536-8000 FAX: (305) 375-0271 TELEX 69741 15-BEAINTIL 
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&at J1Z, lib i i l ivr  ik 
Commissioner Wendi Steele 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

Thank you for the time and attention you've devoted to issues raised 
concerning the wisdom of realigning the Sierra Army Depot. We have, 
understandably, watched the BRAC process closely as the Commission has 
wrestled with its very difficult task and would like to offer some 
comments about the   om mission's June 14th session with the Department 
of the Army. 

First, we were pleased to hear Secretary West request a change of the 
Secretary of Defense's original recommendation to allow retention of a 
portion of the ammunition storage capability. We have argued that the 
Army was cutting too much storage capacity from the system and we're 
glad they now agree, However, there is a significant point that needs 
to be addressed in this regard. As you know, the personnel savings 
submitted to the Commission with the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations were too high. If all these authorizations are removed 
from the Depot, it will no longer have enough personnel to support the 
Operational Project Stocks mission which will remain. These people 
become even more critical if the Secretary's request is honored. We 
hope the number of personnel added back will start at the 278 
positions incorrectly deleted from base operation functions, i.e., 
firefighting, security, engineering, etc. More complete discussions of 
this subject are at Tabs I and T in the Sierra's Backup Material 
binder. 

Second, Brigadier General Shanels response to your question about 
Sierra's demil capability concerns us. He seemed to intimate that 
since the Sierra recommendation was a realignment, not a closure, the 
Army would have the flexibility to continue demil operations post-BRAC. 
We don't believe this will be the case since the Army's recommendation 
takes the savings for the people associated with this mission--there 
won't be anybody to conduct such operations. Also, if the demolition 
pits are no longer required, the "land useN permitting authority will 
require them to be cleaned up. Surely, the environmental community in 
California is not going to allow these contaminated sites to sit idle. 
This type of effort is likely to be assisted by the State of Nevada as 
well, since we're so close to the border. Most importantly, our 
community has no interest in losing the Depot's personnel, suffering 
the lost economic activity, and being denied an important reuse 
opportunity. We believe that if the bulk of the demil function is 



Commissioner Wendi Steele 
June 15, 1995 
Page 2 

withdrawn, the Army must excess the facilities associated with 'it so we 
can make them a part of our reuse strategy. For all these reasons, we 
believe the Army may be assuming their post-BRAC options are much more 
robust than they will be. It appears to us that the Army may not have 
completely considered all the ramifications of their recommendation on 
Sierra. We hope the Commission will help protect us all from 
unintended consequences. 

Third, we were disappointed the Army was unable to provide a more 
precise answer to the question concerning demil of rocket motors. We 
have provided your staff with a copy of a letter to the Department of 
the Navy addressing Sierra's capability in this area. It was 
precipitated by a response to Congressman Herger that indicated the 
Navy did not fully understand Sierra's ability to support their needs. 
We trust it will be of value as your analysis continues. 

Finally, the package we provided on the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition 
Center and School (USADACS) shows how a move to Sierra can save the 
taxpayers money. The timing of our security force drawdown and the 
types of facilities that will be available will be an ideal match with 
the school's needs. We strongly urge the Commission to direct a move 
of the USADACS to Sierra. 

Again, thank you for the endless hours you and your staff have invested 
weighing the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense with the 
concerns of our community. The peace dividend has hit the California 
economy very hard over the last few years. We understand and 
appreciate the need to scale back defense spending and make more 
efficient use of our scarce resources. However, as you know, we don't 
believe the realignment of the Sierra Army Depot is a good business 
decision. Moreover, we don't believe it's good for national defense. 
We hope the  omm mission will agree with us when it votes on the Sierra 
recommendation. If we can provide any additional information to help 
resolve last minute questions and concerns, please have your staff 
contact us. 

Sincerely, 

The ComGttee to   eta in Sierra Army Depot 

-~ack Lensing, Chairman 

JK: kjf 

cc: The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
The Honorable Wally Herger 
BRAC (Attn: Army Analysis Team) 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 20, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Jack Lensing 
c- Lassen County 

Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 338 
84 North Lassen Street 
Susanville, California 96 1 3 0 

Dear Mr. Lensing: 

Thank you for your letter in response to the testimony from the Department of the 
Army at the Commission's June 14, 1995, hearing. I appreciate your continued interest in 
the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and School (USADACS) and the proposed 
realignment of the Sierra Army Depot. 

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 
additional information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we 
conclude our review of our nation's military idkastructure. 

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

Sincerely, 
T 

Wendi Louise Steele 
Commissioner 
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FRANK MASCARA 
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CIVIL SERVICE 
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Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
The Defense Base Closure 

& Realignment Cornnlission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

98 NORTH MAIN S T R ~ E T  
WASHINOTON, PA 15301 

1412) 228-4326 

June 20, 1995 

Dear Chairrrlan Dixon: 

Since the annonnced Air  Force closing of the 91 1tJl Airlift Wing at Pittsburgh 
International Airport on Febn~ary 28. 1995, 1 have spent considerable time with the 
Western Pennsylvania Coalition ,u~dyzirig information ui order to put forth a fair 
analysis of the Air Reserve Station. I sirlcerely ap reciate the time and interest that the 
BRAC Commissior~ has spent concerning the C-13 g 's bases throughout the country. 
Prior to your final deliberations, I wol~ld like to advance one final point. 

It concerns me that ill all of the communication, correspondence and data which 
has been passed back and forth since the annourlced closing, the Air Force fails to 
recognize the facility they have al the Pii&burgli International Airport. It corltinues to be 
the Air Force's positiori tliat t l~e reserve base at the Pittsburgh International Airport, does 
not have any excess capacity, nor robust capacity. It has been established by the 
Western PennsyIvania Coahtlon, that the 91 lth presently has the ability to handle five 
additional aircraft with no expansion t~ecessary. That is without even recognizing that 
the Air Force was officially offered 30 additional acrcs of aircraft parking ramp space 
at the airport in 1994 by Allegheny County, and previo~rsly offered in a Inelno of 
understanding two years ago, well before the BRAC process began at a cost of one 
dollar per year. Understanding the Air Force has put off that decision until the 
conclusion of the BRAC process. somehow for the official record you would think that 
would have been acknowledged. Firrthern~ore, in 1995 after the 91 1th was placed on the 
closure listing, Allegheny County offered an additional 47 acres of aircraft parking ramp 
space at  no cost to ttie Air Force. I can understand how that offer may not be 
acknowledged by the Air Force, bur 1 llavc difficulty I ndersmnding hem ignoring the 
previous offcr which was made prior to the BRAC process, 
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Although we have not been able to have the Air  Force officially reco nize the 
91 lth's Airlift Whig current and future capabilities, I all hopehl that point k as been 
made to lhe Comniission and its staff. Additionally, we believe the Air Force has failed 
to recognize the truly remarkable facility they have at Pittsburgh which is unique and 
unmatched by any other reserve unit in the country because of what the airport has made 
available to the Air Reserve Station such as the ability to handle simultaneous arrivals 
and departures, the ability to park h o s t  any number of aircraft, the utilization of four 
runways now with one additional to be added in 1998, dl at not cost to the Air Force. 

In closing, I would like 10 colnlnend you; the Commission and its staff for the 
Inanner in which i t  has handled itself through thcsc PI-oceedings. I personally appreciate 
having the opportunity to have presented a testimony lo BKAC at the 91 1th visitation, 
the Regional Hearings in Brllti~nore and the Congressional Hearings in Washington, DC. 

Thank you for your considcmtions. 

d/ Very truly yours, 

Mernber of Corlgress 
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SAVE OUR SHIPYARD--THE FACTS 
AS TO WHY LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD SHOULD NOT CLOSE 

* LOCATION: 

- The only public shipyard closest to 70% of Navy's West Coast fleet in San Diego. The 
next closest Naval shipyards are 1,800 miles away (Washington) and 2,700 miles away 
(Pearl Harbor). 

DRYDOCK CAPABILITY: 

- The only Shipyard capable of drydocking all Navy ships south of Washington - the only 
other closest Naval shipyards are in Washington and Pearl Harbor. 

- Large ships will not b e  able to b e  drydocked in San Diego as the private shipyards in 
San Diego cannot accommodate the large ships 

- The Navy doesn't know w h e r e  t o  assign work f o r  big-deck s h i p s .  

- Navy's proposal to duplicate LBNSY drydock facilities in San Diego will cost $750 million 
to $1 billion1 

" LBNSY - THE HONEST BROKER FOR THE TAXPAYER - HAS SET THE EXAMPLE 
FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT: 

- LBNSY returned $102 million to the U.S. Treasury in the past six fiscal years. The other 
Naval shipyards cumulatively are operating "in .the red" in excess of $780 million even 
including LBNSY's "profit" of $1 02 million. 

- Repeat, Navy's proposal to duplicate facilities--already existing in Long Beach--in San 
Diego will cost $750 million to $1 billion! 

- Strike-free workforce; good labor-management relations 

- 60% of employees are minorities - 57% are veterans - which helps the surrounding 
communities; 

- average employee has 15 years of experience which cannot be duplicated. 

- Earned Navy's prestigious Meritorious Unit Commendation Award for productivity, 
quality of work, cost-savings, and safety program. 



*" WHY LBNSY OVER THE PRIVATE SHIPYARDS: 

- Strike-free workforce. 

- Private shipyards are not able to do the job. From Fiscal Years 1990-1994, LBNSY--not 
the private shipyards in San Diego--was tasked by Navy in San Diego to do over 
$23 million worth of work. Navy needs LBNSY. 

- A~SO, placing the majority of Navy's Fleet in one location (San Diego) is bad strategic 
planning - remember Pearl Harbor. 

- (Also see previous paragraphs.) 

* ECONOMIC IMPACT TO THE COMMUNITY IF LBNSY IS CLOSED: 

- Loss of $757 million generated annually into the community and 10,100 jobs. 

- Already suffered loss of over $1 billion with the closing of Naval Station, Long Beach. 

** GENERAL COLIN POWELL (Ret.), FORMER CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT 
CHIEFS OF STAFF, went on record to say that  LBNSY is vital to the 
national defense because of the drydock capabilities. 

** VICE ADMIRAL HEKMAN (Ret.), FORMER COMMANDER, NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS 
COMMAND, testified that LBNSY should remain open based on our capabilities, that 
thero is no surplus of conventional (non-nuclear) repair capabilities in  the Navy, that 
the surplus exists in  nuclear capacity (37%). 

"* THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF, PACIFIC FLEET, stated the drydock facility at LBNSY 
is needed as emergency backup. 

.----7 
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GOVERNOR PETE WILSON 

June 15,1995 

RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, CEC, USN (Ret.) 
Member, Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Ben: 

I know that many factors weigh on your mind as you consider the 
momentous decisions that the Defense Base Closure Commission must soon 
make. I would like to take one final opportunity to appeal to you regarding 
one of California's critical bases, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

This shipyard is very important to California and, I believe, to the 
mission of the Navy. Its closure would result in the loss of up to 10,000 jobs and 
$757 million in annual economic losses in Southern California, which is still 
reeling from other military base and defense industry cutbacks. 

Long Beach is the only public shipyard located strategically close to San 
Diego Naval Station, home port to 70% of the Pacific Surface Fleet. It has the 
deepest draft of any public shipyard, is the only shipyard in the country with 
direct access to the open sea, and has dry-docking facilities that can 
accommodate the largest classes of ships. Many of these vessels cannot be 
accommodated by the private shipyards on the West Coast. 

Ben, this base is very important to me and to the people of California, 
who have already suffered far more base closure losses than any other state. 
Closing this base, with its proven efficiencies, would simply not be cost 
effective. I hope you will consider the many excellent attributes of Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard as you deliberate on your final base closure decisions. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

P C- TE WILSON 
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RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, CEC. USN (Ret.) 
Mernber. Defense Base Closure and 

Real ignment  Cornlnission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ben: 

1 know that many factors weigh on your mind as you consider the 
momentous decisions tlint the Defense Base Closure Commission must soon 
r~lake. I would like to take. one final opportunity to appeal to you regarding 
one of California's c r~ t ica l  bases, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

This shipyard is very important to California and, I belleve, to the 
mission of the Navy. Its closure would result in thc loss of up to 10,000 jobs and 
$757 million ln annual economic losses in  Southern Californ~a.  which is still 
reeling from other military base and defense ~ndus t ry  cutbacks. 

Long Reach is the only public shipyard located strategically close to San 
Diego Naval Station, home port to 70% of the Pacific Surface Fleet It has the 
deepest draft of any public shipyard, 1s the only sh~pyard  in rhc country with 
direct access to the open sea, and has dry-docking facilities that can 
accommodate the largest classes of sh~ps .  Many of these vessels cannot be 
accommodated by the private shipyards on the West Coast. 

Ben, this base ib vcry trnportant to me and to thc people of Californra, 
who have already suffered far more base closure losses than any other state. 
Closing this base, with rts proven e f f~c~enc ie s .  would simply not be cost 
effective. I hope y o u  will consider the many excellent attributes of Long 
Beach Naval Sh~pya rd  as you deliberate on your final base closure dccisions. 


