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2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street - Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

July 15, 2005 

Dear Sir: 

I am writing to express my strong support for implementing the Pentagon's recommendations on 
closing excess and unnecessary military bases. The defense establishment needs to reduce costs 
in order to make hnds available for other more important needs in our country. 

In particular, I urge you to close Fort Monmouth. I live close to Fort Monmouth and served 
there as an officer in the U.S. Army. I am well aware of the inefficiency of keeping Fort 
Monmouth open. And the site, in one of the prime areas of the country, is not suited to military 
use. 

Please don't let people argu closed quickly and use 
the money more effectively. 

3% 

DCN 5573



Howard L. Chyatt 
1 16 Annapolis St 

Tinton Falls, NJ 077 12-7749 
30 May 2005 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi - Chairman 
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark St., Ste. 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Chairman Principi: 

My 20 years of civil service as an engineer at Fort Monmouth has convinced me that 
Team C4ISR Fort Monmouth is an indispensable nerve center of the United States Army. 
I cannot think of another installation where so much engineering talent is concentrated to 
apply the research, development, engineering and acquisition disciplines so broadly and 
so comprehensively across the full spectrum of ground combat operations. The 
recommendation to relocate most of its talent to Maryland is simply untenable; most 
employees have personal ties to the New York - New Jersey area and will seek other 
local employment or retire. The upheaval that would ensue should Fort Monmouth close 
would visibly jeopardize support to a fighting force so dependent upon its technology and 
corporate expertise. 

I urge the Commission to consider the true military value of Fort Monmouth with regards 
to three programs I have had the privilege of personally supporting. Joint Blue Force 
Situational Awareness has produced great advances in giving the warfighter the ability to 
see through the fog of battle. The CERDEC Homeland Security initiative provided 
responsive on-site support to the 9-1 1 rescue and recovery operation, and continues to 
leverage C4ISR research and technology in the prevention of future terrorist activities. 
Finally, the CQISR network for the Army's Future Combat System is being engineered 
and integrated at Fort Monmouth. This latter program, I can assure you, is a challenge on 
the order of complexity of a moon shot. The science and engineering talent pool of the 
NY-NJ area is second to none and must be leveraged in support of these critical Army 
initiatives and many others too numerous to mention here. I urge you and the BRAC 
Commission to carefully examine these programs, and to do your utmost to avert a 
potential catastrophe for our national defense. Reconstructing Fort Monmouth on the 
banks of Chesapeake Bay will take decades, and not the 2-6 years targeted for physical 
transition. Thank you for your interest and for your dedication to this very noble cause. 



Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 0 5 3 1 2 0 0 5  
Dear Sir; 

I am writing to you regarding the BRAC decision to close Fort Monmouth, 
New Jersey. I believe you have made a terrible error in judgment. Fort 
Monmouth is the Army's center for research and development (R&D) in 
communications, electronics, and network-centric warfare. 

1" am trying not to panic since hearing Secretary Rumsfeld 's 
recommendation to close the Fort. Closing Fort Monmouth will not only 
damage our national security and jeopardize the safety and effectiveness 
of the men and woman serving our country, but it will destroy the lives of 
thousands of individuals who support the mission by being employed here 
at Fort Monmouth. The closing of the Fort will destroy hundreds of 
businesses in the local area and devastate most of Monmouth county. 
This devastation will take years, if not decades to recover. 

I take pride of my husband and several close friends in being apart of a 
highly educated and skilled workforce. The human capital we have here 
in New Jersey will not transfer to other bases. The expertise of this 
workforce cannot be replaced if the Fort's assets are relocated outside of 
New Jersey. He recently had to take a temporary assignment and was in 
VA for over 8 months. We will not be relocating to MD ifthe 
responsibilities are reassigned. 

I can not begin to explain what this decision will do to us. 1 am deeply 
concerned and worried about our future livelihood, our family, our 
property. I urge you to reconsider and remove Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey off of the base closure list. 

Sincerely, 
do---*=JP- 

Diana L Simpson 
51 6 Albermarle Rd 
Brick, NJ 08724 



May 20,2005 

James V. Hansen 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLINGTON VA 22202-3909 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Bank, NJ 07701-5538 

Dear Mr. Hansen: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monrnouth in New 
Jersey. Before I get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monmouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the United States. 

I have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and I can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualified replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

1 thank you for your service to our country and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recornrncndation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 

Senior Engineer 



May 20,2005 

Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr., USN (Ret.) 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
252 1 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLINGTON VA 22202-3909 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Bank, NJ 0770 1-5538 

Dear Admiral Gehrnan: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monrnouth in New 
Jersey. Before I get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monrnouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the United States. 

1 have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and I can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualified replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

I thank you for your service to our country and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recommendation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 

Senior Engineer 



2005 Base Realignment And Closure Walk Through 

There are at least four major areas of importance at Fort Monrnouth that need to be 
visited during the six hour BRAC commission walk through. 

The satellite facility on Oceanport Ave consists of many fixed and mobile satellite 
dishes that are part of the critical infrastructure. Moving the satellite facility will require a 
switchover period with little or no downtime. This will be an engineering feat in itself. 
The last two fixed satellite dishes were installed in 2003. 

The McAfee Center anechoic chamber is one of the largest and best in the world. It can 
accommodate virtually any Army platform and those of other services. 
Although similar facilities exist elsewhere in the country none are as large or efficient in 
terms of electromagnetic and electric field attenuation. McAfee Canter opened in the mid 
1990s and expanded it's platform operating capacity in 2004. 

The CECOM SEC lab is one of the largest and most accommodating in the country. It 
opened in the year 2000. It can accommodate virtually any Army platform and those of 
other services as well. Armed services from the US and allies perform tests in this lab on 
monthly basis. This lab is critical to homeland defense as well. 

The Link 16 radio navigation system is the most widely used communications and 
navigation system in the world. It is used by all US services and those of a dozen allies. 
CECOM SEC operates one of four Link 16 labs in the country. It is dedicated to 
supporting AWACS and Patriot, THAAD, SHORAD missile battalions around the world, 
including those of Germany, Netherlands and Japan. It is critical to national and 
international defense. 

The bottom line, the Warfighter. 



BRAC Plan B 

Since the DoD is looking to consolidate resources and at the same time provide joint 
service capability, a plan B is needed to offset disruption of service to the armed services 
as well as to offset disruption to fhmilies and careers. 

In the case of Fort Monmouth, there is limited space for expansion or consolidation of 
other service programs at CECOM or CERDEC. What makes more sense to the 
community as a whole is to relocate CECOM and CERDEC personnel and facilities to 
the 40,000 acre complex made up of McGuire AFB, Fort Dix, and Lakehurst Naval 
Station. A great advantage of relocation to Dix, McGuire or Lakehurst is tri service 
demos, maneuvers and testing, as well as NATO, non NATO testing. Right now the only 
joint test facility exists at Fort Huachuca., AZ. Dix, McGuire and Lakehurst have a 
superior environment for training i~nd testing. The surrounding infrastructure can easily 
handle the traffic and educational and residential needs of the employees. . 

At the present time Fort Monmouth operates one of the largest and most important 
military satellite earth stations in the country. This station needs to be near a major 
metropolitan area, but on the other hand it needs to be hidden in the woods. Right now it 
sits on Oceanport Avenue and the Shrewsbury River and it is somewhat vulnerable to to 
physical and electromagnetic attack. A satellite station like this situated in the middle of 
Dix. McGuire and Lakehurst would be well protected yet still within and hour or so of 
New York and Philadelphia. 

The most compelling reason for keeping CECOM and CERDEC services in New 
Jersey is families. Disruption of families has no price tag. A move from Fort Monmouth 
to Dix, McGuire and Lakehurst would not be disruptive at all. At the same time there 
would be some cost saving by removing DoD functions from Fort Monmouth. The main 
advantage to a move to Burlington and Ocean County will be retention of thousands of 
experienced DoD employees. 

There is ample acreage for development of facilities at Dix. McGuire and Lakehurst, 
and they provide open and wooded terrain for radio range testing that could never be 
done at Fort Monmouth. The Army avionics group is already using hangar 5 at Lakehurst 
for storing and maintaining aircraft as well as for fly by and air to ground tests. An 
antenna array can be set up on the Lakehurst hangers that will provide an omnidirectional 
radio radio range up to 40 lun on land and many times that in the air. For radio systems 
such as SINCGARS, EPLRS , JTRS, JTIDS and MIDS it provides the opportunity for 
OTA tests with F 14, F 15, F 16, F 18, A1 0, KC1 35 and AWACS aircraft during normal 
operations. This can be part of the Integrated Training Initiative. 

The one and two mile runways at McGuire and Lakehurst enable military and 
commercial aircraft to transport equipment anywhere in the world for test or deployment. 
One of the problems we have at Fort Monrnouth is transporting systems that exceed the 
$50,000 value that FEDEX will insure. The solution is to ship via military cargo aircraft. 

A quick study needs to be performed in order to determine the cost differential 
between moving CERDECICECOM to Dix/McGuire/Lakehurst versus moving to 
MDNNOH. 



Radio Range and Anechoic Chamber Testing 
CERDEC SED 

Outdoor Ranges 

From time to time there are requirements for over the air testing of military radios in 
different environments. There are test facilities at various military locations around the 
US. One such site is operated by the US Navy near Fort Stewart. GA. It is a 300 meter 
tower with an elevator and control room at the base. The intent of the tower is to provide 
sufficient radio range within a 71 krn radius. Personnel and hardware can ascend to the 
radio shack at the top via elevator with a few ladder rungs to climb near the summit. With 
some radios it requires going into the shack at the top each day to load crypto keys. This 
can be a problem in bad weather. This presents risks to personnel. 

There are alternatives to having to climb 300 meters to test military radios. Use of 
aircraft is prohibitive because of fuel costs and overseas deployments. The most efficient 
means of testing radio range is to drive SUVs, HUMWVs or Stryker's to the summit of 
many great locations in the US. A few of these locations are a follows: 

Location Elevation Omni Range 

Mt Mitchell, NJ -100 m -41 km 

USN test range, GA -300 m -71 km 

High Point, NJ -600 m -101 krn 

Clingmans Dome, NC -1600 m 
Ft. Huachuca, AZ 6 b 

Mt Kahadin , Me 66  

Mona Loa, HI 
Mona Kea, HI 
Haleakala, Maui 

There are radio assets available in all these states with active, reserve and guard units. 
A radio hub at any of these locations provides over the horizon relay capability and 
network geographic extension with fewer platforms. An example would be a BSN, NOC- 
V or Stryker on Haleakala, Maui. Any of these platforms could easily maintain 
connectivity with other platforms on all the Hawaiian Islands. 

Even more important there is little risk to personnel or equipment with careful 
selection of on or off the road locations. Radios can be operated 24 x 7 in relative comfort 
and safety and at lost cost. 



McAfee Center I2WD 

Sometimes radio characteristics need to be tested while radiating, but emissions need to 
be controlled. In the year 2000 we sat down with Ray Irwin, Bob Doto and Jan Moren 
and proposed such a facility at Fort Monmouth. At that time the MacAfee (I2WD) Center 
had a 50x50~75 foot anechoic chamber with a small 3 x 7 foot entrance door. If you 
wanted to test a radio you had to hand carry it in or bring it on a hand cart. There was no 
way to test a shelter any other platform. We were working on the development and 
testing of the first Brigade Subscriber Node and it required shipping the BSN to White 
Sands and Fort Huachuca. This impacted our budget and schedule. We proposed to 
I2WD that they consider a larger door in order to accommodate platforms such as BSN 
and NOC-V. In 2004 such a set of doors was completed at a cost of tens of thousands of 
dollars and MacAfee Center can now accommodate nearly every communications 
platform the US military produces including some aircraft and armored vehicles. 

The bottom line is that you do not need to climb 300 meter towers or send your system 
to Georgia, EPG or WSMR for all tests. Some or all of the tests can be performed at or 
near Fort Monrnouth. 

The bottom line, The Warfighter 



2005 Base Realignment And Closure Walk Through 

l 

There are at least four major areas of importance at Fort Monmouth that need to be 
visited during the six hour BRAC commission walk through. 

The satellite facility on Oceanport Ave consists of many fixed and mobile satellite 
dishes that are part of the critical infrastructure. Moving the satellite facility will require a 
switchover period with little or no downtime. This will be an engineering feat in itself. 
The last two fixed satellite dishes were installed in 2003. 

The McAfee Center anechoic chamber is one of the largest and best in the world. It can 
accommodate virtually any Army platform and those of other services. 
Although similar facilities exist elsewhere in the country none are as large or efficient in 
terms of electromagnetic and electric field attenuation. McAfee Canter opened in the mid 
1990s and expanded it's platform operating capacity in 2004. 

The CECOM SEC lab is one of the largest and most accommodating in the country. It 
opened in the year 2000. It can accommodate virtually any Army platform and those of 
other services as well. Armed services from the US and allies perform tests in this lab on 
monthly basis. This lab is critical to homeland defense as well. 

The Link 16 radio navigation system is the most widely used communications and 
navigation system in the world. It is used by all US services and those of a dozen allies. 
CECOM SEC operates one of four Link 16 labs in the country. It is dedicated to 
supporting AWACS and Patriot, THAAD, SHORAD missile battalions around the world, 
including those of Germany, Netherlands and Japan. It is critical to national and 
international defense. 

The most important resource at CERDEC and CECOM are the people. There are 
thousands of years of DoD experience invested. A move from New Jersey would 
certainly mean a loss both to the Army and New Jersey, of a substantial number of 
valuable experienced people. 

The bottom line, the Warfighter. 



BRAC Plan B 

Since the DoD is looking to consolidate resources and at the same time provide joint 
service capability, a plan B is needed to offset disruption of service to the armed services 
as well as to offset disruption to families and careers. 

In the case of Fort Monmouth, there is limited space for expansion or consolidation of 
other service programs at CECOM or CERDEC. What makes more sense to the 
community as a whole is to relocate CECOM and CERDEC personnel and facilities to 
the 40,000 acre complex made up of McGuire AFB, Fort Dix, and Lakehurst Naval 
Station. A great advantage of relocation to Dix, McGuire or Lakehurst is tri service 
demos, maneuvers and testing, as well as NATO, non NATO testing. Right now the only 
joint test facility exists at Fort Huachuca., AZ. Dix, McGuire and Lakehurst have a 
superior environment for training and testing. The surrounding infrastructure can easily 
handle the traffic and educational and residential needs of the employees. . 

At the present time Fort Monmouth operates one of the largest and most important 
military satellite earth stations in the country. This station needs to be near a major 
metropolitan area, but on the other hand it needs to be hidden in the woods. Right now it 
sits on Oceanport Avenue and the Shrewsbury River and it is somewhat vulnerable to to 
physical and electromagnetic attack. A satellite station like this situated in the middle of 
Dix. McGuire and Lakehurst would be well protected yet still within and hour or so of 
New York and Philadelphia. 

Lakehurst has E3 test capability. Patuxent River and Fort Huachuca are the other 
Army/Navy E3 test facilities. E3 testing at Lakehurst can be performed on a joint service 
basis without shipping systems all over the country. E3 testing has always been expensive 
and time consuming because of the logistics involved. 

The most compelling reason for keeping CECOM and CERDEC services in New 
Jersey is families. Disruption of families has no price tag. A move from Fort Monmouth 
to Dix, McGuire and Lakehurst would not be disruptive at all. At the same time there 
would be some cost saving by removing DoD functions from Fort Monmouth. The main 
advantage to a move to Burlington and Ocean County will be retention of thousands of 
experienced DoD employees. 

There is ample acreage for development of facilities at Dix, McGuire and Lakehurst, 
and they provide open and wooded terrain for radio range testing that could never be 
done at Fort Monmouth. The Army avionics group is already using hangar 5 at Lakehurst 
for storing and maintaining aircraft as well as for fly by and air to ground tests. An 
antenna array can be set up on the Lakehurst hangers that will provide an omnidirectional 
radio radio range up to 40 km on land and many times that in the air. For radio systems 
such as SINCGARS, EPLRS , JTRS, JTIDS and MIDS it provides the opportunity for 
OTA tests with F14, F15, F16, F18, AlO, KC135 and AWACS aircraft during normal 
operations. This can be part of the Integrated Training Initiative. 

The one and two mile runways at McGuire and Lakehurst enable military and 
commercial aircraft to transpoiequipment anywhere in the world for test or deployment. 
One of the problems we have at Fort Monmouth is transporting systems that exceed the 
$50,000 value that FEDEX will insure. The solution is to ship via military cargo aircraft. 





2005 Base Realignment And Closure Walk Through 

There are at least four major areas of importance at Fort Monmouth that need to be 
visited during the six hour BRAC commission walk through. 

The satellite facility on Oceanport Ave consists of many fixed and mobile satellite 
dishes that are part of the critical infrastructure. Moving the satellite facility will require a 
switchover period with little or no downtime. This will be an engineering feat in itself. 
The last two fixed satellite dishes were installed in 2003. 

The McAfee Center anechoic chamber is one of the largest and best in the world. It can 
accommodate virtually any Army platform and those of other services. 
Although similar facilities exist elsewhere in the country none are as large or efficient in 
terms of electromagnetic and electric field attenuation. McAfee Canter opened in the mid 
1990s and expanded it's platform operating capacity in 2004. 

The CECOM SEC lab is one of the largest and most accommodating in the country. It 
opened in the year 2000. It can accommodate virtually any Army platform and those of 
other services as well. Armed services from the US and allies perform tests in this lab on 
monthly basis. This lab is critical to homeland defense as well. 

The Link 16 radio navigation system is the most widely used communications and 
navigation system in the world. It is used by all US services and those of a dozen allies. 
CECOM SEC operates one of four Link 16 labs in the country. It is dedicated to 
supporting AWACS and Patriot, THAAD, SHORAD missile battalions around the world, 
including those of Germany, Netherlands and Japan. It is critical to national and 
international defense. 

The most important resource at CERDEC and CECOM are the people. There are 
thousands of years of DoD experience invested. A move from New Jersey would 
certainly mean a loss both to the Army and New Jersey, of a substantial number of 
valuable experienced people. 

The bottom line, the Warfighter. 



BRAC Plan B 

Since the DoD is looking to consolidate resources and at the same time provide joint 
service capability, a plan B is needed to offset disruption of service to the armed services 
as well as to offset disruption to families and careers. 

In the case of Fort Monmouth, there is limited space for expansion or consolidation of 
other service programs at CECOM or CERDEC. What makes more sense to the 
community as a whole is to relocate CECOM and CERDEC personnel and facilities to 
the 40,000 acre complex made up of McGuire AFB, Fort Dix, and Lakehurst Naval 
Station. A great advantage of relocation to Dix, McGuire or Lakehurst is tri service 
demos, maneuvers and testing, as well as NATO, non NATO testing. Right now the only 
joint test facility exists at Fort Huachuca., AZ. Dix, McGuire and Lakehurst have a 
superior environment for training and testing. The surrounding infrastructure can easily 
handle the traffic and educational and residential needs of the employees. . 

At the present time Fort Monmouth operates one of the largest and most important 
military satellite earth stations in the country. This station needs to be near a major 
metropolitan area, but on the other hand it needs to be hidden in the woods. Right now it 
sits on Oceanport Avenue and the Shrewsbury River and it is somewhat vulnerable to to 
physical and electromagnetic attack. A satellite station like this situated in the middle of 
Dix. McGuire and Lakehurst would be well protected yet still within and hour or so of 
New York and Philadelphia. 

The most compelling reason for keeping CECOM and CERDEC services in New 
Jersey is families. Disruption of families has no price tag. A move from Fort Monmouth 
to Dix, McGuire and Lakehurst would not be disruptive at all. At the same time there 
would be some cost saving by removing DoD functions from Fort Monmouth. The main 
advantage to a move to Burlington and Ocean County will be retention of thousands of 
experienced DoD employees. 

There is ample acreage for development of facilities at Dix. McGuire and Lakehurst, 
and they provide open and wooded terrain for radio range testing that could never be 
done at Fort Monmouth. The Army avionics group is already using hangar 5 at Lakehurst 
for storing and maintaining aircraft as well as for fly by and air to ground tests. An 
antenna array can be set up on the Lakehurst hangers that will provide an omnidirectional 
radio radio range up to 40 krn on land and many times that in the air. For radio systems 
such as SINCGARS, EPLRS , JTRS, JTIDS and MIDS it provides the opportunity for 
OTA tests with F 14, F 15, F 16, F 18, A1 0, KC 135 and AWACS aircraft during normal 
operations. This can be part of the Integrated Training Initiative. 

The one and two mile runways at McGuire and Lakehurst enable military and 
commercial aircraft to transport equipment anywhere in the world for test or deployment. 
One of the problems we have at Fort Monmouth is transporting systems that exceed the 
$50,000 value that FEDEX will insure. The solution is to ship via military cargo aircraft. 

A quick study needs to be performed in order to determine the cost differential 
between moving CERDECICECOM to Dix/McGuire/Lakehurst versus moving to 
MDNAIOH. 



Radio Range and Anechoic Chamber Testing 
CERDEC SED 

Outdoor Ranges 

From time to time there are requirements for over the air testing of military radios in 
different environments. There are test facilities at various military locations around the 
US. One such site is operated by the US Navy near Fort Stewart. GA. It is a 300 meter 
tower with an elevator and control room at the base. The intent of the tower is to provide 
sufficient radio range within a 71 km radius. Personnel and hardware can ascend to the 
radio shack at the top via elevator with a few ladder rungs to climb near the summit. With 
some radios it requires going into the shack at the top each day to load crypto keys. This 
can be a problem in bad weather. This presents risks to personnel. 

There are alternatives to having to climb 300 meters to test military radios. Use of 
aircraft is prohibitive because of fuel costs and overseas deployments. The most efficient 
means of testing radio range is to drive SUVs, HUMWVs or Stryker's to the summit of 
many great locations in the US. A few of these locations are a follows: 

Location Elevation Omni Range 

Mt Mitchell, NJ -100 m -41 km 

USN test range, GA -300 m -71 km 

High Point, NJ -600 m -101 km 

Clingmans Dome, NC -1600 m -165 krn 
Ft. Huachuca, AZ 6 L L L 

Mt Kahadin , Me L L 6 L 

Mona Loa, HI - 
Mona Kea, HI 
Haleakala, Maui 

There are radio assets available in all these states with active, reserve and guard units. 
A radio hub at any of these locations provides over the horizon relay capability and 
network geographic extension with fewer platforms. An example would be a BSN, NOC- 
V or Stryker on Haleakala, Maui. Any of these platforms could easily maintain 
connectivity with other platforms on all the Hawaiian Islands. 

Even more important there is little risk to personnel or equipment with careful 
selection of on or off the road locations. Radios can be operated 24 x 7 in relative comfort 
and safety and at lost cost. 



McAfee Center I2WD 

Sometimes radio characteristics need to be tested while radiating, but emissions need to 
be controlled. In the year 2000 we sat down with Ray Irwin, Bob Doto and Jan Moren 
and proposed such a facility at Fort Monmouth. At that time the MacAfee (I2WD) Center 
had a 50x50~75 foot anechoic chamber with a small 3 x 7 foot entrance door. If you 
wanted to test a radio you had to hand carry it in or bring it on a hand cart. There was no 
way to test a shelter any other platform. We were working on the development and 
testing of the first Brigade Subscriber Node and it required shipping the BSN to White 
Sands and Fort Huachuca. This impacted our budget and schedule. We proposed to 
I2WD that they consider a larger door in order to accommodate platforms such as BSN 
and NOC-V. In 2004 such a set of doors was completed at a cost of tens of thousands of 
dollars and MacAfee Center can now accommodate nearly every communications 
platform the US military produces including some aircraft and armored vehicles. 

The bottom line is that you do not need to climb 300 meter towers or send your system 
to Georgia, EPG or WSMR for all tests. Some or all of the tests can be performed at or 
near Fort Monmouth. 

The bottom line, The Warfighter 



JORGE TERSY 
85 Old Orchard Lane 

Ocean, NJ 077 12 
May 3 1,2005 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Re: Saving Fort Monmouth from the recommended closure 

Dear Sir; 

I am writing to you regarding the BRAC decision to close Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. I 
believe you have made a terrible error in judgment. Fort Monmouth is the Army's center 
for research and development (R&D) in communications, electronics, and network- 
centric warfare. 

As a private citizen of the affected community, I am deeply concerned of how this 
recommendation was formulated. In no way did the Department of Defense take into 
account the demographics of this area. Fort Monmouth consists of military; civilian; and 
contractor personnel, on and off the post. The number of approximately 5,000 is an 
underestimation of the true number of people who support the base. They failed to take 
into account the workers located in and around the Eatontown area which would make the 
true number 20,000 people who support the soldier in the field. 

They stated that the workforce will relocate. The latest survey, in the local paper, stated 
that only 5% of the workforce will relocate. This area is suffering a major economic hit. 
AT&T, the major employer in the state of New Jersey, has announced another round of 
lay offs the end of this year. Compound this news with the fort closing the state will 
suffer its worst case of unemployment in years. 

In their analysis they stated that Fort Monmouth is not expandable, this is also not true. 
Since the primary mission of the recommendation was to combine services, they did not 
look at the open land which resides next to Fort Monmouth, belonging to Earle Weapon 
Station. This land could be utilized to increase the research facility being utilized today. 
The fort works well and efficiently with the material provided to it. A great amount of 
technology was developed here because the fort utilizes the best tool it has, its 
workforces' experience and knowledge base. Both of these will be lost once the fort 
closes. 



I am trying not to panic since hearing Secretary Rumsfeld's recommendation to close the 
Fort. Closing Fort Monmouth will not only damage our national security and jeopardize 
the safety and effectiveness of the men and woman serving our country, but it will destroj 
the lives of thousands of individuals who support the mission by being employed here at 
Fort Monmouth. The closing of the Fort will destroy hundreds of businesses in the local 
area and devastate most of Monmouth County. This devastation will take years, if not 
decades to recover. 

I take pride in the highly educated and skilled workforce. The human capital we have 
here in New Jersey will not transfer to other bases. The expertise of this workforce 
cannot be replaced if the Fort's assets are relocated outside of New Jersey. 

I can not begin to explain what this decision will do to us. I am deeply concerned and 
worried about our future livelihood, our family, our property. I urge you to reconsider 
and remove Fort Monmouth, New Jersey off of the base closurc list. 

Your cooperation in this matter is very much appreciated. 

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Joye  lersy 



25 White Sands Way 
Little Silver, NJ 07739 

Philip E. Coyle 
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

May 23,2005 

Dear Mr. Coyle, 

I am a retiree of Los Alamos National Laboratory as well as the United States Secret 
Service where I served at the SES level. I also retired from the U. S. Army Reserve as 
a colonel/logistician with ten years experience at Department of Army. I believe I 
understand matching requirements and capabilities. 

Since moving to New Jersey two years ago I have learned that Fort Monmouth is much 
like Los Alamos - both do highly specialized work and employ uniquely qualified people. 

Could LANL be closed and the mission successfully accomplished elsewhere? I'm sure 
your experience at Lawrence Livermore and Department of Energy would tell you that is 
not a viable proposition. The professional and skilled technical work force would not 
transfer in sufficient numbers to make that move even thinkable. Years of institutional 
and personal knowledge would be lost in such a move. I say that as an experienced 
manager who has faced similar issues with similar employees over the years. 

The same conclusion for the same reasons can be drawn regarding closing Fort 
Monmouth - it just isn't appropriate to consider closing the installation if Defense is to 
continue R&D, testing, and acquisition at the current level of performance. 

Thank you for your consideration of this issue. 

Sincerely, 

6 James S. Griffiths 



Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret.) 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLINGTON VA 22202-3909 

May 20,2005 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Rank, NJ 07701 -5538 

Dear General Turner: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monmouth in New 
Jersey. Before I get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monmouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the United States. 

I have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and I can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualified replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

I thank you for your service to our country and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recommendation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 

Very Sincerely, 

- d i  
William G. Smith 
Senior Engineer 



May 20,2005 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Bank, NJ 07701 -5538 

Anthony Joseph Principi 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLINGTON VA 22202-3909 

v 
Dear Mr. Principi: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monmouth in New 
Jersey. Before I get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monmouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the United States. 

I have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and I can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualifi ed replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

I thank you for your service to our country and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recommendation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 

Senior Engineer 



May 20,2005 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Bank, NJ 0770 1-5538 

Philip Coyle 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLINGTON VA 22202-3909 

Dear Mr. Coyle: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monmouth in New 
Jersey. Before I get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monmouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the United States. 

I have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and I can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualified replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

I thank you for your service to our country and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recommendation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 

Senior Engineer 



May 24,2005 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Sirs: 

I am writing you regarding the BRAC decision to close Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. I believe you have made a temble 
error in judgment. Fort Monmouth is the Army's center for research and development (R&D) in communications, 
electronics and network-centric warfare. 

Secretary Rumsfeld's recommendation to close the Fort Monrnouth will not only damage our national security and jeopardize 
the safety and effectiveness of the men and woman serving our country, but it will destroy the lives of thousands of 
individuals who support the mission by being employed at Fort Monmouth. The closing of the Fort will destroy hundreds of 
businesses in the local area and devastate most of Monmouth County. This devastation will take years to recover. 

My brother-in-law, John Simpson is employed by CACI, Inc., as a Systems Ensneer and is currently worlang on a 
Government Program involving Future Combat Systems. His grandfather and father were both military men as is his 
brother presently. He was honorably discharged from the military due to an unfortunate accident awhile ago and has been 
trylng to find employment that actually puts him in touch with his military routes. He was so excited to have gotten a job 
offer with CACI, Inc. as he knew they handled a lot of government contracts worlung on projects involving U.S. military 
forces. He actually moved to Virginia, away from his wife and family for almost a year to take on employment with CACI, 
Inc. in hopes that down the line, he would get involved in a military project. His sacrifice paid off as he recently got 
transferred fiom Virginia back to Fort Monmouth in New Jersey to work on the Future Combat Systems project. He has 
been thrilled to be back home and worlung at a job he absolutely loves. Now he comes to find out that his excitement may 
be short-lived and that he might have to relocate andlor move away from family & fnends if he wants to keep on working in 
his current "military-related" capacity due to the possibility of Fort Monrnouth being on the chopping block. He takes pride 
in being a part of a highly educated and slulled workforce and truly feels that the human capital here in New Jersey will not 
transfer to other bases. 

I urge you to reconsider and remove Fort Monmouth, New Jersey off of the base closure list on his behalf and my family's. 

Since ely, f 1 
dL I4  LJLk 

Theresa M. Wiktor 

333 Tuscaloosa Lane 
Brick, New Jersey 08724 



May 20,2005 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Bank, NJ 07701-5538 

James H. Bilbray 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLINGTON VA 22202-3909 

Dear Mr. Bilbray: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monmouth in New 
Jersey. Before I get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monmouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the United States. 

I have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and 1 can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualified replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

I thank you for your service to our cowtry and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recommendation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 77Fd 
William G. mit 
Senior Engineer 



May 22,2005 

From: Chris Buergin 
To: Members of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) committee 
Subject: Fort Monmouth, NJ 

I am writing to you regarding the recent decision to include Fort Monmouth on the 
preliminary list of bases recommended for closure. Closing Fort Monrnouth would be a 
grave mistake and have bad consequences to our soldiers and warfighters who rely on the 
technology produced here that insures their safety and gives them proven effective 
advantages in the ongoing war against terrorism. 

Ft. Monmouth has a dedicated community of Civilians and Contractors holding high 
professional credentials, numerous patents (6 times more in communications electronics 
than any other state, except NY), and advanced degrees as Engineers and Scientists as 
well as logisticians. There exists a strong chemistry among these groups at Ft. 
Monmouth resulting from decades of partnering and teaming. This skilled, specialized 
expertise is not something that can be replaced or replicated elsewhere. There is no 
substitute for the decades of specialized technical and DoD related experience our 
workers have and that is also passed onto our newer workers. Many of our newer team 
members have advanced degrees or are actively pursuing them at present. The nearby 
colleges and universities such as NJ Institute of Technology, Steven's Institute of 
Technology, Rutgers Univ, Monmouth Univ, and Princeton have worked with the fort for 
decades and provide a wealth of training and involvement with the technological 
development that occurs here. Our newer workers are aggressive learners, and eager to 
be involved and contribute to the technological advancements and resulting products that 
our soldiers need and use. In my conversations with them, the majority of the workforce 
is not willing to relocate elsewhere. This is a serious and critical issue given that the 
soldiers rely now even more than ever on the technology that comes from the fort. An 
installation has to be effective in meeting its mission goals in order for it to be viable-Ft. 
Monmouth has proven that and exceeded beyond. 

From a local economic perspective, our area was hit hard 5 years ago by the "dot com" 
bust and the downsizing at many high tech communications companies. There exist many 
highly educated, experienced individuals in our area eager to work at Ft. Monmouth, but 
unwilling to relocate because they have lived here for many years with strong family ties. 
Ft Monmouth is the "answer center" for the military's technical and communications 
needs. Whenever a communications problem or technical anomaly arises, we are there 
with the answers and solutions. Whenever an improvement to an existing hardware or 
software device is needed, we implement it in a timely manner. Without the Ft. 
Monmouth community's dedicated team of professionals, our men in uniform would not 
receive state-of-the-art communications, sensors equipment, robotic devices, etc. The 
result of this would be catastrophic to the soldier who relies on the technology developed 
here for DoD to circumvent and defeat enemy offensive maneuvers and more critically, 
saves lives. For example, as reported in a recent Monmouth Message news article, the 



Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Sir; 

19 May 2005 

I am writing to you regarding the BRAC decision to close Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. I believe 
you have made a terrible error in judgment. Fort Monmouth is the Army's center for research 
and development (R&D) in communications, electronics, and network-centric warfare. 

I work in the Special Projects Office and we have been given kudos' from joint military high 
echelon for the past several years in the work we do for the soldiers. We developed the C41SR 
On-The-Move Testbed which when General Shinsecki visited a few years back, was very 
impressed with our work and accomplishments. We have had numerous 3 star generals, 2 star 
generals, Admirals and other VIPs visit our testbed and commend us for the work we've done for 
the soldiers. We put in long hours and months of weekends trying to improve equipment for the 
soldiers. We are a hard working community with a goal to better our soldiers and keep them 
safe. 

Your committee is reporting that there are approximately 5000 people who will be affected. This 
is not true. In the past several years, we have been required to reduce government personnel 
but have replaced their jobs with contractors. On paper, it looks like there are approximately 
5000 people working here but in reality there are probably three to four times as many 
contractors with families and roots, who also support our local businesses. The closing of the 
Fort will destroy hundreds of businesses in the local area and devastate most of Monmouth 
County. 

We already suffered from 911 1 in Monmouth County. Many of those who perished in the towers 
had families in Middletown, Lincroft, Red Bank, Eatontown and surrounding areas who are 
getting back on their feet financially. Now you are jeopardizing their livelihoods1 again for the 
surviving spouses who are working in local businesses which are being threatened. 

Closing Fort Monmouth will not only damage our national security and jeopardize the safety and 
effectiveness of the men and woman serving our country, but it will destroy the iives of 
thousands of individuals who support the mission by being employed here at Fort Monmouth. 

I can not begin to explain what this decision will do to us. I am deeply concerned and worried 
about our future livelihood, our family, our property. I urge you to reconsider and remove Fort 
Monmo~th, New Jersey off of the base closure list. 

108 Nottingham Drive 
Eatontown, NJ 07724 



May 2 1,2005 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Subject: Fort Monmouth Base Closure 

Dear BRAC Commission: 

I am writing to recommend that Fort Monmouth be retained as a valuable Communications Research and 
Development facility for the Joint Warfighter. Fort Monmouth is a leader in integration of the four branches 
of the military in joint operations for R&D. 

Closing Fort Monmouth would cost the Defense Department much more than it would save. It will damage 
our national security and jeopardize the safety and effectiveness of the men and women sewing in our Armed 
Forces. 

Fort Monmouth responded to an Urgent Material Release for Theater to provide a communications solution 
for the Matrix Anti-Personnel Land Mine Alternative for the Warfighters serving in our Armed Forces. 

In addition, Fort Monmouth is providing valuable communications expertise in support of meeting the 
National Security Presidential Directive - 30 and the United States Policy for Landmines to replace 
persistent non self-destruct landmines by 2010. Closing Fort Monmouth will have a major impact on NSPD- 
30 and US Policy for Landmines. 

The highly educated, highly skilled people who work at the Fort have unique, proven expertise that cannot be 
replaced by transferring their work elsewhere or by contracting out to private laboratories. 

It will take generations to make up for the knowledge lost when only a fraction of the workforce actually 
relocates. Breaking up that team will lead to disruption in vital communications and intelligence support to 
field commanders and troops especially during wartime is an unacceptable risk that is entirely avoidable. 

Fort Monmouth tests its communications technology at Fort Dix, NJ, which provides a test site to accomplish 
C4ISR and is close to McGuire Air Base to service our troops for Quick Reaction. It also reduces the total 
Armed Force vulnerability by not concentrating too much R&D in the Maryland area. 

Fort Monmouth has long-standing and critical connections to our region's universities, research labs, and 
high-tech workforce. If this decision is not overturned by the BRAC Commission, it will take years, if not 
decades, for the Army's intelligence and communications Research, Development, Testing and Evaluations 
(RDT&E) capability to recover. Such an outcome is deeply worrisome during a global, unconventional and 
highly adaptive enemy. 

Concerned Registered Voter 

&-I;& Lou Za e 

50 Rochelle Street 
Staten Island, NY 0304-2922 



May 20,2005 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Bank, NJ 07701-5538 

General James T. Hill, USA (Ret.) 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
252 1 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLINGTON VA 22202-3909 

Dear General Hill: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monmouth in New 
Jersey. Before I get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monmouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the united States. 

I have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and I can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualified replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

I thank you for your service to our country and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recommendation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 

Senior Engineer 



May 20,2005 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Bank, NJ 07701-5538 

Lieutenant General Claude M. Kicklighter, USA (Ret.) 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLlNGTON VA 22202-3909 

Dear General Kicklighter: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monmouth in New 
Jersey. Before I get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monmouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the United States. 

I have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and I can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualified replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

I thank you for your service to our country and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recommendation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 

Senior Engineer 



May 20,2005 

William G. Smith 
72 Applegate St 
Red Bank, NJ 07701-5538 

Samuel Knox Skinner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
252 1 S CLARK ST STE 600 
ARLINGTON VA 22202-3909 

Dear Mr. Skinner: 

I would like to express my concern for the proposed closure of Ft. Monmouth in New 
Jersey. Before 1 get started, let me point out that I earn no income from the operations at 
Ft. Monmouth and have no financial loss at stake in its closing. I am an engineer in a 
commercial company in the area. My concern comes as a citizen of the united States. 

I have been part of the technical community in this area for over 20 years, and I can say 
that the technical assets at Ft. Monmouth are the best. The engineering staff at this post 
has contributed significantly to the nation and technical base of this community, as 
evidenced by their contributions to the New Jersey Coast IEEE Professional Engineering 
Society and many local technical seminars. These technical assets are not something that 
you will replace easily. I have seen a few moves of R&D assets, some local and some 
distant. Invariably, a move causes disruption in productivity with high turnover, 
unexpected costs, recruiting and training of qualified replacement staff, and re- 
implementation of processes. 

I thank you for your service to our country and respect your commitment to the daunting 
task ahead of you on the BRAC Commission. I respectfully urge you to carefully 
reevaluate the recommendation to close Ft. Monmouth. I have my doubts about the long- 
term value of this recommendation and have serious concerns about its potential harm to 
the present-day war fighters whose lives depend on the R&D efforts at Ft. Monmouth. 

Senior Engineer 



16 Abby Drive 
Lawrenceville, NJ 08648 

May 23,2005 
Mr. Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman of Commission of Base Realignment and Closure 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, Virginia 22202 

Dear Mr. Principi: 

Fort Monmouth should not be relocated from its current site in Monmouth 

County, New Jersey. The Fort is of great significance, both to the United States Military 

and to the surrounding community. If Fort Monmouth were to be relocated it would have 

adverse consequences on the State of New Jersey. Relocation would cost New Jersey 

thousands of military and civilian jobs directly and later would cost the state thousands 

more as the fort closing impacted surrounding fort-dependent businesses. The relocation 

would also come at great cost to the federal government. The relocation of Fort 

Monrnouth would save the federal government approximately $143 million in expenses, 

but it would cost around $822 million to shift the fort's facilities and workforce 

effectively to the Aberdeen Proving Ground in Maryland. The expense of relocating the 

facility is far greater than the savings gained by closing it in the first place. Fort 

Monmouth is, above all else, a research and development facility for new military 

technology. It has been said that the Monmouth facility, and the type of research it 

represents, is unnecessary after the end of the Cold War. But the United States military is 

more dependent on technology than it has ever been, and new technologies can save lives 

in America's modem wars. Another draw back to relocating Fort Monmouth is the loss of 

scientific talent and brain power. Although some of the workers at Fort Monmouth would 
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Michael Tarullo 
18 Albatross Dr. 
Howell, NJ 0773 1 
May 26,2005 

Honorable Anthony J. Principi, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 S. Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I am writing to tell you why I believe Fort Monmouth must remain open and be 
provided the means to continue the vital work it conducts for some time to come. My 
conclusions are based on BRAC information made public by the Department of Defense, 
the US Army's web site and my own personal views. 

It is widely accepted that the United States needs a strong military presence. 
Furthermore, our forces deserve nothing less than the best training, equipment, supplies 
and most importantly, the most advanced technology. The United States Government 
needs to provide for these military needs in the most cost effective and efficient means 
possible. Few would question this. For these reasons I generally agree with the need for 
the work your commission provides. As for Fort Monmouth, I feel that the Department 
of Defense was ill advised to include an installation that provides vital research and 
development of advanced technology for the Army on the BRAC list. 

Fort Monmouth has a long history of providing communications, electronics and 
sensor R&D. The Fort served as the hub of all military communications during Desert 
Storm. Today, it is actively involved in research to detect roadside bombs, a tactic that is 
used by our enemies in Iraq. It also provides satellite communications to support our 
troops in the field. This information is a matter of public record. Undoubtedly there is a 
tremendous amount of classified work being done. 

Some of the information provided in the BRAC report is confusing. Section 10, 
Part 2 of Volume 1 explains the recommendations for the consolidation of both Navy and 
Air Force C4ISR R&D from several locations to just a few, approximately 2 for each 
service. Yet no mention of C4ISR R&D for the Army is mentioned in this section, a 
section described as being devoted to this topic. This is clearly an omission. Fort 
Monmouth is the home of the Army's Team C4ISR. It seams quite apparent to me that it 
should have been at the top of the list for centralizing this activity. 

This same section of the BRAC report illustrates the DoD7s strategy of separating 
C4ISR R&D from Weapons and Armament R&D. Navy C4ISR is being centralized in 



the Norfolk VA area, generally, while Weapons and Armament R&D is being 
consolidated at China Lake, CA. The Air Force C4ISR R&D is being co-located at 
Hanscom AFB in Massachusetts and Edwards AFB in California. Air Force Weapons 
and Armament R&D is being relocated to Eglin AFB in Florida. Why is the Army's 
C4ISR R&D being uprooted from its current location and co-located with a Weapons and 
Armament R&D facility at the Aberdeen Proving ground in Maryland? A more 
understandable recommendation would have been to relocate the Fort Monmouth Team 
C4ISR at Fort Huachuca, Arizona, the Army's Electronic Proving Ground. At least the 
infrastructure to support this type of R&D already exists at this location, unlike at the 
Aberdeen Proving Ground where a significant investment is required to create it. An 
even better recommendation would be to leave the Army's C4ISR R&D right where it is 
at Fort Monmouth and have Fort Huachuca serve as a redundant location. 

In some cases the recommendations made in the BRAC report make perfect 
sense. The closing of the New London Submarine Base and relocating it to Submarine 
Base Kings Bay, GA and the closing of the Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, Kittery, ME and 
relocating it to several other naval shipyards is understandable. In these cases the 
facilities receiving the fbnctions from the closed bases already have the military 
infrastructure to perform these duties. As previously mentioned moving Fort 
Monmouth's R&D facilities to Aberdeen Proving Ground requires a tremendous 
investment in technical infrastructure. This just does not make sense. 

The Army's current management of Information Technology is a confhsing 
amalgam of Commands, Centers, Program Executive Offices and Directorates scattered 
across a large number of sites. The Software Engineering Center alone is currently 
located at four Forts. The organization of the Center is generally divided between 
Battlespace Systems and Information Systems, in which I would include Logistics 
Systems. Currently the Battlespace Systems SEC is located at Fort Monmouth. The 
Information System SEC's are located at Fort Lee, Fort Belvoir and Fort Meade. Would 
it not make more sense to consolidate the Information Systems SEC's to one location, 
either Fort Lee, Fort Belvoir or Fort Meade and leave the Battlespace System SEC's at 
it's only location, Fort Monmouth? 

Should the consolidation of the SEC's be considered by the BRAC Commission, I 
offer the following as an explanation of why Fort Monmouth is an excellent choice for 
the Battlespace Systems SEC. First, it already has much of the Battlespace Systems SEC. 
It is home for both the Advanced Battlespace Solutions Directorate and the Battle 
Systems Support Directorate. It is situated in fairly close proximity to several excellent 
universities, among them are Princeton, Rutgers, NJIT, Stevens Institute of Technology 
and Monmouth where all of Fort Monrnouth's Software Engineering interns are enrolled 
in the Software Engineering Master of Science program. These universities all have 
excellent Computer Science programs and offer access to research by faculty members as 
well as educational opportunities. 

Fort Monmouth also has many high-tech firms close by. Lucent Technologies, a 
leader in fiber optic and wireless communications as well as networking has a research 



facility in Holmdel, NJ. AT&T has a research facility in Middletown, NJ. Telcordia 
T~holo$es ,  fometly Bellcore and a leading supplier of telmri.11iiuriiatiotls softwme, 
is located in Pisataway, NJ. SAIC has recently putnerd with Boeirig to develop the 
Army's next generation C4ISR. The partnership has been granted a 10 year $20 billion 
contract to act as the Lead System Integrator and develop the system. SAIC has an office 
in Red Bank, NJ ody a short distance fiom Fort Moritiiouth. With such excellent 
audeiiiic aid corporate resources close by should Fort Monrnouth's Team C4ISR be 
moved to Aberdeen? Some other large defense contractors, such as L3 Communications 
and Lockheed Martin to name a few, have divisions and offices located in New Jersey. 

I understand there were many variables that went into the decision making 
process used by the Department of Defense to compile the BRAC list. I know current 
site capacity and regional economic conditions played heavily in the process. However, 
military value is the most important, by law, as addressed by the DoD in Chapter 3, Part 
1, Volume 1 of the BRAC report. By the nature of the work that is performed at Fort 
Monmouth, it is clearly of the utmost military value. In fact, it ranked 50 out of 97. This 
means 49 sites had higher value and 46 had lower. As reported in the local press at least 
one site with a significantly lower rating would remain open according to the DoD 
recommendations! 

The benefits of Fort Monmouth to the local area have already been stated. The 
benefits to the entire country are even greater. The work conducted at the Fort is vital to 
the role the Army will play in defending the security of our great nation, now and in the 
future. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Tarullo 
Lead Software Engineer 
AIG American General, Inc. 



Dear Sir; 

I am writing to you regarding the BRAC decision to close Fort Monmouth, 
New Jersey. I believe you are making a terrible error in judgment. Both 
my husband and were born in New Jersey and are employed at Fort 
Monmouth. Fort Monmouth is the Army's center for research and 
development (R&D) in communications, electronics, and network-centric 
warfare. My husband has been with the government for the past twenty 
Jive years. I have worked for a DoD contractor in support of the 
government since 1983. We own a home in Monmouth County and our 
entire family resides in Monmouth County. 

We are trying not to panic since hearing Secretary Rumsfeld's 
recommendation to close the Fort. Closing Fort Monmouth will not only 
dam age our national security and jeopardize the safety and effectiveness 
of the men and woman sewing our country, but it will destroy the lives of 
thousands of individuals who support the mission by being employed here 
at Fort Monmouth. The closing of the Fort will destroy hundreds of 
businesses in the local area and devastate most of Monmouth county. 
This devastation will take years, i f  not decades to recover. 

My husband and I take pride in being a part of a highly educated and 
skilled workforce. The human capital we have here in New Jersey will not 
transfer to other bases. The expertise of this workforce cannot be replaced 
i f  the Fort's assets are relocated outside of New Jersey. 

I can not begin to explain what this decision will do to us. We are deeply 
concerned and worried about our future livelihood, our family, our 
property. I urge you to reconsider and remove Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey off of the base closure list. 

Sincerely, 
$/e~c& hv 2.ke-J 

Jacqueline M. Ebel 
13 Lakeview Avenue 
West Long Branch, NJ 07764 



May 16. 2005 

Base Closure and Realighnment Commission 
2521 South Clark St. 
Suite 600 
Arlington, Virginia 22202 

Jane C. Shaw 
1301 Warren Ave. 
#I5 
Spring Lake Hts., 
New Jersey 07762 

President George W. Bush 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Re. : Fort Monmouth, N. J. 
Base closure 

Gentlemen: 
Closing Fort Monmouth is an extremely poor idea. 
First: We are at war and I'm sure our troops require the very finest R&D that 

has consistently come from the labs and research at Fort Monmouth. 
Second: The men and women are a highly educated and skilled workforce 

and will not be moved easily if at all. All the services will suffer. 
Third: Fort Monmouth has a long standing and critical connection to our 

region's universities, research labs and high tech workforce. It will take years (if at all) 
for the army to recover its capability in intelligence and communication, 
research,development, testing and evaluation. (RDT&E). 

Moving assets to various states is incompetent and illogical. It will cost 
more than you can gain, and as a taxpayer that truly annoys me. 

Jane C. Shaw 
F l y -  



9480 Ridge Blvd #IF Bklyn NY 11209 

tel: 718-759-9091 email: clavarco@netscape.net fax: 718-759-9091 

mobile: 917-742-4643 

Undersecretary for Ins-9 
Re: realignment and ~iosure  C(mrnission 

April 19,2005 

To whom this may concern; 

Being a New Yorker I am concerned about the safety of our city in the aftermath of the terrorist 
attacks of 911 1. Keeping Fort Hamilton open and active in the defense of our city is a wise choice. 

Sincerely 

Christopher La Varco 



08 June 2005 

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner 
BRAC Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your recent visit to NSWC 
Crane, CAAA and Southern Indiana. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are 
doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as effective and affordable as 
possible. I realize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re- 
align or close as part of the BRAC process. I hope that your visit helped you to realize 
what important assets NSWC Crane and CAAA are to our Nation's Defense and the 
Global War On Terrorism. 

I have been following the BRGC process closely since the proposed closurelre- 
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not 
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. DOD is required to give 
priority consideration to installations that have a high military value ranking. Data 
available on the DOD website (www.defenselink.rnil/brac) leads me to conclude that 
NSWC Crane's military value rating was not taken into account properly, which is 
violation of BRAC law. Specifically, NSWC Crane has one of the highest military value 
ratings of all activities performing Electronic Warfare work, including a higher rating 
than NAS Whidbey Island and yet it is recommended that Electronic Warfare workload 
related to repair of the ALQ-99 system be re-aligned fiom NSWC Crane to NAS 
Whidbey Island. 

The DOD is also required to take into account the return on investment resulting 
fiom its closurelre-alignment recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is 
available on the E-Library at the BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have 
come to the conclusion that the moving the ALQ-99 Electronic Warfare workload to 
NAS Whidbey Island does not result in any cost savings. It appears that all of the savings 
in this scenario are generated by re-aligning work within Whidbey Island and moving 
work fiom North Island, CA to Whidbey Island. In other words this scenario will save 
DOD even more money if the NSWC Crane portion is eliminated! 

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align work fioni NSWC Crane 
by properly taking into account the Military Value and Return On Investment 
requirements of BRAC law. 



53 Steeplechase Court 
Oceanport, NJ 07757-1182 

2 June 2005 

Brigadier General Sue Elien Turner, USA!? (Ret) 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Sir: 

The decision to close Fort Monmouth,New Jersey, an H&D center 
for communications, electronics and network-centric warfare 
is wrong. It would compron~ise our military effectiveness and 
the safety of our troops in the field particularly during 
an ongoing conflict. 

It would take years to re-establish a similar research center 
someplace else. In the meantime our country would be weakened 
in the defense against terrorist attacks. 

Furthermore, Fort Monmouthvs location between New York (the 
financial center of our country) and Washington (the military 
command center) and the fact that Fort Monmouth is a leader 
in integrating the four branches of the military in joint 
operations makes this fort a critical component in the fight 
against terrorism. 

For the sake of our brave military risking their lives for 
our country, RECONSIDER YOUR D L C l S l O N .  

Very truly yours, 

The realignment and closure of Fort ~ o n m o u t h ~ ~ l l l  be especially 
hard on all the disabled veterans and retired military and 
their dependents who use the excellent facilities of Patterson 
Army Health Clinic located there. There are thousands of those 
folks living around this area. 



29 June 2005 

7/7/2005 

Dear Commissioner Princippi 

As you are aware, the Department of Defense is recommending that Fort Monmouth be 
closed in the currant round of BRAC. Department of Defense seems to think that Fort 
Monmouth is limited in its research & testing capabilities and should be closed and 
mission relocated to a larger installation. The closing of Fort Monmouth would cost the 
Taxpayers millions of dollars. Moving to zmdhet-uld cost milliona more to - 

relocate, rebuild the necessary office space and testing facilities that already exist at 
Fort Monmouth. It appears that DOD seems to feel that Fort Monmouth is too small to 
complete the R&D mission. 

In the past, the BRAC commission agreed to the merger of Fort Dix, McGuire AFB & 
Lake Hurst NAE center into one large activity combining the resources of the three 
military services. If DOD feels Fort Monmouth is to small and limited in its research & 
testing capabilities, then why not consider a merger with Navel Weapons Station Earl? 

If you exit the main gate of Fort Monmouth, it is only a four-minute drive to the back gate 
of Navel Weapons Station Earl. That gate leads to thousands of acres of unused ranges 
that NWS Earl does not use. This is acreage that could be used by Fort Monmouth for 
R&D, The Navy is concern with the ammo storage facilities, the rail lines and the Navy 
pier. They have no use for the majority of the range areas. 

Perhaps the BRAC commission should consider the following: 

Let the Navy retain control of the Ammo Storage facilities, rail lines and the pier. 
I lave the Navy turn over the range areas to Fort Monmouth for R&D. Have NWS Earle 
fire department come under the Fort Monmouth Fire Department. They would gain more 
manpower, more equipment, in case of an emergency. They would also gain use of the 
Fort Monmouth Fire Academy. Consider having the Dept. Of Defense Police at Fort 
Monmouth take over Law Enforcement activities at NWS Earle. Discontinue building of 
government quarters at NWS Earl & relocate military families to vacant Fort Monmouth 
Housing. 

Fort Monmouth picks up the cost of Fire, Police & Housing from NWS Earl, Saving the 
Navy & DOD money. Fort Monmouth expands, gaining the land needed for R&D. DOD 
& taxpayers save millions by not closing Fort Monmouth, and millions more by not 
having to rebuild at another location. 

Such a simple solution. Thank you for your time in this matter. 

Sincerely, f l  

Matt Sharpless / 



@ RECEIVED 

1 1 19 East Belgravia Dr. 
Pearland, Texas 77584 

June 26,2005 

General James T. Hill 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear General Hill: 

I am writing you to express my concern regarding the recently released list of 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement from the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military officer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am fearful that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not fully account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 
is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 
current edge over our enemies, both current and future, is a technological one and closing 
a facility such as Fort Monmouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 



I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monmouth from the list. 

Yours truly, 

=2/9dg 
Michael Nowicki 



1 1 19 East Belgravia Dr. 
Pearland, Texas 77584 

June 26,2005 

Mr. Anthony Joseph Principi 
Chairman, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Principi: 

I am writing you to express my concern regarding the recently released list of 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement fiom the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military oflficer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am fearful that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not Mly account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 
is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 



current edge over our enemies, both current and future, is a technological one and closing 
a facility such as Fort Monmouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 

I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monmouth from the list. 

Yours truly 

Michael Nowicki 



RECEIVED 

0 6 2 9 2 O O 5  1119EastBelgraviaDr. 
Pearland, Texas 77584 

June 26,2005 

Lieutenant General Claude M. Kicklighter 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear General Kicklighter: 

I am writing you to express my concern regarding the recently released list of 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement from the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military officer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am fearful that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not filly account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 
Additionally, as an assistant secretary in the Department of Veterans Affairs I am sure 
you are aware of the tremendous burden the closure of Fort Monmouth would place on 
the large number of veterans who live in the vicinity of the fort and depend upon it for 
services. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 



is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 
current edge over our enemies, both current and future, is a technological one and closing 
a facility such as Fort Monmouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 

I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monmouth from the list. 

Yours truly 

W 3 4 d .  
Michael Nowicki 



RECEIVED 
1 1 19 East Belgravia Dr. 

0 6 2 9 2 0 0 5  Pearland, p ex& 77584 

June 26,2005 

Admiral Harold W. Gehman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

I am writing you to express my concern regardin ~g the recently released list 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement from the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military officer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am fearfUl that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not hlly account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 
is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 



current edge over our enemies, both current and future, is a technological one and closing 
a facility such as Fort Monmouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 

I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monmouth from the list. 

Yours truly 

977-7 7 d  
Michael Nowicki 



RECEIVED 

1 1 19 East Belgravia Dr. 
Pearland, p ex& 77584 

June 26,2005 

Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear General Turner: 

I am writing you to express my concern regarding the recently released list of 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement from the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military officer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am f e a h l  that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not fully account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 
is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 
current edge over our enemies, both current and fbtwe, is a technological one and closing 
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Pearland, Texas 77584 

June 26,2005 

Mr. Philip Coyle 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Coyle: 

I am writing you to express my concern regarding the recently released list of 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement from the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military officer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am feaful that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not filly account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 
is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 



a facility such as Fort Monmouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 

I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monmouth from the list. 

Yours truly, 

Michael Nowicki 
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1 1 19 East Belgravia Dr. 
Pearland, Texas 77584 

June 26,2005 

Mr. James Bilbray 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Bilbray: 

I am writing you to express my concern regarding the recently released list of 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement from the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military officer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am fearful that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not fully account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 
is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 



current edge over our enemies, both current and future, is a technological one and closing 
a facility such as Fort Monmouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 

I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monmouth from the list. 

Yours truly 

w4374 
Michael Nowicki 



current edge over our enemies, both current and future, is a technological one and closing 
a facility such as Fort Monmouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 

I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monmouth from the list. 

Yours truly 

7774  1 f d  
Michael Nowicki 



1 1 19 East Belgravia Dr. 
Pearland, Texas 77584 

June 26,2005 

Mr. Samuel Knox Skinner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Skinner: 

I am writing you to express my concern regarding the recently released list of 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement from the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military officer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am fearful that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not fully account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 
is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 
current edge over our enemies, both current and future, is a technological one and closing 



a facility such as Fort Monmouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 

I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monmouth from the list. 

Yours truly, 

7774# 7d  
Michael Nowicki 
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Pearland, Texas 77584 

June 26,2005 

Mr. James V. Hansen 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Hansen: 

I am writing you to express my concern regarding the recently released list of 
military installations that the Pentagon is recommending for closure and urge you to 
make significant adjustment to this list prior to sending it on to President Bush. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey on the list. Although I 
have resided in Texas for the last 20 years, I have close ties to Fort Monmouth in that 
Fort Monmouth was the last assignment for my father prior to his retirement from the 
Army as a 100% disabled veteran. My father is no longer alive but my mother still lives 
in the vicinity of Fort Monmouth and depends upon the fort for medical assistance and 
other benefits to which she is due as the widow of a career military officer. 

The previous rounds of base closures made good military and economic sense but 
the current round seems to be terribly ill timed. In the 1980s and 1990s we had achieved 
clear military superiority over our main enemy and had a strong economy which was able 
to absorb the job losses created by the base closings that occurred in those decades. 
Today we have a new and highly dangerous enemy that knows no boarders in the 
proponents of global terror and may face an additional threat in the years to come from 
Communist China which is currently engaged in a massive arms build-up. Additionally, 
the economy is far less robust than it was during the previous rounds of base closings 
and I am fearful that the economic impact this time around will likely be much more 
severe and that certain communities will be devastated economically. I am also highly 
skeptical of the Pentagon's estimate of cost savings associated with the proposed closings 
as such estimates often do not fully account for the costs of transferring responsibilities to 
new facilities and do not accurately estimate the loss of tax revenue that results from the 
negative economic impact that is visited upon the communities that lose bases. 

I think that it would be best to forgo any major base closure process until we have 
gained a clear upper hand over our current enemy and have no looming threat over the 
horizon, but if such a process must go forward I can not understand why Fort Monmouth 
is an installation that should be on the closure list. As I understand it Fort Monmouth is 
currently a Research, Development, Testing and Evaluation facility with long standing 
connections to many of the region's universities and research labs. It seem clear that our 



current edge over our enemies, both current and future, is a technological one and closing 
a facility such as Fort Monrnouth during a time of war would undoubtedly cause serious 
damage to our efforts to maintain this advantage. 

I thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns and trust that after much 
serious reflection you and your colleges on the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission will substantially trim the Pentagon's proposed base closing list and would 
see the wisdom in removing Fort Monrnouth from the list. 

Yours truly, 

~LUZLA  
Michael Nowicki 


