
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

Ptease refer to this number 
~ r s s p o n d i n g  C1sow-an 

March 14, 1995 

The Honorable Carol Moseley-Braun 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Carol: 

Thank you for forwarding to me a copy of Mr. John Crawford's letter to Senator Strom 
Thurrnond concerning the implementation of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990. 

I have taken the liberty of forwarding Mr. Crawford's letter to the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense for his review and response. The Department of Defense would most appropriately 
respond to questions, such as those posed by Mr. Crawford, concerning implementation of the 
1990 law. 

Again, thank you for contacting me. If I can be of assistance at any time during this 
difficult ind challenging process, please do not hesitate to give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

DCN 117



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-05- 

March 17,1995 

P!aass isfar b this number 
whm ~ ~ p ~ ~ i i & ~ a 3 - -  2.. 

Mr. Robert E. Bayer 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations) 
3 300 Defense Pentagon, Room 3E8 1 3 
Washington, D.C. 20301-3300 

Dear Mr. Bayer: 

Enclosed is the copy of a letter which I received fiom Mr. John Crawford of Glenview, 
Illinois, concerning the implementation of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990. 

Please review this issue and respond directly to Mr. Crawford. In addition, please send a 
copy of your response to the office of Senator Carol Moseley-Braun and me. 

Should you need additional assistance regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 
ECTS#: 950223-2 



. . - 
p . .  ,RNEY A T  LAW 

: C i R U T G E R S  COURT 

GLEI.I'JIE.4, ILLINOIS w s 5 9  1 1 

February 2, 1 9 9 5  
Hon. Strom Thurmona, Chairman 
Senate Armed Services Committee 
U.S. Senate 
Washingcn, D.C. 20510-6050 

Dear Senator Thurnond: 

As a property owner and taxpayer in the Village o f  G i e n v i s u ,  
I would like to register a complaint about the Base Closure law 
being interpreted by the Secretary of the Navy as imposing an 
unfunded mandate on the Village, requiring the issuance of $60 
million in bonds in order to expedite the rapid redevelopment of 
Glenview Naval Air Station. 

Village officials state that this was required as p a r t  of a 
"business plan" submitted to the Navy Department in order to per- 
suade the Navy to recommend that the property of NAS Glenview be 
conveyed to the Village of Glenview for redevelopment. A copy of 
an article from the Glenview Announcements of January 26, 1995 
is attached. The article states in pertinent part: 

"Officials said federal base closing policy dictated the 
move because a community that is going to take over a 
deactivated military base has to provide a detailed business 
plan that includes speeifying financing for the property to 
be redeveloped. 'dithoui financing details, the federal qov- 
ernment night reject tzz business plan." 

Public Law 103-160 of Nov. 3 0 ,  1993, in Section 2 9 1 5 ( c ) ( 2 ) ,  
provides that the transitio2 coordinator must assisc SECNAV "in 
designating real property ar the installation that has the 
potential for rapid and beneficial reuse or redevelopment in 
accordance with the redevel~~zent plan for the installation." 

iiowever, if the EraLslzlon coordinator or SECNAV is inter- 
preting this as reqciring :he Village, or even encouraging the 
Village, w h i c h  has z n  annual cax  levy of $6.5 million, t o  i s s : ~ s  
bonds for $60 mill~cn ro pr-:-i?e for infrastructure ac the z a s ? ,  
b e  seems to be out sf step .;;:rh C o n g r e s s  in imposing an unfunded 
xandate. 

. - 
!:07d ' ' r s ? i d "  n L s t  th? :+_,v.?lopment be? Just adjacent :o :-E 

? - - -  - - - - - - -  ,.'-le ---L7'.= - .- , : - d ~ ~ ~ c i ? ~  5: - '  A .- . . _:.r- 1 ! 30 acre parcel of land, for:,;lcrl.; 
,-;,.- - -. - - . . . -  ,.> ( ; .. - . - .  . . ,.... c .1  ,, -...- - -1--- . - -  . . . ! :.:nlc:? s;as sold i n  larqe c i c r . k s  r5 
s ~ . ; ~ ~ ~ :  ~ ~ y y : : ~ : ; ~ ~ . ~  f: - - - .- ::.:zept for the ccnstrcccion sf :r.^ 



, . .  headquarters of i;raft General Foods on 72 , I : , ! .  .,:. ( . z l u ~ j i : t k ? n L  

of single family homes on about 50 acres, the b a l ~ j n c . :  :f t h e  1 1 0 0  
acres of the "~echny~area adjacent to the Rase's 1 1 0 6  scres 
lies empty, with no development, after six y e a r s .  The p r o p e r t y  a t  
N A S  Glenview may have to be practically given z w a ; ~  ii it must bt? 
done on the watch of the transition coordinaccr. b4us: the taxpay- 
ers of Glenview issue $60 million in bonds in 3rder to expedlte 
the redevelopment? 

I will appreciate your investigating this matter and suggest- 
ing some changes in policy if you agree that the Navy is rnisin- 
terpreting the Base Closure law in this r e g a r d .  

Yours truly, 
cc: Hon. Paul Simon- / 



'illage borrows $60 million to fix 
Village says work 
will be done by '97 
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Glenview will issue $60 
million in bonds Friday that 
will give the town eight 
years to improve and then 
sell the Glenview Naval Air 
Station's 1,100 acres. 

Village officials said Mon- 
day the intent is to have 
land sale revenues pay for 
the huge loan. But if the 
base property doesn't sell 
before the bonds are due, 
Glenview taxpayers could 
end up paying off part of the 
debt. What the tax impact of 
such an eventuality might 
be is unclear, but the bond 
issue is 10 times the size of 
the village's 1994 levy of 
$6.5 million. 

"There is some risk" 
involved in  issuing the 
bonds, Trustee Charles Esler 
said Tuesday, but he added 
it was one he is comfortable 
with. Esler and other village 
officials said they simply did 
not expect GNAS to remain 

undeveloped for a long time. 
If they are right in that, 

the bonds in effect will be 
self-funding. Technically, 
the $60 million in bonds will 
be paid off by general obli- 
gation bonds starting in 1995 
(hence the term "bond antic- 
ipation.") If the land sales 
materialize as Glenview offi- 
cials expect, that revenue 
would pay off the general 
obligation bonds. 

T h e  anticipation bonds 
will pay for a wide variety of 
public improvements tha t  
trustees believe will make 
the land a lot more appeal- 
ing to developers. The vil- 
lage is expected to receive 
the GNAS property from the 
U.S. government later this 
year, free of charge. 

The  improvement projects 
include major north-south 
and east-west streets, water 
and  sewer lines and a 95- 
acre retention lake infor- 
mally dubbed 'Lake Glen- 
view.' The three-year project 
schedule calls for doing the 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE N A V Y  
T H E  A S S I S T A N T  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  THE N A V Y  

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 N A V Y  P E N T A G O N  

W A S H I N G T O N .  D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

me Honorable Carol Moseley-Braun 
nited States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Moseley-Brau~i: 

Thank you for your letter of February 24, 199: ~3 :he 
Secretary of Defense, concerning the relocation c: !+kr:re Corps 
Reserve Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to I.%= Nezk, 
VLrginia. I am responding on behalf of Secretan >t-~'. 

We share your concern aboun maintaining an effrcz=v~ and 
efficient defense and appreciate your proposal fc: - zezezcion - of 
1'GCG-48 in Glenview. However, provisions of the -.2zasr Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, compel us to ;r=sze-ci with 
t3e relocation of MACG-48 to Dam Neck, ~irginia a=: 
implementation is well underway. 

The Department of the Navy's recommendations f-r r h r  1993 - - -  
r m n d  of base realignment and closure were develc;+,Z =~--owing a 
careful, in-depth, and objective review baseci on =:=sr:a 
established by the Secretary of Defense and consi-rfrr ~ 5 t h  a 
smaller force structure. Relocation of MACG-48 WL: 2~1716sd in 
tk~? 1993 Commission's recommendation to close NAS :l=~-rsw, - - whic 
was accepted by the President and ultiinately appr:-r= 2:. the 

The Deparrrrnent's recommendaiions contained iE :: +- Sazrz~ary 
cf Defense's report to the 1995 Commission, like rz== 5 z r  the 
1993 round, also resulted from a detailed, c~~pre:~~-sFv~, and 
cmsistent analytical Frocess applied to all ins t -z=Lt=s -  They 
represent our best judgment as to the infrastructlr? zl:znment - 
rcst suitable to meet the future requirements of r--1- s 2 ~ r a z  ional 
fnces. Our process allowed consideration of char5s z s  . - .  
greviously approved designated receiving bases if :p-:z~cant 
rzvisions to cost or mission effectiveness had oc=;1--l5 since the 
=levant Commission recommendation was made. In c z  anzLysis of 
=serve air stations we did not find this to be t h  c a s e  
~ q a r d i n g  the relocation actions attendant to the -393 1 2 2  
c-r';enview- ciosure decision. 

Further analysis by the Department of Defense r=w t%t 
Secretary Perry has forwarded his list of base re&;~~Tlic~t and 
dosure candidates to the Commission would be ina;;ru>r:zte. 
Eowever, under Section 2903 (d), the Commission is : z ~ - g a i  with 
reviewins the Secretary of Defense's recommendati--3, w?ic:? may - 
lzvolve consideration of alternatives. 



A similar response has been sent 2: r z z k  ~f your colleagues 
who also expressed interest in the f u X = s  3 5  MACG-48. As always, 
if I can be of any further assistancett, ;Lease  let me know. 



- DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The current mission of FISC Charleston includes typical supply functions such as 
contracting, requisitioning, stock management, outfitting, warehousing and delivery to ships. 
AAer implementation of BRAC 93, the remaining mission will be only contracting, both 
large and small purchase, including the largest small purchase function in the Navy, supports 
more than 800 activities in 11 states, as well as ships husbanding functions for ports in 
Central and South America. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers are follower activities whose existence depends upon 
active fleet units in their homeport area. 
Prior BRAC actions closed or realigned most of this activity's customer base. 
Most of its personnel have already transferred to the Naval Command, Control, and Ocean 
Surveillance Center, In-Service Engineering, East Coast Division, Charleston, SC. 
Planned further force structure reduction further erode the requirement for support of active 
forces. 
The remaining workload can efficiently be handled by other activities on Guam or by other 
naval activities. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 2.3 million 
Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $2.3 million (savings) 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 0.9 million 
Break-Even Year: 2 years 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $10.8 million 
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NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 

COMMISSION BASE VISIT 

JUNE 19,1995 

DOYLE REEDY 
GAO ANALYST 



NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 
COMMISSION BASE VISIT 
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NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 
COMMISSION BASE VISIT 

JUNE 19,1995 

COMMISSIONER ATTENDING: 
A1 Cornella 

STAFF ATTENDING; 
Doyle Reedy 

ITINERARY 

Mondav. June 19 

6:15am A1 Cornella is picked up at residence by Doyle Reedy en route NAS Andrews. 

7:OOarn A1 Cornella and Doyle Reedy depart NAS Andrews en route NAS South 
Weymouth via C-26. 

8:30am A1 Cornella and Doyle Reedy arrive NAS South Weymouth from NAS Andrews. 

w 8:30am to NAS South Weymouth base visit. 
10:30am 

10:30am A1 Cornella and Doyle Reedy depart NAS South Weymouth en route NAS 
Andrews via C-26. 

12: 15pm A1 Cornella and Doyle Reedy arrive NAS Andrews fkom NAS South Weymouth. 

12: 15pm A1 Cornella and Doyle Reedy depart NAS Andrews en route office. 





DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Air station provides a training base for reservists and support for Naval operational aircraft 
stationed at Weymouth, and base services for transient aircraft. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, and relocate the airplanes to Brunswick. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

The current Force Structure Plan shows a declining force level including a reduction in the 
overall number of Naval aviation carrier air wings fiom 1 1 to 10. Similarly, the number of P- 
3 squadrons is declining. In an effort to take advantage of existing capacity at an active duty 
base, the Navy wants to relocate the remaining C-130s at Weymouth to Brunswick as the P- - 3s are being decommissioned. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

0 One-Time Cost: $ 17.3 million 
r Net Savings During Implementation: $ 50.8 million 

Annual Recurring Savings: $ 27.4 million 
Break-Even Year: 1 year 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 3  1 5.2 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilim Students 
Baseline 

Reductions 380 189 0 
Realignments 31 1 2 1 0 
Total 691 210 0 

1 

DRAFT 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 

91 INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Mllltarv 

Militw Civilim C i v i b  

69 1 2 10 0 0 (691) (2 10) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Weymouth is next to designated wetlands and cannot expand. In addition, the base has been 
cited as a non-attainment area which may require a conformity determination to evaluate the 
impact of continued aviation operations. Fuel storage is rated as C-4 (inadequate) due to 
environmental and storage constraints. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: William F. Weld 
Senators: Edward M. Kennedy 

John F. Kerry 
Representative: Gerry E. Studds 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

!m' Potential Employment Loss: 1443 jobs (936 direct and 507 indirect) 
South Weymouth,MA MSA Job Base: Greater than 2 million 
Percentage: 0.1 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-2001): 0.1 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Navy considerations were based on the total force concept. 
The Navy plans to decommission ten P-3 aircraft, and relocate four C-130 airplanes to 
Brunswick. In the event that the P-3 squadron is not decommissioned, the squadron will be 
sent to Brunswick. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSfiSSUES 

Weymouth supporters are concerned about the decision to close Weymouth rather than the 
reserve air station in Atlanta which received a lower military value rating. 
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DRAFT 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

w 
In preparing its list of recommended closings the Navy initially donsidered closing down 

Brunswick as an active duty base. However, the commander of the Atlantic Fleet said he 
wanted to keep open a fully capable base in the northeast and that left South Weymouth 
going head-to-head with Brunswick. 

D.L. Reedy/Navy/06/17/95 1 1 :53 AM 





w 1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts. Relocate its 
aircraft and necessary personnel, equipment and support to Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine. 
Relocate the Marine Corps Reserve support squadrons to another facility in the local area or to 

NAS Brunswick. Reestablish Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, and change the 
receiving site specified by the 1993 Commission (1 993 Commission Report, at page 1-64) for 
consolidation of Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center, Lawrence, Massachusetts; Naval 
Reserve Center, Chicopee, Massachusetts; and Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, 
from "NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts" to "Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, 
Massachusetts." 

Justification: As a result of the Base Closure and Realignment Commission's actions in BRAC 
93, the Department of the Navy retained several naval air stations north of the major fleet 
concentration in Norfolk. Despite the large reduction in operational infrastructure accomplished 
during BRAC 93, the current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in force levels 
from that governing BRAC 93, and thus there is additional excess capacity that must be 
eliminated. The major thrust of the evaluation of operational bases was to retain only that 
infrastructure necessary to support future force levels while, at the same time, not impeding 
operational flexibility for the deployment of that force. In that latter context, the Commander-in- 
Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT), expressed an operational desire to have as fully- 
capable an air station as possible north of Norfolk with the closest geographic proximity to 
support operational deployments. Satisfaction of these needs both to further reduce excess 
capacity and to honor CINCLANTFLT's operational imperative can be accomplished best by the 
retention of the most fully capable air station in this geographic area, NavaI Air Station, 
Brunswick, Maine, in lieu of the reserve air station at South Weymouth. Unlike BRAC 93, 
where assets from Naval Air Station, South Weymouth were proposed to be relocated to three 
receiving sites, two of which were geographically quite remote, and where the perceived adverse 
impact on reserve demographics was considered unacceptable by the Commission, this BRAC 95 
recommendation moves all of the assets and supporting personnel and equipment less than 150 
miles away, thus providing most acceptable reserve demographics. Further, the consolidation of 
several reserve centers at the Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, provides 
demographics consideration for surface reserve assets. In addition, this recommendation furthers 
the Departmental preference to collocate active and reserve assets and personnel wherever 
possible to enhance the readiness of both. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$17.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$50.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $27.4 million with a return on 
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is 

uV a savings of $3 1 5.2 million. 



w 1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,443 jobs (936 direct jobs 
and 507 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Essex-Middlesex-Suffok-Plymouth- 
Norfolk Counties, Massachusetts economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a 
maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infkastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NAS South Weymouth will have a positive 
effect on local air quality in that a source of VOC and NOX emissions will be removed fiom an 
area that is in severe non-attainment for ozone. NAS Brunswick is in an area that is in 
attainment for carbon monoxide and PM-10 but is in moderate non-attainment for ozone, which 
may require a conformity determination to evaluate air quality impacts. However, it is expected 
that the additional functions, personnel, and equipment &om this closure recommendation will 

.I have no significant impact on air quality and airfield operations at NAS Brunswick. Water 
supply and wastewater treatment services are provided to NAS Brunswick fiom off-base and are 





BASE VISIT REPORT 

NAVAL AIR STATION SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 

28 April 1995 

LEAD: 

Commissioner Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr. 

None. 

COMMISSION: 

Mr. Doyle L. Reedy 

Lt Gov Argeo Cellucci 
91 Senator Ted Kennedy 

Senator John Kerry 
Maj Gen Raymond Vezina 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

The air station trains reservists for their mobilization assignments with the active forces, and 
provides administrative coordination and logistic support for the tenant reserve squadrons 
and commands. 

Close NAS, South Weymouth. Decommission ten P-3 aircraft, and relocate four C-130 
airplanes to NAS Brunswick. In the event that the P-3 squadron is not decommissioned, the 
squadron will be sent to NAS Brunswick. 

The current Force Structure Plan shows a declining force level including a reduction in the 
overall number of Naval aviation carrier air wings from 1 1 to 10. Similarly, the number of P- 
3 squadrons is declining. In an effort to take advantage of existing capacity at an active duty 
base, the Navy wants to relocate the Reserve aircraft at South Weymouth to the active duty 
base at Brunswick, ME. 



c: w 
The Commissioner visited all of the base facilities including VP-92, VR-62 and the Marine 
Support Element. 

Although the Navy ranked South Weymouth as fourth in military value out of six reserve air 
stations considered by the BSAT, the Navy recommended closing only South Weyrnouth. 
The Navy has provide little documentation to support it's position that South Weymouth 
should be closed. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

The Navy analysis was flawed and deviated f?om established policy. Specifically, the 
* community believes that there were two breakdowns in the Navy BRAC analytic process: the 

comparison of unlike facilities mid-way through the process, and the lack of documentation 
available on the decision. 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF MSIT: 

None at this time. 
SI 

D.L. Reedy/Navy/06/17/95 12:03 PM 



REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 

NEW YORK CITY, NY/MAY 5,1995 

The Navy's own analysis rated South Weymouth as number one in demographics, yet 
South Weymouth was recommended fo closure. 

The decision to close South Weymouth which links a reserve facility with an active facility 
is without analytical support. 

Despite the emphasis in separating Reserve and Operational air stations, the Navy measured 
South Weymouth against Brunswick in an effort to meet the CNCLANTFLT's desire to 
have a fully capable air station north of Norfolk. 

The Navy decision to keep Brunswick open is not documented as required by BRAC 
procedure. 

Based on press releases fiom Sen.Cohen7s office, the community feels that the decision to 
keep Bnuzswick open and to close South Weymouth was a political one. 

Brunswick cannot support Reserve units as well as South Weymouth. 

D.L. Reedy/Navy/06/17/95 12:03 PM 





NAVY I N S T A M O N  JJST -- BRAC 95 

Naval Air Station. North island, CA 
Naval Station, San Diego. CA 
Submarine Base, San Diego, CA 
Submarine Base. New London, CT 
Naval Station, Mayport. FL 
Submarine Base, Kings Bay, GA 

(r) Naval Activities, Guam 
Naval Station. Pearl Harbor, HI 
Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Naval Station, Pascagoula. MS 
Naval Station. Roosevelt Roads, PR 
Naval Station. Ingleside, TX 
Amphibious Base. Little Creek, VA 
Naval Station, Norfolk, VA 
Submarine Base. Bangor, WA 
Naval Station, Everett, WA 

Marine Corps Base, Hawaii, Kaneohe, HI 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, NC 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, CA 

(c) Naval Air Facility, Adak. AK 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, AZ 

(rd)Naval Air Station, Alameda. CA 
Marine Corps Air Station, Camp Pendleton, CA 
Naval Air Facility, El Centro, CA 

(rd)Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, CA 
Naval Air Station, Lemoore. CA 
NavallMarine Corps Air Station, Miramar. San Diego, CA 
Naval Air Station, North Island, San Diego. CA 

(rd)Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, CA 
(rd)Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, FL 

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, FL 
(c) Naval Air Station, Key West. FL 

Naval Station, Mayport, FL 
(rd)Naval Air Station, Agana. GU 
(rd)Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, HI 

Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe. HI 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick, ME 
Naval Air Station, Fallon, NV 
Marine Corps Air Station. Cherry Point, NC 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River, Jacksonville, NC 
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads. PR 

Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, SC 
Naval Air Station, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia Beach, VA 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor, WA - 

(a) Naval Air Station, Atlanta, GA 
Naval Air Station, New Orleans, LA 

(c) Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA 
(rd)Naval Air Facility, Detroit, MI 

Naval Air Station, Willow Grove, PA 
Naval Air Station. Fort Worth, TX 
Naval Air Facility, Washington, DC - 
286 Naval and Marine Corps Reserve CentersICommands 

(c) Naval Reserve Center. Huntsville, AL 
(c) Naval Reserve Center. Pomona, CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Santa Ana. CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Stockton, CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center. Cadillac, MI 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Staten Island, NY 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Laredo, TX 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Sheboygan, W1 
(c) Naval Air Reserve Center, Olathe, KS 
(c) Region Seven, Naval Reserve Readiness Command 

Charleston, SC 
(c) Region Ten, Naval Reserve Readiness Command 

New Orleans, LA 

Naval Air Station, Whiting Field. Milton, FL 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola, FL 

(ce)Naval Air Station, Meridian, MS 
(r) Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi. TX 

Naval Air Station, Kingsville, TX 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot. San Diego, CA 
Naval Training Center. Great Lakes. IL 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, SC 
Naval Amphibious School Pacific, Coronado, CA 
Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training Center Pacific, San 
Diego, CA 
Fleet Combat Training Center Pacific, San Diego, CA 

Fleet Training Center, San Diego, CA 
(rd)Naval Training Center, San Diego, CA 

Fleet Training Center, Mayport, FL 
(rd)Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, Orlando, 

FL 
(rd)Naval Training Center, Orlando, FL 

Trident Training Facility, Kings Bay. GA 
Fleet Mine Warfare Training Center, Charleston, SC 
Naval An~phibious School Atlantic, Little Creek, VA 
Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training Center Atlantic. 
Norfolk, VA 
Fleet Training Center, Norfolk, VA 
Fleet Combat Training Center Atlantic, Virginia Beach, VA 
Trident Training Facility, Bangor, WA 
Naval A~iiphibious Base, Coronado, CA 
Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms, 

C A 
Naval Submarine School, New London, CT 
Naval Technical Training Center, Corry Station, FL 
Naval Supply Corps School, Athens, GA 

(c) Naval Techcal  Training Center, Meridian, MS 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport. R1 
Surface Warfare Officers School Command, Newport, R1 
Naval Air Technical Training Center, Millington, TN 
AEGIS Training Center, Dahlgren, VA 
Marine Corps Conibat Development Command, Quantico. VA 
Naval Postgraduate School. Monterey, CA 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis. MD 
Naval War College. Newport, RI 

Naval Aviation Depot, North Island, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, FL 

(rd)Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, FL 
Naval Aviation Depot, Cherry Point, NC 

(ce)Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, CA 
(ce)Ship Repair Facility, Guam 

Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, HI 
(a) Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, ME 
(rd)Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, PA 

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Shipyard, Puget Sound, Bremerton, WA 

(c) Closure candidate (ce) Closure-except candidate 
(r) Realignment candidate (rd) Redirect candidate 
(a) Commission addition fo r  further consideration 
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RESERVE NAVAL AIR STATION 
SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 

INSTALLATION REVIEW 

Mission 

Air Station provides a mobilization point and a training center for reservists. 

Location 

South of Boston, MA. 

Background 

The 1993 BRAC rejected the Navy's proposal to close South Weymouth and relocate its assets 
to three other locations. The Commission rejected the proposal on the grounds that information 
provided by the Navy inflated savings and deflated costs in favor of the Navy's 
recommendation. The current Navy proposal is to relocate the reserve units to Brunswick, ME, 
a distance of about 150 miles in order to make better use of the unused space at an active duty 
base with the northeastern region. The Navy proposes to close the facility at South Weymouth. 

w 
Considerations 

According to the Navy, Brunswick Naval Air Station is a significantly more capable air station 
than South Weymouth. In addition to hangar space, Brunswick, a 3221 acre active duty base 
120 miles north of Boston, has several features that surpass those of the South Weymouth 
reserve base: two parallel runways, a NATO sponsored intelligence center, and a $67 million P- 
3 Orion flight simulator. With virtually unhindered air space in which to fly, Brunswick flight 
training can be conducted around the clock. In addition, the Navy believed it would be more 
difficult for South Weymouth to accommodate Brunswick's four active duty squadrons, with a 
total of 36 planes, or its reserve ground battalion squadron and special projects squadron with 
three planes. South Weymouth straddles three towns , is smaller , and serves reservists, who 
train primarily on weekends. 

Base Comparisons 

See attached fiom the Boston dated March 23,1995 comparing the two bases. 
Conversations with the Public Affairs Officer at Brunswick disclose that the two bases generally 
agreeed with the data as it is presented , and in fact the author recieved assistance fiom Navy 
personnel in making the comparison. 
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MASSACHUSETTS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Other 
~ r m y  1 y y  1 A i r F o r c e  1 f e e  I 

b r i n e  Corps A c t i v i t i e s  

I .  Personnel - T o t a l  50,396 
Active h t y  M i l i t a r y  6,126 
C i v i l i a n  9,901 
Reserve & National  h a r d  34,369 

,--------------------------------------- 

I I .  Expenditures - T o t a l  $6,187,312 

A. Payro l l  Outlays - T o t a l  I 1,081,451 

Active Duty M i l i t a r y  Pay 
C i v i l i a n  Pay 
Reserve & National  h a r d  Pay 
Retired M i l i t a r y  Pay 

I B. P r h e  Cont rac t s  Over $25,000 
T o t a l  I 5,105,861 I 1,742,770 I 1,674,760 I 1,507,510 I 180,821 I 

Top Five Cont rac tors  Receiving the Largest  
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract  Awards I Tota l  

i n  t h i s  S t a t e  Amount .................................................. --------------- 

1. RATHEON CGtlPANY 
2. GENEUL ELECTRIC COtaGNY 
:. rfssAmsms INSi OF TECH 
4 .  G i E  CORPORATION 
5. :!IRE COaPORATION 

- - -- 

Major Area of Uork 

FSC o r  Service Code Descript ion Affiount 
..--------------------------------------------.------------- 

Guidel Miss i les  0457,777 
Gas Turbines and J e t  Engines, Acft  & Cmps 419,552 
B3TE:Orher Research G f.svelopnen:-Abvanced 295,947 
3isce:laneou-c Cmmur.ica:ion Equipment 56,232 
RViE/O'.ner Research 6 0evelopmen~-Engr ;)ev 228,600 

Supply and Equipnent Cont rac t s  2,243,971 
RUTS Cont rac t s  1,922,045 
Serv ice  Cont rac t s  871,254 
Construct ion Cont rac t s  33,526 
C i v i l  Function Cont rac t s  35,065 

T o t i l  of Above 1 s3,581,762 

Ma jor Locar ions 
of Expenditures 

Bed f ord 
-W 
Andover 
Uayland 
Lexington 
Lowell 
Cambridge 
Hanscam Am 
P i t t s f i e l C  

1 l 70.1: of :oial  duards over $25,300 I I I 
I 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Serv ices  
Di rec tora te  for  Information 
Operat ions and Reports 

I I I I I J 

Expenditures R i l i t a r y  and C i v i l i a n  Personnel 

T o t a l  

$729,575 
707,821 
465,695 
377,829 
36s.  569 
335,496 
296,069 
t32,961 
207,673 

Har lborough 1 206,197 

Ha jor Locations 
Payro 11 Pr h e  of Personnel Active Duty 
Outlays Contracts  T o t a l  M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  .-----------------------.-------------------------.-----------..-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 

SO $729,575 H a r m  AFB 3,917 1,787 2,130 
8,674 699,147 f o r t  Devens 3,855 2,776 1,079 
3,636 462,059 Boston 1,540 4 62 1,078 
2,166 375,663 Narick 1,213 158 1,C55 

0 369,569 Uestover A R B  1,007 8 909 
4,032 331,464 ~a1:han 539 1 538 
8,947 287,122 O t i s  AGB 538 142 396 

171,431 61,530 Weynouth 397 146 251 
7,656 200,017 Waterrorn 380 10 370 
2,068 204,129 Burlington 374 4 370 

Navy Other 
Pr ine  Contracts  Over $25,000 T o t a l  Army h Air Fcrce Defense 

[ P r i o r  Three Years1 Marine Ccrps A c t i v i t i e s  

f i s c a l  Year 1993 95,035,650 22,127,833 21,7€i ,937 $:,7C:,:22 530c,75E 
Fisca l  Year 1992 5,656,386 1,522 5i2 1,97C,163 1,9:2,882 280,829 
F i s c a l  Year 1991 6,C3Z,S73 2,&7:372 1,930,277 2,035: 133 ; --. 1 ,, 65i 





CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN MASSACHUSETTS 
1 7Jun-95 

SVC INSTALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 
- -  

FORT DEVENS 

SOUTH BOSTON SUPPORT ACTIVITY 

USA MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY LABORATORY 88/91 

DEFBRACIDBCRC ONGOING CLOSE 

DEFBRACIDBCRC ONGOING CLOSE 

1988 DEFBRAC: 
Headauarters, information Systems Commrnd 
realigned from ~ o r t  ~uachu& (changed to remain at 
Fort Huachuca by 1991 Defense Base Closure 
Commission) 

information Systems Command activities realigned 
from Fort Belvoir, VA and Fort Monmouth, NJ 
(Changed to remain at designated installations by 
1991 Defense Base Closure Commission) 

Realign Intelligence School detachment to Fort 
Huachuca, AZ; completed FY 94 

1991 DBCRC: 
Close, but retain 4,600 acres and those facilities 
essential to support Reserve Component training 
requirements; scheduled FY 96 with mission 
termination in FY 95 

Realign 10th Special Forces Group to Fort Carson, 
CO; scheduled FY 94-95 

1988 DEFBRAC: 
Close; scheduled FY 95 

Realign research functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI; 
Picatimy Arsenal, NJ; and Fort Belvoir, VA 
(Changed by 199 I Defense Base Closure 
Commission) 

1991 DBCRC: 
Realign (less structures element) to Abctdea 
Proving Ground, MD (Change to 1988 SECDEF 
Commisssion recommendation); scheduled FY 95 

Realign structures element to the A m y  Aviation 
Aerostructures Directorate collocated at NASA- 
Langley Research Center, VA and expand the 
mission at that site to form an A m v  Structures 
Directorate (Change to 1988 SECDEF Commiulon 
recommendation); completed FY 93 



CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN MASSACHUSETTS 

SVC INSTALLATION NAME A a I O N  YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

USA NATICK R & D CENTER 

AF 

BARNES MAP AGS 

CAPE COD AFS 

HANSCOM AFB 

OTIS AGB 

WELLESLEY AGS 

WESTOVER ARB 

WORCHESTER AGS 

N 

NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

NRC NEW BEDFORD 

NRC PITTSFIELD 

91 DBCRC 

PRESS 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

COMPLETE REALGNUP 1991 DBCRC: 
Heat physiology research mission realigned ~ W I  chc 
U.S. Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, 
Brooks AFB, TX and collocated with the U.S. Army 
Research Institute of Environmental Medicine; 
completed FY 92 

PROPOSED REALGN 

CANCELLED CLOSE 

CLOSED CLOSE 

ONGOING CLOSE 

1990 Press Release indicated realignment NO 
specifics given. 

1990 PRESS: 
W D  Secretary proposed NAS South Weymouth as a 
closure in his 1990 press release. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Rejected OSD's recommendation to close NAS 
South Weymouth. Instead, DBCRC directed the 
consolidation of three Massachusetts reSeNe ccntcrs 
at Lawrence, Chicopee, and Quincy at existing 
facilities at NAS South Weymouth. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Recommended closure of Naval Reserve Center New 
Bedford, MA because its capacity is in excess of 
projected requirements. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Recommended closure of the Naval Reserve Center 
Pittsfield, MA because its capacity is in excess of 
projected requirements. 
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COMMISSION BASE VISIT 
NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Friday, April 28,1995 

C OMMISSIONERATTENDING: 
Joe Robles 

STAFFATTENDING: 
Doyle Reedy 

Thursday. April 27 

2:OOPM ET Doyle Reedy departs DC National en route Boston, MA: 
USAir flight 928. 

3:26PM ET Doyle Reedy arrives Boston, MA fkom DC National. 
* Rental car: Avis Confirmation#: 17037701U 

w * Picks up rental car and proceeds to RON. 

RON NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH DVQ 
*Phone (617) 331-0416 

Doyle Reedy Confirmation #0427005 

Friday. April 28 

7:30AM CT Joe Robles departs San Antonio, TX en route Boston, MA: 

Corporate jet. 

12:OOPM ET Joe Robles arrives Boston, MA fiom San Antonio, TX: 
Corporate jet. 
*Is picked up by Doyle Reedy at Signature Flight Support-Logan Airport, and driven 
to NAS South Weymouth. 

1:00 PM to 
5:OOPM ET WORKING LUNCH AND NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH BASE VISIT. 

5:45PM ET Joe Robles departs Boston, MA en route San Antonio, TX: 
Corporate jet. 

6:OOPM ET Doyle Reedy departs Boston, MA en route Brunswick, ME via rental car. 



8:30PM ET Doyle Reedy arrives Brunswick, ME and proceeds to RON. 

9:45PM CT Joe Robles arrives San Antonio, TX from Boston, MA: 
Corporate jet. 

Saturdav. April 29 

1l:OOAM to 
4:OOPM ET NAS Brunswick, ME Staff Only Base Visit. 

5:40PM ET Doyle Reedy departs Portland, ME en route DC National (via Newark, NJ): 
Continental flight 37 1 1. 

9: 10PM ET Doyle Reedy arrives DC National from Portland, ME (via Newark, NJ): 
Continental flight 327. 





DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

TION SOUTH WEYMOUT- 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Air station provides a training base for reservists and support for Naval operational aircraft 
stationed at Weymouth, and base services for transient aircraft. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, and relocate the airplanes to Brunswick. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

The current Force Structure Plan shows a declining force level including a reduction in the 
overall number of Naval aviation carrier air wings from 11 to 10. Similarly, the number of P- 
3 squadrons is declining. In an effort to take advantage of existing capacity at an active duty 
base, the Navy wants to relocate the remaining C-130s at Weymouth to Brunswick as the P- 

PI 
3s are being decommissioned. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Cost: $ 17.3 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 50.8 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 27.4 million 
Break-Even Year: 1 year 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 315.2 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Militarv Civilian Stuaents 
Baseline 

Reductions 380 189 
Realignments 31 1 2 1 
Total 69 1 2 10 

1 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 

r INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) Civilian Mllltarv Civilian Mllltarv Clvllian 
69 1 210 0 0 (691) (2 1 0) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Weymouth is next to designated wetlands and cannot expand. In addition, the base has been 
cited as a non-attainment area which may require a conformity determination to evaluate the 
impact of continued aviation operations. Fuel storage is rated as C-4 (inadequate) due to 
environmental and storage constraints. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: William F. Weld 
Senators: Edward M. Kennedy 

John F. Keny 
Representative: Gerry E. Studds 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 1443 jobs (936 direct and 507 indirect) 
South Weymouth,MA MSA Job Base: Greater than 2 million 
Percentage: 0.1 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-200 1): 0.1 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Navy considerations were based on the total force concept. 
The Navy plans to decommission ten P-3 aircraft, and relocate four C-130 airplanes to 
Brunswick. In the event that the P-3 squadron is not decommissioned, the squadron will be 
sent to Brunswick. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSASSUES 

Weymouth supporters are concerned about the decision to close Weymouth rather than the 
reserve air station in Atlanta which received a lower military value rating. 

2 
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lTEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

In preparing its list of recommended closings the Navy initially considered closing down 
Brunswick as an active duty base. However, the commander of the Atlantic Fleet said he 
wanted to keep open a fully capable base in the northeast and that left South Weymouth 
going head-to-head with Brunswick. 

D.L. Reedy/Navy/04/07/95 6:00 PM 

3 
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1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 
WW 

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts. Relocate its 
aircraft and necessary personnel, equipment and support to Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine. 
Relocate the Marine Corps Reserve support squadrons to another facility in the local area or to 

NAS Brunswick. Reestablish Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, and change the 
receiving site specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-64) for 
consolidation of Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center, Lawrence, Massachusetts; Naval 
Reserve Center, Chicopee, Massachusetts; and Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, 
from "NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts" to "Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, 
Massachusetts." 

Justification: As a result of the Base Closure and Realignment Comnlission's actions in BKAC 
93, the Department of the Navy retained several naval air stations north of the major fleet 
concentration in Norfolk. Despite the large reduction in operational infrastructure accomplished 
during BRAC 93, the current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in force levels 
from that governing BRAC 93, and thus there is additional excess capacity that must be 
eliminated. The major thrust of the evaluation of operational bases was to retain only that 
infrastructure necessary to support future force levels while, at the same time, not impeding 

w operational flexibility for the deployment of that force. In that latter context, the Commander-in- 
Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT), expressed an operational desire to have as fully- 
capable an air station as possible north of Norfolk with the closest geographic proximity to 
support operational deployments. Satisfaction of these needs both to further reduce excess 
capacity and to honor CINCLANTFLT's operational imperative can be accomplished best by the 
retention of the most fully capable air station in this geographic area, Naval Air Station, 
Brunswick, Maine, in lieu of the reserve air station at South Weymouth. Unlike BRAC 93, 
where assets from Naval Air Station, South Weymouth were proposed to be relocated to three 
receiving sites, two of which were geographically quite remote, and where the perceived adverse 
impact on reserve demographics was considered unacceptable by the Commission, this BRAC 95 
recommendation moves all of the assets and supporting personnel and equipment less than 150 
miles away, thus providing most acceptable reserve demographics. Further, the consolidation of 
several reserve centers at the Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, provides 
demographics consideration for surface reserve assets. In addition, this recornillendation furthers 
the 1)epartmentnl preference to collocate active and reserve ussets and personnel wherever 
possible to enhance the readiness of both. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$17.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$50.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $27.4 million with a return on 
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is 

w a savings of $3 15.2 million. 



w 1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,443 jobs (936 direct jobs 
and 507 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Essex-Middlesex-Suffolk-Plymouth- 
Norfolk Counties, Massachusetts economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a 
maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NAS South Weymouth will have a positive 
effect on local air quality in that a source of VOC and NOX emissions will be removed from an 
area that is in severe non-attainment for ozone. NAS Brunswick is in an area that is in 
attainment for carbon monoxide and PM- 10 but is in moderate non-attainment for ozone, which 
may require a conformity determination to evaluate air quality impacts. However, it is expected 
that the additional hnctions, personnel, and equipment from this closure recommendation will 
have no significant impact on air quality and airfield operations at NAS Brunswick. Water 
supply and wastewater treatment services are provided to NAS Brunswick from off-base and are 





NAVY INSTAU ATION 1 JST - C 95 

Naval Air Station, Norrh Island, CA 
Naval Station. San Diego, CA 
Submarine Base, San Diego, CA 
Submarine Base, New London, CT 
Submarine Base, Kmgs Bay, GA 

r) Naval Activities, Guam 
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Naval Station, Pascagoula, MS 
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, PR 
Naval Station, 1ngleside.TX 
Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA 
Naval Station, Norfolk, VA 
Submarim Base, Bangor, WA 
Naval Station, Everen, WA 

Marim Corps Base, Hawaii, Kaneohe, HI 
Marinc Corps Base, Camp Lejeum, NC 
Marinc Corps Base, Camp Pendieton, CA 

(c) Naval Air Facility, Adak, AK 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, AZ 

(rd)Naval Air Station, Alameda, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station, Camp Pendieton, CA 
Naval Air Facility, El Centro. CA 

(rd)Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, CA 
Naval Air Station, Lemoore, CA 
NavaUMarine Corps Air Station, Miramar, San Diego, CA 
Naval Air Station, Norrh Island, San Diego, CA 

ird)Marinc Corps Air Station, Tustin, CA 
(rd)Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, FL 

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville. FL 
(c) Naval Air Station, Key West, FL 

Naval Station, Maypon, FL 
1rd)Naval Air Station, Agma, GU 
ird)Naval Air Station, Barbers Point. HI 

Marine Corps Base Hawaii, Kaneohe. HI 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick, ME 
Naval Air'Station, Fallon, NV 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, NC 
Marine Corps Air Stanon, New River, Jacksonville, NC 
Naval Station, Rwsevelt Roads, PR 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufon, SC 

Naval Air Station, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia Beach, VA 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor, WA 

286 Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Centers/Commands 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Huntsville, AL 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Pomona, CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, S a m  Ana, CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Stockton, CA 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Cadillac, MI 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Staten Island, NY 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Laredo, TX 
(c) Naval Reserve Center, Sheboygan, WI 
(c) Naval Air Reserve Center, Olathe, KS 
(c) Region Seven, Naval Reserve Readiness Command 

Charleston, SC 
(c) Region Ten, Naval Reserve Readiiss Command 

New Orleans, LA 

- 
Naval Air Station, Arlanoc, GA 
Naval Air Station, New Orleans. LA 

(c) Naval Air Station, Sou& Weymouth, MA 
(rd)Naval Air Facility, Detroit, MI 

Naval Air Station, Willow Grove, PA 
Naval Aii Station, Fort Worth, TX 
Naval Air Facility, Wadmgton, DC 

Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, Milton, FL 
Naval Air Station, Pensawla, FL 

(&Naval Air Station, Meridian, MS 
(r) Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, TX 

Naval Air Station, I(mgsville, TX 

. 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diepo, CA 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, IL 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Pams Island, SC 
Naval Amphibious School Pacific, Coronado, CA 
Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training Center Pacific, San 
Diego, CA 

Fleet Combat Training Center Pacific, San Diego, CA 
Fleet Training Center, San D~ego, CA 

(rd)Naval Training Center, San Diego, CA 
Flttt Training Center, Mayport, FL 

(rd)Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Tralning Center, Orlando, 
n 

(rd)Naval Traming Center, Orlando, FL 
Trident Training Facility, Kmgs Bay, GA 
Fleet Mine Warfare Training Center, Charleston, SC 
Naval Amphibious School Atlantic, Little Creek, VA 
Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare Training Center Atla~ttic, 
Norfolk, VA 
Fleet Training Center, Norfok, VA 
Fleet Combat Training Center Atlantic, Virginia Beach, VA 
Trident Training Faciliry, Bangor, WA 
Naval Amphibious Base. Coronado, CA 
Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms, 

C A 
Naval Submarine School, New London, CT 
Naval Technical Training Center, Cony Station, FL 
Naval Supply Corps School, Athens, GA 

(c) Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, MS 
Naval Education and T r a b g  Center, Newport, RI 
Surface Warfare Officers School Command, Newport, RI 
Naval Air Technical Training Center, Millmgton, TN 
AEGIS Training Center, Dahlgren, VA 
Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Quaatico, VA 
Naval Postgraduate School, Montcrcy, CA 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, MD 
Naval War College, Newport, RI 

Naval Aviation Depot, North Island, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, FL 

(rd)Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, FL 
Naval Aviation Depot, Cherry Point, NC 

(ce)Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, CA 
@)Ship Repair Facility, Guam 

Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, NH 

(rd)Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Shpyard, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Shipyard, Puget Sound, Bremerton, WA 

C) Closure candidate (ce) Closure-except candidate 
r) Realig~lment candidate (rd) Redirect candidate 
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RESERVE NAVAL AIR STATION 
SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS 

INSTALLATION REVIEW 

Mission 

a Air Station provides a mobilization point and a training center for reservists. 

Location 

South of Boston, MA. 

Backgrobnd 

The 1993 BRAC rejected the Navy's proposal to close South Weymouth and relocate its assets 
to three other locations. The Commission rejected the proposal on the grounds that information 
provided by the Navy inflated savings and deflated costs in favor of the Navy's 
recommendation. The current Navy proposal is to relocate the reserve units to Brunswick, ME, 

w a distance of about 150 miles in order to make better use of the unused space at an active duty 
base with the northeastern region. The Navy proposes to close the facility at South Weymouth. 

Considerations 

According to the Navy, Brunswick Naval Air Station is a significantly more capable air station 
than South Weymouth. In addition to hangar space, Brunswick, a 3221 acre active duty base 
120 miles north of Boston, has several features that surpass those of the South Weymouth 
reserve base: two parallel runways, a NATO sponsored intelligence center, and a $67 million P- 
3 Orion flight sin~ulator. With virtually unhindered air space in which to fly, Brunswick flight 
training can be conducted around the clock. In addition, the Navy believed it would be more 
difficult for South Weymouth to accommodate Brunswick's four active duty squadrons, with a 
total of 36 planes, or its reserve ground battalion squadron and special projects squadron with 
three planes. South Weymouth straddles three towns , is smaller, and serves reservists, who 
train primarily on weekends. 

Base Comparisons 

See attached from the Boston Patriot Ledeer dated March 23, 1995 comparing the two bases. 
Conversations with the Public Affairs Officer at Brunswick disclose that the two bases generally 
agreeed with the data as it is presented , and in fact the author recieved assistance from Navy 

9 personnel in making the comparison. 

DRAFT 
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MASSACHUSETTS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 
'h Directorate for l nfornation 

Operations and Reports 

Other 
Defense 

Act iv i t ies  

1,770 
0 

1,770 
0 ---------------- 

$257,854 

77,033 

0 
77,033 

0 
0 

180,821 

76,025 
101,103 

3,630 
63 
0 

Air Force 

12,955 
2,227 
4,003 
6,725 - - - - - - - - - -  

$1,895,013 

387,503 

Navy 
L 

b r i n e  Corps 

8,147 
637 
703 

6,807 
----------------.----------------. 

$1,826,459 

151,699 

Arny 

27,524 
3,262 
3,425 

20,837 

$2,207,986 

465,216 

Persowl/Expendi tures 

1. P e r m w l  - Total 
Active Duty n i l i t a r y  
Civilian 
Reserve & N a t i 0 ~ 1  mard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

11. Expenditures - Total 

A. Payroll Outlaye - Total 

Total  

50,396 
6,126 
9,901 

34,369 

$6,187,312 

1,081,451 

lla jor Locat ions 
of Personnel 

____-__--_--_---_-------.~------------------------.-----------.---~---------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Hansccm AFB 
Fort Devens 
Boston 
Natick 
Uestover A R B  
Ualthan 
Otis AGE 
Ueynouth 
Uatertown 
Burlington 

b j o r  Locat ione 
of Expenditures 

~ e d f o r d  
L y M  
Andover 
Uayland 
Lexington 
h e l l  
Cmbr idge 
Hanscolr ATB 
P i t t s f  ield 
~ l b o r o u g h  

Mil i tary  and Civi l ian  Personnel 

23,028 144,406 
139,452 
88,057 
93,301 

1,742,no 

871,504 
418,918 
396,064 
21,219 
35,065 

Active Duty n i l i t a r y  Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve b National b a r d  Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. P r h e  Contracts Over 525,000 
Total 

Supply and Equiptent Contracts 
RDTG Contracts 
Service Contracto 
Construction Contracts 
Civi l  Function Contracts 

Tota l  

3,917 
3,855 
1,540 
1,213 
1,007 

539 
538 
397 
380 
37 4 

74,897 242,331 
435,408 
131,596 
272,116 

5,105,861 

2,243,971 
1,922,045 

871,254 
33,526 
35,065 

Expend i tures 

Other 
Defense 

Act iv i t ies  

1304,758 
280,829 
271,691 

Prine Contracts Over 125,000 I Total 
(Prior Three Years) ---------------------------------------- ---------------- 

Fiscal Year 1993 $5,935,650 
Fiscal Year 1992 5,656,386 
Fiscal Year 1991 6,933,473 

Active Duty 
Military 

1,787 
2,776 

4 62 
158 

8 
1 

142 
146 

10 
4 

Navy 
b Air Force 

IrnY I Harhe Corps / --------------- ---------------- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$2,127,833 21,761,937 $1,741,122 

1,532,512 1,970,163 1,962,882 
2,667,372 1,939,277 2,035,133 

27,999 
12,907 
87,765 

1,674,760 

781,202 
639,395 
251,790 

2,373 
0 

Civilian 

2,130 
1,079 
1,078 
1,055 

999 
538 
396 
251 
370 
370 

Prime 
Contracts 

$729,575 
699,147 
462,059 
375,663 
369,569 
331,464 
287,122 
61,530 

200,017 
204,129 

Total  

$729,575 
707,821 
465,695 
377,829 
369,569 
335,496 
296,069 
232,961 
207,673 
206,197 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of P r h e  Contract Awards 

i n  t h i s  S t a t e  

1. RAYMEON CCtlPANY 
2. GENERAL ELECTRIC COWANY 
:. WSSACHUSElTS IHST OF TECH 
4. GTE CORPORATION 
5. MITRE CORPORATION 

Total of Above 

190,924 
30,632 
91,050 

1,50?,51o 

515,240 
762,629 
219,770 

9,871 
0 

Payroll 
[krtlays 

SO 
8,674 
3,636 
2,166 

0 
4,032 
8,947 

171,431 
7,656 
2,068 

Total 
Amount --------------------------------------------------.---------------.-------------------------------------------- 

$1,904,927 
875,589 
318,409 
254,237 
228,600 

$3,581,762 

t.lajor Area of Uork 

TSC or Service Code Description 

Guided Hiss i les  
Gas Turbines and J e t  Engines, Acft h Cornps 
RDTE/Other Research b Davelopnent-Advanced 
tliscellaneous Conmunication Equipment 
RmE/Orher Research b Development-Engr Dev 

1 of to t a l  awards over $25,000) 

A~ount ------------- 

2457,777 
419,552 
294,947 

56,232 
228,600 

4 





CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN MASSACHUSETTS 

mc INSTALLATlON NAME ACIlOh' YEAR ACIlON SOURCE ACIlON STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

FORTDEVENS 88/91 DEFBRACDBCRC ONGOING CLOSE 

SOUTH BOSTON SUPPORT ACTMTY 

USA MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY LABORATORY 88/91 DEFBRAUDBCRC ONGOING CLOSE 

1988 DEFBRAC: 
Headquarters, Information Systems Command 
realigned from Fort Huachuca (Changed to remain at 
Fort Huachuca by 1991 Defense Base Closure 
Commission) 

Information Systems Command activities realigned 
from Fort Belvou, VA and Fort Monmouth, NJ 
(Changed to remain at designated installations by 
1991 Defense Base Closure Commission) 

Realign Intelligence School detachment to Fort 
Huachuca, AZ; completed FY 94 

1991 DBCRC: 
Close, but retain 4,600 acres and those facilities 
essential to support Reserve Component training 
reauirements: scheduled FY 96 with mission 

Realign 10th Special Forces Group to Fort Carson, 
CO; scheduled N 94-95 

1988 DEFBRAC: 
Close; scheduled FY 95 

Realign research functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI; 
Picatinny Arsenal, NJ; and Fort Belvou, VA 
(Changed by 1991 Defense Base Closure 
Commission) 

1991 DBCRC: 
Realign (less structures element) to Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, MD (Change to 1988 SECDEF 
Comrnisssion recommendation); scheduled FY 95 

Realign structures element to the Army Aviation 
Aerostructures Directorate collocated at NASA- 
Langley Research Center, VA and expand the 
mission at that site to form an Army Structures 
Directorate (Change to 1988 SECDEF Commission 
recommendation); completed FY 93 



CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN MASSACHUSETTS 

Wc INnALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACIlON SOURCE ACTlON STATUS ACTION SUMMARY A m O N  DETAIL 

USA NATICK R & D CENTER 91 DBCRC COMPLETE REALGNUP 1991 DBCRC: 
Heat physiology research mission realigned ffom the 
U.S. Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, 
Brooks AFB, TX and collocated with the U.S. Army 
Research Institute of Environmental Medicine; 
completed FY 92 

AF 

BARNES MAP AGS 

CAPE COD AFS 

HANSCOM AFB 

OllS AGB 

WELLESLEY AGS 

WESTOVER ARB 

WORCHESTER AGS 

N 

NAS SOUTH WFYMOUTH 

NRC NEW BEDFORD 

NRC PrrrSFIELD 

PRESS 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

PROPOSED REALGN 

CANCELLED CLOSE 

CLOSED CLOSE 

ONGOING CLOSE 

1990 Press Release indicated realignment. No 
specifics given. 

1990 PRESS: 
DOD Secretary proposed NAS South Weymouth as a 
closure in hi 1990 press release. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Rejected OSD's recommendation to close NAS 
South Weymouth. Instead, DBCRC directed the 
consolidation of three Massachusetts reserve centers 
at Lawrence, Chicopee, and Quincy at existing 
facilities at NAS South Weymouth. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Recommended closure of Naval Reserve Center New 
Bedford, MA because its capacity is in excess of 
projected requirements. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Recommended closure of the Naval Reserve Center 
Pinsfield, MA because its capacity is in excess of 
projected requirements. 





RESERVE AIR STATION MILITARY VALUE MATRIX RANKINGS 

BASE RANK 

Washington 1 

Willow Grove 2 

New Orleans 3 

S. Weymouth 4 

Ft. Worth 5 

Atlanta 6 

MV SCORE 

POINTS: - - The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 mandates that the 
DOD recommend facilities for realignment or closure based on (I) the long- 
term force structure plan, and (2) the selection criteria applied to rank bases 
in categories where there is excess capacity. 

- - DOD policy guidance requires that the base structure analysis be done by 
comparing bases in like categories. S. Weymouth was grouped with 
five other Reserve facilities. 

- - S. Weymouth is located on 1,444 acres of land south of Boston. On 
the facility there are two runways, two aircraft hangars and 165 units of 
housing. 

- - As of April 1995, S. Weymouth has 13 assigned aircraft. There are ten 
P-3 airplanes assigned to VP-92; two C-130 aircraft assigned to VR-62; 
and one C-12 assigned to the station. 



I I t I 

BASE FWNK 1 MILITARY VALUE SCORE 1 
I I I t 

Washington 11 65.16 1 ! 
I 

Willow Grove 21 1 
I 

64.36 1 
New Orleans 1 3 1 I I 63.99 j 
South Weyrnouth 41 I 61.371 I 

Ft. Worth 1 5 1 I I 60.94 I I 
\ 

Atlanta I 6 / 51 -141 I 

1 I I I ?--- -I 
I----- 

A V f  RAGE MILITARY V ~ E  
1 

I I 61.16 
AVERAGE M V  MINUS NAS S. WEYMOUTH 61.11 

.AVER),GE MV MINUS NAS ATLANTA 1 I ~ 3 . 1 6 ~  I 
\ 

r: ,  4 
' /. 
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SOUTH SHORE 

April 2 1, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am Chairman of the "Save the Base" Committee, a composite group of local officials, 

reservists, base employees, and concerned citizens, formed under the auspices of the South Shore 

Chamber of Commerce. Herein, I outline some of the essential points we intend to make as part 

of our presentation to Commissioner Robles when he visits the South Weymouth Naval Air 

Station on April 28, 1995. 

In 1993, South MFe!ln~outh NAS was removed from the closure list when Commissioner 

Stuart. citing lowered cie~nograpnics at receiving sites and the prospective loss of a base rated 

third in militarv \:slue of eight navai air resenre starions evaluated, moved the Commission to find 

that the Secretan. of Defense deviated substantiall!. from the force structure plan and the final 

criteria in making his recommendr!tic?~ The Commission voted unanimously 7-0 to reject the 

Secretary's recornmendation C-ornmissioner Stuart said in making his motion: 

"1 am impressed with the logic of maintaining a Reserve Facility which we already 
own, and it looks like a superb facility that is available to the Northeast, where 
there are a lot of reservists operating. I think we have to keep in consideration 
that all parts of the country need to have facilities available to them. (BRAC 
Transcript of June 26, 1993. page 3 19). 

What has happened at South Weymouth in the interim? As a result of BRAC 93, - a 4- 

plane C- 130 squadron (VR-62) was stood up in February of this year, a Surface Reserve Center -- - \ 

was established to accommodate over 500 - surface reservists from NRC L a w r e n c e , m  

Chicopee and NRC Quincv which were at Weymouth as a result of the 
\-C 

Comnlunity's suggestion. Additionally, other construction projects that had been on hold for w 
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several years under the threat of closure, went forward, including the rehabilitation - of several 

other buildings, a new addition to the fire house, a new air control tower, a new liquid oxygen 
4 

farm and a new Dopplar Weather R&. 

However, despite BRAC 93 and the actions taken as a result, the continued high military 

value of South Weymouth as borne out by the Navy's military vdue_mitrix, 'T Weymouth's high 

level of contributory support and its overall readiness, the Secretary once again recommended 

South Weymouth for closure. We maintain the recommendation is not support&!g through a= 
I .  // application of the selection criteria and is in contradiction - to that ---___ which is required to meet the 

/ needs of the long-term force structure plan. 

w South Weymouth is e Resenre .4ir Station The scll~. purpose of its active du:? personnei - -A 

is to trzin resenkts who will be capable of effecti~.ely mobilizing during a mc-ior conflict In 

more recent years. resemists ha1.e been additionall!, called upon for contributory suppoz. side 

5 ~ .  side. iv~i i l  fiee: uniis to meet opsra~ionai goais ilyil~ because it is COST-effect;\-e 10 rotate 

citizen-sailor-s f ~ r  s 'ho~: periods to meet various contingencies at the same skill level but at 116th 

the cost I<umerous personnel from South Weymouth answered the call in support of Desert 

Storn11Desen Shield Many others volunteered but were not needed Today, we have reserve 

aircrews, rotating back and forth from Europe for 17 day stints in support of operations near 

Bosnia Last summer, these same crews rotated out of the Caribbean, flying numerous n~issions 

in support of operations in and about Haiti. 

To fully utilize capable reservists, training sites must be accessible to reservists where 

they live and work. South WeymouthJslacated in the heart of metropolitan BosQn which it 

the most highly-educated population center in the country. Many young reservists come off 

active duty to use the G.I. bill to hrther their education at the many fine institutions of higher 
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learning located in Boston and the surrounding area. There is no better area to site a reserve 

air station than in the middle of this demographic mecca. 

The Navy's own analysis rated South-Weymouth #1 in demogaphic~ arguably the single 

most important factor in selecting an installation which can support a force structure plan that 
2 _-I_ 

/ 

will undoubtedly include an even greater compliment of reservists in the years to come in the 

face of dwindling resources. The Army and Air Force now have a higher percentage of reserve 

forces in their makeup than they ever had in their history. The Navy recognized the uniqueness 

of its Reserve Air Station when designing its selection process conlparing one against each 

other, particularly in the area of den~ographics. The evaluation done was different from those 

conducted for Operational Air Stations Mcst notably, the inquiries made to the two separate 

subcategories urere not the same and there~~-rn~1etedi~ e\.z!uatir,:: : e s a e  

demographics or resenle recruitin3 l~oteniial in the ar?aIvsis done 0:: aciix e dur\ o~erarional - -- 
faciiities 
d 

The decision to close South \$.e~.mouth which links a resexe faciliiy ~vi:!; ar; acti1.e 
__C_-- 

facility is without analytical support. To have provided justification. a comparison of military . - - 
values across categories n~here no data existed would have been required. Such a procedure 

would be flawed. The Najy virtually admitted as much as demonstrated on page 25 of the 

Department of the Navy's Analysis and Recommendation (Voiume IV), March, 1995, when 

DOD reported: 

"The score for a particular installation is a relative measure of military value within 
the context only of the subcategory in which that installation is being analyzed. . . . 

Furthermore, the score obtained by an activity in one subcategory has no relevance for 
conlparison to the score obtained by an activity in another subcategory since the 
question and quantitative scores were different for each matrix." 
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Despite this emphasis in separating Resenre and Operational Naval Air Stations, the BSEC 

eventually saw fit to measure NAS S o ~ ~ t l i  LVLegx)uth a~ains t  NAS Brunswick in an effort to 
--_I_/ 

m e e t  the CINCLANTFLT's "desire" to _-___ have a fulb __- ~apah l~s~a f i~an .~n_o r t !~~o f -N~or fo lk .  - 
This con~parison resulted in a serious departure corn BSEC's initial findings: NAS - - 
Brunswick had been tnarkcd for closure during BSEC's initial configuration model output -- - 
for Operation Air Stations, arid NAS South Weymouth had been "kept open" during similar 

/--- 
- 

I_----_--- --- 
phases in the Reserve Air Station analysis. Moreover, this comparison is out of sync with 

.-_-----I__- --- -- 
the internal control procedures set forth by Secretary Perry's January 7, 1994 memorandum, 

--__L__ 
I____--.-- -- _ 

stating that the accuracy of BRAC data collections and analyses depends at a minimum, "on ______ C _ I _ _ - - _ _ _ - I _  

suidance defininz data requirements and sources " ( Department of Defense 
--.. -_-.I 

h4einora1iduni. O 5 c e  of the D e p u i ~  Secretan of Ddense. 1 OL)5 Basc Realignments and 

- i-ilooslng a:;lonp uniike :.- laLliliie~ -" '  I he IGav?:. however. chose ~o incorporate the  
w- .-- 

. ,. . . C!yP\(:Ct.ALKTF!,T'i; in:>:;: ri a:sm;ssir!i- I::. :.lt:-r. clnai~~sis and coint~~encing a comparison o t  - -- ---.L_---p___ ---- / I  
apple ar?d arange: 

--.- 

Even if the Commission were to determine that the comparison of naval and 

operational air stations was someho~v justified, the inconsistency of the process employed by - 
the I \ 'a \~t  seems u n a c c G e .  If naval and operational air stations could be easily and ___------ ____ -- ------ 

logicallv compared. why was the configuratiou-n_o.t,utilized at the outset? The last minute 
-.. - --- -- - 
ii~etliodolo~ical shifi on the part of BSEC looks d-__-.------IC like an attem~t,tg iustifil _.___..-, the CINC's 

expressed oper-ational desires b ~ r p s e n t i n e  an eitherlor alternative; under which any - ------------ -..I_-,=---- -- 
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Reserve Naval Air Station, regardless of itsrankina within its own subcategory, would, by 

definition, lose to an Operational Station, regardless of the Operational Stations's relative 

ranking. 

It is apparent that the BSAT conducted a series of deliberative sessions with various 

CINCts and compiled "Policy imperatives" based on those discussions. Such a critical step 

in the process is surely worthy of written public record, and yet we have been unable to 

uncover any related documentation. Under the Base Closure Act, the Secretary of Defense 
* 

must include with his recommendations a summary of the selection process that resulted in 

the recommendation for each installation and a justification for each recommendation, as 

well as certification of the accuracy and completeness of the information on which the - recommendations are based. (Department of the Nak-y: ,4nalyses and Recommendations 

(\'olume I\'). March 1995. p 10) We have been unable to obtain documentation - 
concerning either the CNCLAKTFLT's reguest for a single air station north of Norfolk. or 

// 
the BSEC's response For t!lese reasons the ---- Secretan's recon~mendation Cis_________ is flawed and 

siiouid not be adopted 
( 

This gap in information is disturbing because it requires the community to simply 
-- --- -- 

trust that the Kavy correctl!. interpreted the CINC's request. If the CINC's input holds more 
-* -.---- ------- A 

weight that anv other aspect of the process-- and particularly if that input is not assigned a 
__-a --_I- __ -_ - - 

procedural weighing or ranking in importance--then it stands to reason that there should be - -___-___ - -- -- -- ----_ _ _  
a record of that input and that it should be available to communities. Indeed, if final 

-----a- 
- -_ _ __ - - 

recommendations depend solely on-- and can be justified by-- a single missive from a 

Commander-in-Chief, why not dispense with the entire analysis before this point? Clearly 

this was not the impartial and logical process envisioned bvjhe framers of the BRA-C --- 
legislation. 
C__ 
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We have attached detailed memoranda on various issues which we feel should be 

considered by the BRAC in its deliberation. All focus on tlie strengths of NAS South 

Weymouth. We are troubled that despite South WeymouthqsM military value and its - 
unmatched demographics there was only one scenario of the hundreds conducted which ---- - 
considered keeping S o u W e y m o u t h  ope;. Despite certification from the local command 

that the scenario to keep South WeymouthqenLwhicli -- called for the closure o f a A 3  

Atlanta and t h a a n s f e r  of a C-9 s q w a d r ~ d a c ; i l l . , e ~ m ~ t o  W e y u l )  could be - 
readily accommodated at minimal expense, there were no follow-on scenarios which ----- _- 
considered South Weymouth_for other t y ~  of aircraft such - -- as _ _ _  tactical -_____ aircraft ____ flown _ _  __ by 

Marine and Navy reservists. -------- 

Any recommendation that spared N.4S -4tlanta ahead of South r -,) -.-- Ke!~rxou~~t! 14-2s ir 

i contradiction to the stared mandate tnat v.here excess capaclrl eusred In e qubcategoq r. 
4 --- -- 

scenario which rendered - an average aggregate miiiran. ~.aiue o r ' t h se  s~ariocs i-emain:nr ' ~ S T Y  -- --_ ---_I.----ll- -- -\-- ------ 
. . than the average - arrererrate ___-- mi1i:an. value of all installation5 __.--- rrl~:l;-s&~~ge~~r~.C4j:a: 

scenario should not be _A_-.--_ f'ollo\ved. Y.4S Atiantz's paor miiita?- \.ziile--sor~~s ten points iesc 

than South M7evmout1.i and the other resen1e installations--should have dictated early on that 

any scenario sparing .4tianta would al~vavs result in an average be lo^. that \vhicll was 

required by tlie state control factor An!. scenario which considered keepins Atlantri should 

not then have been considered 

We look forward to Commissioner Robles visit in order to demonstrate the - --- 
. . outstanding capabilities of this f a c i l i ~  and to -- _ Q k ! ! m m h ~ w 5 1 a ~ n ~ i  r 

activities could be sup_po-~&h_= Whether fixed-wing or rotary, tactical jet or logistics. 

Weymouth is ready, willing and able to support these types of missions with its available 

infra structure and with its highly capable and motivated personnel 



The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comnlission 
April 2 1 ,  1992 
Page Seven 

We thank you for your anticipated consideration 

Very truly yours, 

Paul R. Haley L' 
PRWrmi 
Enclosure 
rp~".*ou,rh..*.r.I 
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L 

~ll ,~tr ;e! i r  VJiYQOUT sii?pi3:.!1!1? ~ O Z U ~ : ~ ! - I I ~ I I O I ?  or anaiysls has concerned many anatysrs In --- -- 
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c . - i * - i  c , c ~ . r  la, r ,-.nr ~lc+-2Lkyjtb G,,Jl, ~ h c  acce3;znc? 5: :et-ta::; ~ G S U ~ Z I I O ; I S  a1-d rn11i:ary ~ a d ~ e r ~ e : : ~  

.j-;>,,c), i;;j;.;i5;$ s?:."~,? C i t S g y ~ :  aiid ~.ealiafirr~?~t dec!aons are rriade i? is this XOCeSS that 
-' ___._-------.__ 

!;;ss;;es ~usirc uusr in. and uitjmate accepiance oi, the iinal decisions. Herein iies rhe most 



THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133 

(617) 727-3800 

WILLIAM F. WELD 
aoVmIJm 

ARQEO PAUL CELLUCCI 
UEUTE)t*NT+OOVERNOR 

February 8 ,  19 9 5  
The  ono or able John H. Dalton 
Secretary of t h e  Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350-1000 

Dear Secretary Dalton: 

This le t ter  is t o  follow up on our recent phone conversa t ion  
concern ing  Naval A i r  station (NAS) South Weymouth. 

As we discussed, the Massachusetts National Guard is impressed with 
the f a c i l i t i e s  at NAS South ~eymouth and, with t h e  Navy's approva l ,  
is i n t e r e s t e d  i n  locating a u n i t  onto t h e  base. Specifically, + the  
Guard i s  interested in movinq a field ___--- zr=iller-~-ts&zLiq -- 
25 full time and G O O  ~ ~ r t  t i m e  Gaaz.&ii;?en a&?& 1 - i1- "--u&, 

1 mitnern ,  a s  ___--- other  +---&.--- e a ~ i ~ m e n t .  ~ i i s  15 a ne; kG J E I i I -  --- ...a,-- - -- 
mat is assigned t o  the l fContingency Force FOG~." 

~ o c ~ ~ & ~ ~  U O G ~ C - - ~ ~ ~ Z ~ . Z E L & ~ €  Loca t ing  this u n i t  onzs N k S  ---- 
~ o n 6 t r u c Z i ~ n  02 ~ W ~ S I ~ ~ . . - S ~ ~ _ ~ Q L _ ~ ~ ~ Q Q C  s c s y e  f e e t  tc ~ & S I * S E  - 
t h m a r i r  -- W,tn"- -&-U+lUQ - 4 c p g r e f e e i ; i o r  --:ile 
maintenance -- of t h e i r  -- equipment. As we discussed, the s t z z e  could 
3 m c o n s t r u c t i o n  from a C, 100 million ~ a p i c a l  improvement f u n c  
i n t e r d e d  f o r  the  statet s m i l i t a r y  installations. M o r e o v e r ,  the 
s t a t e  would willingly negot-iate with th-e --N_aq to---=nd t,he 
improvement of other f a c i l i t i e s  oq-in f rasfx-~cgure a?-, N A S  S-ogth 

b - - sea - - - lxn t  ly-- -by by --thee Gu-q rd  a and--Nav @*L-Lw2q4 -- - 
personnel. A s  I mentrona;--tn& i=gislation authorr: ing this 
~ 5 ~ i m p r o v e m e n t  fund specifies t h a t  state fundinq is available -- 
,ly if NAS South Weymouth i-s- _enhncec%-~z..e~pded unc le~-Be -1955 
%ase c1osure_Er~cgg_fiL 
_..____CC_- 

If it is all r i g h t  w i t h  you, I would l i k e  t o  send my staff  t o  
Washington to discuss t h i s  poss ib le  op t ion  wi th  your i n s t a l l a t i o n  
experts. Your staff can contact ~ i m  Kane in my off  ice at: (617) 
727-3600, Thanks very much for your consideration. 

c o n s t r u c = ~ n  0 2  t w o  . . 5u11c~nas -QII,!L~L._Y~~V.YY s c s y e  f e e t  " --.-- t0 - &LSE 
'ile s,tn&--.-&-U+lUQ.-.~qugr~ f e e t  f o r  .-.- - 

maintenance -- of m e n  -- equipment. As we discussed, the s t z z e  could 
3 m c o n s t r u c t i o n  from a C, 100 million c a p i t a l  improvement f u n c  

- l i l i t a r y  installations. M o r e o v e r .  the 
s t a t e  would willingly negot-iate with tQ-ee_-N_aq to.-.--=nL-!,he 
improvement of other f a c i l i t i e s  oq-in f r a s f x - ~ ~ t u r e ~ ? - , _ N ~ S _ ~ S ~ o ~ ~ t h  

b w s e a  ---I= r&ly-- -by thee- G.u-ar4;. .a~nd--Nav @*L-Lw2q4 .- 7-Ea-- -- - - - 

personnel. A s  I ment- t h e  legislation authorrslng this 
~ a ~ t € ~ i r n p r o v e m e n t  fund specifies t h a t  state fundinq is available .-.- 

only if NAS . -- s~uth~mouth-i-s--_s__enhanrf?.-~z.- ___-. .expanded .uncler_-t_he. 2.925 
Sase c l o s u , e p c e s s L  
_^____C__ 

If it is all r i g h t  w i t h  you, 1 would l i k e  t o  send my s t a f f  t o  
t h i s  poss ib le  L _ -A- op t ion  wi th  your i n s t a l l a t i o n  

-im Kane in my o f f i c e  at: (617) 
mucn L U L  yvvr consideration. 

Sincerely, 

J& d& 
Rilliam F. Weld 



IN THE YEAR ONE TJ3OL'SAND NINE NL'NLRED A N D  NINETY- 

; AN ACT 
~ E L A \ T I V E  TO SIMULATING EI~PLOUMGNT ENCOURAGING THE 
SITING OF CERTAIN FEDERAL FACILITIES  IN THE 

SECTION 2 .  C h a ~ t e r  3 C Q  c5 rhe zcks ~ " 5 5 2  is hereby 

, zmendec by d e l e f i n 9  secc ion  IR anti inserting in place t h e r e o m h e  

' f03.10wi.ng new secrion:-SZCTLCN 1A. To ProvLde  for the projects 

( and expenditures provided fcr in t h i s  act, the secretary of 

: admj .n i s t ra t i cn  a n d  f i n a n c e  is hereby a u t h o r i z e d  to spend t h e  sum 
! 
; 
; set forth in s e c t i o n  t w o  of this a c t  for the several. purposes  of 

i this E C ~ ,  s u b j e c t  to tne c o n d i t i o n s  specified u n d e r  the 



i 
provisions of this act and subject t o  the p r o v i s i o n s  of 1-aw 

regula t j -no  t ! ~ c  disbursenent of  p u b l i c  funds and t h e  a p p r c v a l  

thereof. 

SXCTION 3 .  Item 1.599-8000 i n  section 2 of chapter 300 of 

the acts of 1.992 is h e r e b y  amended by inserting after the word 

llSouthbridgelf in line 4 tke fol.l.owing words : -or f o r  capita I. 

projects t o ~ e n h a n c e  o r  e x ~ a n d  other U n i t e d  States Depar tment  of 

Defense f a c i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  commonwealth. 
, 

SECTION 4 .  Item 1594-8000 in section 2 of chapter 300 of 

the acts of 1.392 is h e r e b y  f u r r h e r  amended by inserting a f t e r  t h e  

word l f requircnezts"  in line 9 t h e  foLlowing wcrds: -, cr o t h e r  

'=.,*C ",ke aczs s X L C C  i.5 P.~rek ) -  -L- .-her z x e ~ ~ = ? e t  by inserting after chp_ 

e-and ozher U r i i z e d  Staces Departnent of D e f e n s e  facilities in 

rhe commonweai=k. 

SECTION 6. S e c t i o n  3 of chzpter 300 of the acts of 1992 i.s 

I hereby amended by insertinq after the word "Southhridgelt  i n  t h e  

d e f i n i t i o n  of "Selected S i t e t 1  t h e  following words : -, or any U n i t e d  

States Department of Defense facility i n  t h e  commonwezl.th 

selected f o r  enhancement or expansicn a s  the resu1 . t  of t h e  1995  

base closure and rea1,iqnnent process. 



SECTION 7 .  Section 3 of chapter 3 0 0  of the ac ts  of  1992 is 

hereby further amended by inserting a f t e r  the  w o r d  " c h o s e n "  in 

Line 8 the f o l l o w i n g  words: - i n c l u d i n g  any  land o r  b u i l d i n g s ,  o r  

interest t h e r e i n ,  necessary t o  carry o u t  the purToses o f  this 

SFCTION 8 .  S e c t i o n  4 of chapter  3 0 0  of the acts of 1992 is 

hereby amended by inserting a f t e r  t h e  word M f a c i l i t i e s i  i n  line 4 

the fo l lowing  words : -or u p o n  notification by t h e  U n i t e d  States 

DeparCinent of Oefense t o  t h e  base commander o r  facility 

administrator of a Departinent of Defense  f a c i l i y y  that the 

facility has been selected f o r  enhancement or  expans ion  as t h e  

result of the 1995 base closure and  r e a l i g n m e n t  p r o c e s s  

- ,  
SECTION 9 .  Sec:ion i o i  cnzpter  300 cf t h e  zcZs ?f 1 8 9 2  is 

hereby f u r r h e r  amerded by 1nser:inq if-:@r r h e  xc rL  " r e q c i r e z ~ n c s "  

In line 12 the fcllowing wcrcs:-cr c t t e r  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  9cpzrraenz 

of Defense requiremenrs .  

SECTION 10. Secricn 4 cf c h a p t e r  3 0 0  of the acts of i992 is 

hereby f u r t h e r  amended by i n s e r t i n g  b f t e r  t h e  wcrd flServicestf i n  

l i n e  6 of paragraph (c) t h e  fo l lowing  words:- o r  other U n i t e d  

Stares Department of Defense requirement& 

SECTION 11. s e c t i o n  5 of c h a p t e r  3 0 0  of t h e  acts of 1 9 9 2  j.6 
I 

i hereby amended by a d d i n g  a f t e r  the word "facilities" i n  l i n e  7 
I 

! 
6 : the following words:-or p r i o r  t o  the notification by t h e  U n i t e d  



i 

States Deparfaent of D e f ~ n s e  t.%t Cacilitios in the c o m m c n w e a ~ f h  

w have b e e n  sel.ected for echancement or expans ion .  

SZCTION 1 2 .  Section 6 of chapter 300 of t h e  acts of 1992 is 

hereby amended by add ing  a f t e r  the word f tGavernmentu in 1.j.ne 4 
8, 

the following words:-,or to any United Stares Department of 

Defense c o n t r a c t o r  p e r f o r m i n g  work f o r  a Departaent of Defense 

SZCTION 1:. S e c t i o n  7 of chapter  300 of the acts of 1992 is 

I hereby amended by addinq a f t e r  the word f lServ ices t  in line G the 

following words: -, the Department of Def ensa f a c i l . i t i e s  t h a t  have 

been selected f a r  enhancement cr e x p z n s i a n ,  o r  a Deaar tmenZ cf 

Defense ccntractcr p e r f z r n ~ n q  vcr:: for a 3e~af:nenc of 3~';enso 

. - 
rcility =ha- t r s  ;ee: c~lsc; ;c  r c r  ~;::r2cea5rr cr ev;z.r.sFcn. 

hereby cmendec by insarxinq a c t e r  rhr wsrf ' 'SacthEr:.dgeU i.2 line 

3 the followinq words:-cr enhance  or exaand o t h e z  V n i t e 2  Stares I 

Department of O e f e n s e  i z c i l i t i e s  in t h e  commonwealth. 

SECTION 15. Section 9 of chapter 300 of the acts of 1992 is 

1 hereby amended by deletins t h e  word f f n i n e t y - f o u r M  i n  l i n e  4 and 
I 

i inserting i n  place t h e r e o f t h e  f o l l o w i n g  word: - n i n e t y - s i x .  
f 

SECTION 1 6 .  Chapte r  300 of t h e  acts of 3.992 is hereby 

amended by a d d i n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  new S ~ C ~ ~ O ~ : - S E C T I O N  ah .  TO meet 



the oxgendi=.:res necessary i n  c a r r y i n g  o u t  t 3 e  prov isLcns of this 

act, t h e  state treasurer snaL1, upon request of the g o v e r n c r ,  

issue and s e l l  bands o f  the ccmmonwealth, Ln a n  amount t o  he 

specified by the governcr from time t o  tine, but n o t  e x c e e d i n g ,  

i n  the a g g r s q a t e ,  the sum of one  hundred mj . l l i on  d o l l a r s .  s a i d  

bonds shall o n l y  be issued and sold a f t e r  f i n a l  app rova l  by t h e  

Uni ted  S t a t e s  Congres s  cf t h e  recommendation of  t h e  D e p a r t x e n i  of 

Defense t o  locate said F i n a n c e  and A c c o u n s i n g  S e r v l c e s  Facility 

i n  t h e  t o w n  of Scuthbrilge o r  a f t e r  f i n a l .  a p p r o v a l  by t h e  U n i t e d  

States C o n g r e s s  of a r e s s rnnenda t ion  from the Ease ReaLignmcnt and 

Closure Conmiss ion  tc enhancz cr expand other U n i t e d  S t a t e s  

Departinent of Def ensa  facilities i n  C h e  commonweal.th . 241.1 b o n d s  

issued by t h e  ccammcnvealE3, a s  aforeszid, stall be d e s i g n a t e d  on 

- - - -heir ~ Z C E ,  c EZEZ-11 ' E C L  LLZ:BS ; ? ~ Z C C E ~ ~ ~ Z  Act ~f 1955 , a n d  s h z l l .  

w se rss.Ler, " ^ '  ' ..-. ' 7 . . - - ..',2--" . -_ - -  . a -.: ,c.,- - ,  n c t  exceed_- thirty 

-,,ezzs, .& -.L --. .--- ,- -.- - - . -:,-., --- -n; - .-. -'- &.._ _ - _.. , _ - . .. --,. , ,,,<. ,, ,, , , I ~  ~ene rz : .  c c ~ t - t  

,....,..c.--n.- * - -  -2 - . - . n . -  .,..___-_ - . . I - -  .__- _ _  _ - - - - ._  : - _ :-.. ,-,-c ,..,, C C  cnc? kmendmen~s to t ne  

ru'rS.-. . - 3 - - .  ,- C -  .-..,C -..-- r ? t l P 2 -  A" . m--n., ldC; 
r-7- *...+- \C..-.,, -: I-.- V I I . L L L I - I  - ..-... I C - V  \ ,, however, thac a l l  

such bonds she11 bc p e y z b l e  nct Later thzn December thirty-first, 

r w c  t.k,oilsend an6 ~:.:'.r-'~ + J  Bcncs and :he interest t h e r e o n  issued 

cnaer tze  a u z h c r : ' . ~ ~  c: t h i s  scct:.sr,, n c ~ ~ ~ ! . Z ; ~ s t a n d i n g  any o ~ h d r  

provisions 02 this act, s h a l l  be general obligations of the 

commonwealth. 

SECTION 1.7. C h a ~ t e r  300  of the a c t s  of 1 9 9 2  i.s h e r e b y  

amended by addin9 t h e  f c l l o w i n g  new section:-SECTION 8R.  The 

state treas~rer may borrow f rom t i n e  t o  time on the credit of the 



commcnwea?th such sums of money a s  may be necessary f c r  t h e  

purposes of z e e t i n g  payments a s  authorize? by this act and  may 

issue and renew f rom tine t o  t i m e  n o t e s  of t h e  commonweal.th 

therefor, tearing i x t a r e s t  payabie a t  s u c h  t i n e  and a t  s u c h  rates 

as shall be fixed by the state treasurer. Such notes s h a l l  be 

issued and may be renewed one o r  more tines for such term, not 

exceeding one y e a r ,  a s  the governor may recommend to t h e  general 

court i n  acccrdance with Section 3 of A r t i c 1 . e  LXIi of the 

Amendments to the C o n s t i t u t i o n  of t h e  commonwealth, b u t  t h e  f i n a l  

maturitj.es o f  such notes, whether o r i g i n a l  or renewal, shall n o t  

be l a t e r  than June thirtieth, two  thousand and seven. No-ces and 

interest t h e r e o n  issued u n d e r  the a u t h o r i t y  of this a c t ,  

n o t k r i t h s t a n d i n g  a n y  o t h e r  prsv~slon of t h i s  cct, s h t l - l  be general 



SITING OF RESERVE AVIATION SQUADRONS 

w 
TO: 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

FROM: Committee to Save Naval Air Station South Weymouth 

In its justification for recommending the closure of NAS Soutl~ Weymouth, the 
Department of the Navy made the following statement: 

"In addition, this recommendation furthers the Departmental preference 
to collocate active and reserve assets and personnel wherever possible to 
enhance t11e readiness of both." 

Regarding the basing of Reserve squadrons at active duty bases, it would appear that 
the navy itself, irrespective of the above statement, is not convinced of its merits or, at 
the very least, the Navy is inconsistent inits actions. One has to look no further than 
the 1993 closure process to see that actions speak much louder than words with regard 
to the Navy. 

Specifically, the 1993 base closure process resulted in the closure of four Naval Ai: 
Stations within the I<c>serve Clai~nalic>-; nameiy, N f i S  Dalias, >-AF Detroit, %A5 ---- --- 

j Glenview, and NAS hfie:np!lis. _---- Tlie closure of  these four bases cer~zini~. ;,resenrcci the 
Navy with the ptriec: i);.;!~rtui;~:\- tc> pui its beiief ui 1;101~111~ I - ~ s c J - \ ~ ~  , - C I U ~ L ~ ~ O I I S  I\)  

active bases into pracl!cc. Yet, not one squadron from an!- oi these i o ~ r  biises has S~I ICC 
, . been relocated h\r the \ \ c y j ,  cr l  ;tctiy:e daty  base! ha!!~cr, tile' :c:::z::::!-.< Z S S ~ ; S  ;TO::. 

these four Reserve bases iiave all been transferred to othcr licser~re ac!i\-~ties. And, 11, 
-7  . fact, the Navv \i.eilt so fa; 25  to create a i 1 ~ 1 \ ~  Reser.ile base! 1!115 ia t tc  bclse 1s iocaied ai 

the former Carstzreli AFB and is in the process of being opened under the new name _or' 
--- NAS Fort Worth at a cost of several hundred rnllilon doliars, ---- _ I _  __ 

The opening of NAS Fort Worth is especially interesting to analyze, since it would 
appear to entirely contradict the Na\7yfs stated preference of collocating reserve and 
active assets. ~ ~ e c i f i c a l l ~ ,  the closure of NAS Dallas gave the Ni!v~r tl!_e!_e!_echi~ce to 
relocate the Reserve F-14s of IT-231 from NAS Dallas to N k S  Oceana the oniy active 
__-I_-- -.--.--~~---~_-----..--..-.--I---..----.-.-.-- L - 

dutxbase onLhe East Coast where F-14s ge_st_a&zed. Similarlv, the Marine Reserve F- - 
18s at NAS Dallas could have been relocated to MCAS B W o r t  in south- 
o w t i v e  duty Marine Corps base m the East Coast where that type of ai craft is 
S&&QD& But, when given the opportunity to locate these valuable reserve assets from 
a closing reserve base to an active duty base, the Navy chose not to do so. Apparently, 
the Navy recognizeed that the highly-skilled ---- manpower required --_______ to staff these 
sguadrons can only be found in h igh l t i l po~-udakdua reas  where reserve b a s s h x  
traditionally been sited- 

Another aircraft type to be found at the new NAS Fort11 Nrorth is the KC-130T tanker 
flown by the hlarine Air Reserve. This type of aircraft is f1ou.n by squadron VMGR--231, 
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which relocated to 1:orth \ITortlr from NAS Glenview when the latter Reserve base was 
ordered closed by DIUC 1993. I-Jere was another perfect opportunity whereby this 
squadron could have bccn inoi*cJ from Glcni~icrv oil lo an active du t )~  Marine Corps 
Air Station already lra\.ing this type of aircraft stationed there. MCAS Cherry Point in 
North Carolina is such a base, since it currently is home to two active duty Marine 
Corps squadrons flying tlre KC-130. But, was this tlre Marines chosen course of action? 
The answer is no. MCAS Cherry Point is not located in an urban area from which the 
manpower needed LO operale this squadron could have been drawn. The nearest major 
urban area is Norfolk, Virginia, slightly more than 150 miles away. Since VMGR-234 
ended up at Fort Wort11 and not Cherry Point, one could conjecture that it was believed 
that the 150 mile distance was too far to attract Reservists to Cherry Point. Boston to 
Brunswick is also ayproximatly 150 miles. 

Similar comments to those stated above can also be said for many other types of 
squadrons in tlre Naval & h4arine Air Reserve. They would all show this same 
pattern of inconsistencies between the so-called - policy of the Navy to locate its -- Reserve 
squadrons at active-duty bases - _ _  and the actual actions taken -- by the N a ~ y  in sitihgt_hes_e 
squadrons. In the interest of brevity, only the issue of the siting of Reserve P-3 and C- 
130 squadrons will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 

There are presently many Reserve P-3 squadrons that are based at Reserve bases. These 
Reserve bases housing P-3 squac!rons irlc!ude N.4S IYillo~:. Gro~re (2 squadrons), NAS 
New Orleans, Nt-I: \W~S~,I~P.~!OX~., I\?ciie!t Fieid, and, of course, NAS South IYevmout!:. 
Additionally, there is a Resi:!rve P-3 si?l;adrcm zt NAS Poin! hlugu, an active dut\l base . . 7 ,  . i : ~ t  W I I ~ C ~ :  h ; i~  no acri~-t:-cjy::- J ,-.$ .ci:;;n.Llr-o:~:: ~~-iii;.\;?e\? there. If i t  is so advantageous for 
the Kai;v to vre~3ap to mo.,:? \:j'-s> ,- A Cr~)m , \  - ;A ;$  , , O U , ~  + '  \V?J ~ O U % I  to the active ctut\r base 
c-,; VAS l!:ms\i-ic'i;, x ~ . i ? \ -  i-p;.s ti!.. T \ c l \ ~ .  :icl: :7roy,>sed to aiso relocate the other Reser~e  P- - -,- 

squadror;s to ac!i;,c~ ciurv i~ascs, pa:-~icuiarii- active@,\l 1'-3 bases. The answer is - - 
sim~7ie. Ali oi ;I-wstr I<e~er.c.~? i'-3 sc~~~acirc?!~.;, inc iudi~~g lip-92 at NAS South \41eyrnouth, - 
arc! locate5 ncar maj,); p~p-?i:hti01; centers ~vhe re  the necessary manpower that these 
large squadrorls need ~o operate can be easiiy obtained. it makes no sense to remove - 
these squadrons -- ironr --- - - Resenre bases to remotely-locateh active duty-bases where ---- --A 

G a a r o n  rnannin~v ~ : ~ ~ u l d  i x p e  to be vex- difficult, if not i~~~possiblg.  Again, the navy 
apparentlv recognizes rixis iact in iight of its actions to keep the majority of these 
squadrons at Iieserve bases, \-et i t  persists in trying to make an exception out of VP-92 at 
South Weymouth. lf a inor-; to active d w x e s d o e s  not make sense for all of these - 
squadrons, then sense for T_rr:92eltl~er. 
Y 

The C-130T is one of the newest aircraft in the Navy inventory and is operated 
exclusively by the Naval Air Reserve. Hoivever, much of the utilization of these aircraft 
is devoted toward the direct support of the active duty Navy throughout the country 
and, literally, around the ~ o r l d .  Yet, when the four Reserve squadrons which fly this 
type of aircraft lvere established, all four were sited at Reserve bases (NAS South 
Weymouth, NAF Washington, NAS N e ~ v  Orleans, and Moffett Field) -- not active duty 
bases. Again, the ATav~r has apparently recognized that the large manpower 
requirements of these squadrons can olilv be found in areas of high population densities 

(II -- areas where Reserve bases, not activf dul!. bases, are tvvically ,. sited. One can only 
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conclude that moving \TI<-62 and its C-130s fro111 South Weymouth to Brunswick would 
result in severe manning difficulties for the squadrons. 

u 
The basing practices of the Reserve conlponel~ts of the U.S. Air Force have been 
examined as a comparison with those of the Navy. These components consist of the Air 
National Guard and the Air Force Reserve.  he examinatio~~ indicates that the Air 
Force bases only a relative small percentage of its aviation squadrons at active duty 
bases, and thus appears to indicate that the Air Force apparently does not see any great 
advantages in does so. 

Looking first at the Air National Guard, America's largest aviation reserve force 
according to any definition, that organization, based on 1992 data, operates a total of 98 
aviation squadrons. Of those 98 squadrons, 80 of them are located at civilian airports 
near major population centers where personnel to man those squadrons are readily 
available for recruitment. Only 18 squadrons in the Air National Guard are located 
aboard purely military facilities. Of those latter 18 squadrons, 12 are located at active- 
duty Air Force bases, wit11 the remaining 6 being sited at one Air Force Reserve base 
and 5 Naval Air Stations. 

One might presume that the 12 Air National Guard squadrons located at active-duty 
Air Force Bases are sited at those locations in order to obtain some special advantages as 
a result of that arranc+ement. However, upon closer examination, this does not appear 

O. 
to be the case in most rnstances. Rather, their location at active-duty bases appears to be 

w largely for convenience only. Spccificallv, of the 12 squadrons, only 3 are located at 
activeciuiy bases \vilere the acti1.e-duty forces fly the same type of aircraft as the Guard 
units stationed at those same bases. For example, the State of Washington Air National 
Guard has a KC-135 squadron stationed at Fairchiid AFB, where the active-duty forces 
a; that same base also fiy the KC-135. These units may, accordingly, have some 
opportunities tc work ~ v i t i l  each otner train together. 011 the other hand, a Kansas Air 
~ a t i o n a l  Guard F-16 tactical fighter squadron stationed at McDonnell AFB presumably - 
has few working relationships with tile B-IB bombers flown by the activelduty forces 
stationed at that same base. 

1x1 summary with regard to the Air National Guard, only 3 out of a total of 98 squadrons 
are based at locations where those squadrons operated the same type of aircraft as their 
active-duty counterparts. This fact would seem to indicate that the Air Force, through 
its National Guard Bureau, does not appear to see major advantages in locating its Air 
National Guard squadrons at active-duty bases and, even when it does locate them at 
those locations, far more often than not the types of squadrons so assigned would 
appear to bear no direct relationship to the active-duty squadrons at those same bases. 

The Air Force Reserve in 1992 had a total of 37 aviation squadrons that actually 
operated their own assigned aircraft. Of those 37 squadrons, 20 were located at active- 
dutv Air Force bases. Noruever, only 6 of those 20 fly the same types of aircraft as the 
act&e forces at those same bases. Once again, it would appear that the basing of Air 
Force Reserve squadrons at active-duty bases is also largely a matter of geographical 
convenience rather than frorn anv perceived militarv advantage in doing so. 
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AREA BASE CLOSINGS OR REALIGNMENTS 

BY 
John C. Yaney 

"Save Our Base Committee" 

The following military facilities in New E~lglaxld have been closed or substantially reduced in 
size since 1970, resulting in the loss of tens of thousands of ndlitary and civilian jobs and severe 
impacts to the regional economy. Many of these facilities are concentrated in the Boston and 
Providence areas, a combined geographical area smaller in size than some counties in western 
and southern states. 

NAVAL AIR STATlON SOUTH WEYMOUTH (1995 DOD RECOMMENDATION) 
Sudbury Training Annex (1995 DOD Recommendation) 
Hingham Cohasset Anny Reserve Center (1995 Recommendation) 
Naval Officer Candidate School Newport (1993 BRAC) 
Naval Reserve Center New Bedford (1993 BRAC) 
Naval Reserve Center Pittsfield (1993 BRAC) 
Fort Devens (1991 BRAC) 
Loring AFB (1991 BRAC) 
Watertown Massachusetts Anmy Material & Mechanics Research Center (1988 BRAC) 
Pease AFB (1988 BRAC) (Major downgrading from active Strategic Air Con~mand Base 
to Air National Guard Base) 
Naval Shipyard Boston 
Naval Shipyard Bostp:: (South Costor? Anne).) 
Naval Station Eosion 
hTaval Hospital Bostnr; (Chelsea' 
Headquarters First Piavai Dk::i~: (~oT.:;):I: 

Boston Am!- Base 
U.S. Army Arsenal W1aterto~\ml 
Naval Reserve Center Brocktor, 
Otis AFB (Major downgrading ir3:l-i active Air Defense Com~nana basc L C -  i \ i i  iiaiiox-ia. 
Guard Base) 
Westover AFB (Major anmrngrading i ron  active Strategic Air Corn:nand base l o  Air 
Reserve Base) 
Naval Air Station Quonset Point 
Naval Construction Battalion Ctnier Datris~lille 
Naval Station Newport, including Cruiseri'Desuoyer Force ikI<l-' 
North Truro AFS 
Naval Security Group Activity Nantucket 

Prior to the closings listed above, there were also many additional closings of major military 
facilities in the Boston/New England region. These additional facilities include: 

26. Naval Ammunition Depot Hingham 
27. Naval Ammunition Depot Hingham (Cohasset Annex) 
28. Springfield Armor). 
29. Grenier AFB 
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30. DOM' Am 
31. Presque Isle AFB 

9LI 32.   than Allen AFB 

While every region in the country must share in defense cutl~ocls,  it7? 1-rt.1-c. in New England and 
especially here in the Boston arca believe that we have alrradj. contributed far more than our 
fair share of closings. We are aware of no otller area of the country that has been called up011 to 
bear so many closing or major cutbacks in suc11 a small, conce~~tratecl geographic area. As can 
be seen from the lists presented above, Inany of the closings had to be endured before the BRAC 
process came into being, giving us no opportunity at the time to publicly defend the value of 
those bases to the nation's delense effort. Not specifically mentioned above is the fact that the 
area also lost the huge Cellera1 Dynamics Fore River Sllipyard i11 Quincy, largely as the result of 
lack of contracts fro111 the Navy. In addition, essentially all of the smaller private ship repair 
yards in Boston have been put out of business, again largely the result of Navy decisions to no 
longer homeport ships in Boston and Newport. 

During recent testimony of DOD personnel earlier this year before the newly-fonned 1995 
BRAC, it was stated that certain bases in California were not considered for closure due  to the 
history of prior closings in their immediate areas and the impacts which those closures had. We 
believe that the Boston area should have been given sinlilar consideration. 

When BRAC 1993 approved the closure of the Naval Station and the Naval Shipyard in 
Charleston, SC, there \\.as general agreement by everyone that :I-~e loss of these fwo ~najor  

. . . .  7 -  facilities in one tit?. \\.as de\-astating. j el, GOSLC):I iias ;lii;il 10s; a !\ai.ai Siacior~ and havai 
. . --. 7. S]lipl-ard, 35 Jve]] 25 j ; ~  r,;svi~,j i<L!5pi[2i:, i ! ~  :x.';!\.L;l ~ . A ; ; ~ ~ ; - ~ ~ - : ; ; ~ : ~ 8 ~ ; ,  -;.:;:.!: i~:. -.'>.x;-~*,; zzse, i : ~  ,5LrI;;-,- 

7 7- Arsefial, a11d iks ~ ~ ~ ~ : : ! ~  ~ ~ ? ~ s ~ y ; : + ,  ~ - ~ c 3 c j , 2 c : ~ ; ~ ~ i ; ~ ~ .  ;>;>: :;, ; : : ~ : ; - , ~ ~ L ~ , : - ,  ;,.?-: 3f ;jszy~l;. !-pyt D?ye~ls, :]>(- 
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reiativei!, unscati~eL. 

. I .  It is sincerei! hoped :t1;1: ;11c ? 9915 iil-?.AC Ci> ;?~n~ i~s in~ i  i : ~  i!: \s\.il; . l \  izrll! consider tile cumuiatiire 
. , . .  impacts whicli bhese pi-ior dosings liave alreaci!. i~nc o n  titi.; region. r v i t h  particuiar regard to 

the proposed ciosins oi  ><AS South \'\'e\-mouth, i ;  1.; [tiso ilc)~t!d ihnt tile Colllmission is aware 
that it was here in h4assachusetts that the U.S. hn1.i. lvas bo& and that the \\-hole concept of a 
reserve force in readiness nrns created and iirst put LO the tesr at Lexinctor~ and Concord. 1: was 

.:, : c!,, ii-t :l;r soiliit;\. ciei~oted to the training 2lsc 1.ere i:: h/lassac!lase:ts tha: t !~c  first Nar-2: ili: i - % - -  

of Naval Air Reservists \vas es:sblished right up  tile road iroln Soutll Wevmouth at Squantum. 
Keeping South Weymouti~ open will allow the proud tradition of the ~ a v a 1  Air Reserve in 
Massachusetts to continue. 



w To: 

NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH ENVIRONMENT 

1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Fron~: Comnlittee to Save Naval Air Station South Weynlouth 

The following paragraphs briefy describe severill key environmental issues as they relate 
to the proposed closure of NAS South Weymouth and the transfer of its squadrons to 
NAS Brunswick. 

Noise 

South Weymouth receives very few noise complaints from the surrounding communities, 
as stated in the Draft Environrr~ental Inlpact Statement prepared by the Navy for the base 
in 1990. In that same document, noise problems at other bases (NAS Jacksonville, etc.) 
were well documented. hllany of those bases were described as having noise problems 
both on- and off-base, with l~undreds or thousands of housing units and other sensitive 
land uses experiencing noise levels today of between 65 and 75 M n  or more. Measures 
required to help mitisate t l ~ r  noise problems at those bases include the prohibition of 
afterburner takeoffs b y  jets. tile prohibition of practice approaches. and the prohibition of w , . touch-:~gd-rc. ~\p=r;:: j : . ~  !., 

+ . jt.: . fi;; esan~ple. No sucli constraints exist at South 
'I;ieymouti~. On-h;~sc. lrous!ng at South \Veyn~outh is located well away from the flight 
!ines. n~ i~ i l e  thc I;e! r:p::!c)aciies (I iunways 26 and 35) to Sodh Weymouth are located for 
:ne most pari me:  unue\~elopd~le land (u~etlands, generally). thus helping to ensure the 
continuing freedom fi011i noise coniplaints. 

South Weymoutil 112s ;! i;e! acivantage compared to many other bases with regad to 
rwnrunwnys at 90 degrees (perpendicular) to each other. Thus 

whatever little noise th;i: is generated by flight activity can be distributed (weather 
permitting) over these two runways so that the same people are not constantly exposed to 
noise day in and day out. as happens at many other bases with only one runway. Several 
other Reserve bases iiave onix one runway. NAS Willow Grove is such a base, as is NAS 
Dallas now and the new NAS Fort Worth at the former Carswell AFB. NAS Atlanta is 
another example of a resenre base having only one runway. NAF Washington, still 
another Reserve base does have two runways, but they are parallel, thus still exposing the 
same areas on the runway approaches to constant noise, regardless of which (or both) 
runway is in use. At all these bases, there is no possibility for "spreading, out" the noise, 
as is done at South Wey~noulh. 



At NAS Brunswick, there are t~vo  runways, but as for NAF Washington, they are parallel 
to each other and very closely spaced. Again, regilrdless of which runway at Brunswick 

w is in use (often they both are), noise sensitive areas off the runway ends are constantly 
exposed to noise. Moving additional P-3Cs from VP-92 and C-130Ts from VR-62 at 
South Weymouth to Brunswick will add to the overall noise level there. 

As an aside, having two perpendicular runways as South Weymouth does provided for 
improved safety of flight operations when compared with bases having only one runway 
or parallel runways. That is, the two runway configuration at South Weymouth permits 
aircraft to take off and land directly into the wind much more often than is the case 
otherwise. By having the capability of doing so, the chance of an accident occuring as a 
result of an aircraft being blown off course while attempting to land or take off is greatly 
reduced, particularly when the wind is strong. 

Air Quality 

The same general comments as stated above with regard to noise also apply to the air 
quality issue. That is, South Weymouth's relatively low level of activity when compared 
to some other bases does not result in significant degradation of the region's overall air 
quality. On the other hand, moving South Weymouthts squadrons to another base already 
having much higher existing levels of aeronautical activity can do nothing but result in 
negative air quality impacts at that location. Since that base already has greater leveis of 
activity than South \.l'eymouth. one can reasonably presume that air c!ualit!r there in the 
immediate vicinity of the base is poorer than that at South Weyrnouth. Adding aaditionai 
aircraft will exacerbate those conditions. 

The Navy's 1995 Recommendztion for Closure with regard - to NAS South l+7eymouth, in - 
its environmental impact section, noted that South Weymouth is in a severe non- .- - 
attainment area for ozone. As the attached recent article from the Boston Globe indicates. 
5 is expected that this non-attainment lzbel for the Boston area will soon be removed. - 
Traffic 

'? 
Traffic congestion is always an important environmental issue. The Draft Environment41 
Impact Statement for South Weymouth, previously referenced, documented traffic 

--. 
rcongestion pro_b&mxt other Reserve bases, but none at South We~mouth. Also, the base - --------l____l_._l_._---- - 
has no parking problems and has a new main gate only several years old, which is served 
by a modem traffic signal system which assures efficient traffic management. 

, 

South Weymouth will soon have another advantage that no other base may have. 
Specifically, a new commuter rail station will soon be constructed to serve the town of 
South Weymouth. I t  will be located adjacent to the base's Trotter Road gate. Thus, many 
base personnel would potentially be able to arrive from origins throughout eastern 

wv 



Massachusetts by using public transportation direct to the base. Any such use would, 
naturally, reduce ve1licul;lr volumes on the regional roadway systerll as well as reduce ai; 
pollution, etc. 

From another perspective wit11 regard to traffic, Soutli Weyrnoutl~ '~ two aviation 
squadrons, VP-92 and VR-62, are proposed t o  be rclocatcd to NAS Brunswick, Maine. 
Given the rural character of Maine in general, demograpl~ics suggest that the squadrons 
a. 

will continue a a v e  to rt:lv on reservists fromthe Bostorl area for manning. Because of 
s k  of public trsnsport:ition, these reservists will :ill most likely drive to Brunswick, 
resulting in a round trip typically of 300 miles or so, compared with the short drive from 
the Boston area to South Weymouth. 

NAS Brunswick is located adjacent to U.S. Route 1, one of the most heavily congested 
roadways in Maine. Traffic congestion on this roadway is extremely severe during the 
summer tourist months, as this is the main roadway serving Maine's famous coastline. 
Traffic congestion in Maine has become of such concern that the State's voters in a recent 
referendum voted to prohibit the widening of the Maine Turnpike between the New 
Hampshire border and Portland in an attempt to discourage more vehicles from coming to 
the State. Thus, the addition of reservists from VP-92 and VK-62 will only serve to make 
Maine's roads even more congested than they already are. 

Land Use 

In this caiegor!. :>: e\-aiuail(\::. if. is user:, I.) (j!-li:~t ?r<iil; Sc,r:i:.>r, \,' of ti:? ?W': h'ia~tt':. 
. .  , , , . . Pian Frepa;2d h:; tilt. !<;:\.!. ;*,L)r SL)c;t- \T,-c\.rll,!:;-.- j =  y x . m , , - s  ,, i . i  ,,.. :)I: B 2 ~ t -  -. :: ... ,c <.., .,..:.YY .,.; t . . , , .  ..,- 

. . . , . j E  ' , ; ;  ;>; " .. . .'ST.-.. - 
r " C " i ' i  ' . + \ .  ,. ,.,I icy,. sl::L;i~i~,ris. ti;c - . ; 8 , . b -  , .+,dL~~)risnly < ) i  oi:-si:i!~~::. 

. . .  . . . . !and uses 11. en,::! oij!!tr ii; rica:!:. ideal.'' Y,'iti: rera;-;l t c !  o;i-s:arlon ianz u.;~.:. e?;lstlr.= - 
flight paths t o  i:e!, :ur~\:~:!!. encis uass :?ire: iarc.ci\. -. . cr.:ii.y..y!c)pabie !n,.;,L. :;:; s;a;ciL 

-. . previouslj~. ?ills 1atlt.:- fi :~ ' :  ili?: onl!? keeps tile number of noist compiaints lo :i minimur,: 
but also improves safety in the event of an accider.:. Loc:ll communities nave taker, 2 

number of steps to l~elp preserLre land use compata;>iiit\: lxinreen the base and land uses 
in the surrcjunding ronrns. hn exampie of such a recent step u7as the refusal of one of the 
towns to permit the cit.\~elc~pn~ent of a large multi-unit housing cornples near the approach 
to one of tint: runn-2)s. 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Massachusetts Heritage 
Program, there are no endangered or threatened species or critical habitats on the base. 



SUMMARY 

From this infc)rnm;ltion . i t  is clc;lr th;it NAS South Weymouth enjoys a good relationship 
with the surrounding envirc~nnlent. Accordingly, from an envirc~nmental point of view, it  
makes little sense to close South Weymouth, where there are few environmental 
problems, and then create Inore environmental problems at a base which already has a 
higher level of activity, and thus more environmental impacts on the environment, than 
South Weymouth. 



LONG TERM IMPLICATIONS OF CLOSING NAS ATLANTA 
OR NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

TO: 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

FROM: Committee to Save Naval Air Station South Weymouth 

One of the key differences between closing NAS Atlanta or closing NAS South 
Weymouth relates to the long term implications for the availability of the respective 
airfields. 

Specifically, NAS Atlanta is a tenant of Dobbins Air Reserve Base (ARB), as are several 
# 

other military and civilian organizations. There are no plans to close the ARB, 
regardless of what h a v ~ e n s  to NAS Atlanta. The airfield (runway, taxiways, etc.) will 
remain open to serve the Air Force Reserve and its other tenants. Accordingly, it would 
be possible to put the facilities of NAS Atlanta in "mothballs" if the Navy so-. 
ShouId some national emergency arise in the future, NAS Atlanta could be quiruy 
eopened.  In the meantime, should NAS Atlanta be selected for closure, its reservists 
could be airlifted each weekend from Dobbins to other Naval Air Reserve activities in 
the Southeast (e.g., NAS New Orleans, NAS Fort Worth, NAR Jacksonville, etc.). Or, 
these same reservists could attempt to affiliate with the reserve activities of the other 
military services located aboard Dobbins ARB (e.g., the Air Force Reserve, the Army 
Reserve, the Georgia Air National Guard). 

If, on the other hand, NAS South ItTeymouth were to be closed, its airfield facilities - - 
could verj7 l i k~ lv  be lost forever, since there is no guarantee that the airfield \\:ill be 
taken over by civiiian authorities and operated as an airport. Thus, under that scenario, 
:lie sirfield ;! South \.ITej.rnouth would not be available in a time of national e m n c y .  
Also, and just the opposite of the situation in Atlanta, closure of the airfield at South 
~ e ~ m o u t h  eliminates the opportunity for the Navy to airlift local reservists to other 
training sites, thus forcing these reseivists to either drive long distances to maintain 
their military affiliations or to drop out of the program. 

w 
Long Y7rm Implications of Closii~g K.45 Atlanta or NAS South \Yeymouth 
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BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
a01 Fod mue. Post 0,fJice Box 16268 Aleranom, h p n u  2232-0268 (7031 683-0490 

RP-C441-F8 - - -  

BSXTIOZ 
9 NOV 1994 

MEMORXNDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Sub: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBEMTIONS ON 9 NOVEmER 1994 

Encl: (1) B W - 9 5  Scenario Development Data Calls 001-010 
(Reserve Air Stations; Naval Air StationsIMarine 
Corps Air Stations; and Naval Stations) 

(2) Briefing Materials for Training Air stations 
Configuration Model Specifications 

(3) Changes to Naval Aviation Depots Military Value 
Matrix, with revised NADEP Military Value ~atrix 

(4) Briefing Materials for Naval Aviation Depots 
Configuration Modeling Specifications 

(5) Changes to Naval ShipyardsIShip Repalr Facility 
Capacity &mlysis, wiLh revised Naval Shipyards 
Capacity Pzialysls 

(6) Changes to Nava; Shipyards/Sbip Repair Facility 
Military Value Matrix, with revise6 Naval Shipyards 
Military Vala~e Matrix 

(7) Briefing Materials for Naval ~hipyardslShip ~epair 
Facility configuration Modelir~g Specifications 

( 8 )  Changes to Training Air Stations Military Value 
Marrix, with revised Training Air Stations Military 
Vciue Matrix 

( 9 )  Charges to Nai.1 Air StationIMarine Corps P.ir ~tatior 
K~litary Value Xatrix, with revised Naval A i r  
SzizionIMarine Gorp Military Value Marrix 

(11) C-:nges yo Naval C~ation Military Value ~atrix, witi 
Revised Naval Stazion Kiiitary Value Marrix 

(12) Ckanges to Integrated Undersea Surveillance Systems 
Military Value Matrix, wlth revised Iniegrated 
Unaersea Surveillance Systems Military Value ~atrix 

(13) Briefixg  ater rials for Nzvai  viat ti on Depots 
ccnZig;ration Nodel Initial Results 

(14) Briezing 'laterlais for Naval ~hipyards's~ip 'epair 
Facility configuration Initial Mole1 ResuiEr 

1. The forty-fourth deliberative session of :he icse Structure 
Walu+tion Committee (BSEC) convene2 at 1114 OL 9 NO-~eder 1394 ar 
;he Base Struc~ure malysis Tear (BSAT) Conference Room at the 
center for Bavai Lnalyses. The following members 05 tie 3SiC were 
present : The Eonorable Robert B. Pirie Jr . , ~ h a r n ;  I". ~harles 
. Bemfakos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie McBuriei:; Vice i-&Lral 
Richard Allen, USN; Vice Admiral William A. Earner, Jz., U S N ;  
Lieutenant Gexeral Harold W. B l ~ i ,  USMC; and Ms. ~lsic ~unsei>. 
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The following members of the BShT were present: Mr. Richard Leach; 
MS. Anne Rathmell Davis; Mr. David Wennergren; Captain Richard 
Ozmun, JAGC, USN; and Lieutenant Colonel Orval E. Nangle. USMC. 

2. Mr. Wennergren presented the draft scenario development data 
calls (001 through 010) for Reserve Air Stations. Naval Air 
Stations/Marine Corps Air Stations, and Naval Bases to the BSEC for 
review. See enclosure (1). The BSEC reviewed the scenario 
development data calls and directed changes. as follows: 

a. Scenario 001, close NAS Atlanta. The BSEC directed that 
the scelrario be changed to reflect HM-1 squahron moving from NAS 
-a to MCASTew River vice movina t w d  e 
~hshin~ton. The BSEC decided that moving the sqaadron to NAS New 
River would have higher operational value to the Marine Corps gn 

- 
would also collocate a Reserve to an active dutv bay0n 'A'// 

a result of BRAC-Y3) move LO l u x 3  u ~ r a ~ ~ a .  L L A J L G ~ ~ .  

c. Scenario Number 007. Alternative 2- Naval Bases. The BSEC 
directed the following changes regarding the first sentence: place 
a period after the words "PHIBASE Little Creek"; delete the word 
"and"; and insert the word "Close" before "SUBASE San Diego. The 
BSEC stated these changes were made to ensure that the scenario 
clearly reflected that SUBASE San Diego was to be closed, and not 
just its homeport/pier facilites. The BSEC further directed that 
the same changes regarding the closure of SUBASE San Diego be 
reflected in the scenarios provided - in Scenario 009. Alternstive 4 ,  
and Scenario 010, Alternative 5. 

With the above scenario changes, the BSEC directed the BSAT to send 
the scenario development data calls t o  the  designated DON 
activities. The BSEC noted that during the B m t - 9 3  process the 
BSEC was criticized for driving the solutions too narrowly. The 
development of multiple scenarios as reflected above is, in part. 
a response to that criticism. 

3. The 
of the 
present 
Leach. 
captain 
Nangle, 

BSEC recessed at 1205 and reconvened at 1215. All members 
BSEC present when the session recessed were once again 
. The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. 
Ms. Davis, Mr. Steve Belcher, Captain Brian Buzzell. USN, 
. Martha Bills, USN, Captain Ozmun, Lieutenant Colonel 
Commander Mike James, USN. and Major Tom Gerke. USXC. 

4 .  - Mr. Belcher presented a draft approach for Training Air 
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5. The BSEC recessed at 1320 and reconvened at 1323. All members 
of the BSEC present when the meeting recessed were present again. 
The following members of the BSAT were present: Mr. Leach, Ms. 
Davis, Captain Robert L. Moeller, Jr., USN, Captain Ozmun, 
Lieutenant Colonel Nangle, Commander Dennis ~iddick, CEC, USN, 
Commander Lou Biegeleisen, USN, Commander Judy Cronin, USNR, 
Lieutenant Jim Dolan, SC, USN, and Mr. Julius Aqderson. 

6. Captain Moeller presented proposed changes to the Naval Aviation 
Depots (NADEPs) Military Value Matrix. See enclosure ( 3 ) .  The 
changes result from revised cost data from the NADEPs, errors 
identified in the Naval Audit Service review, the use of FBI crime 
statistics instead of the host air station statistics, and revised 
NCB numbers. The net result of the changes to activity military 
value ranged from - .18 (Jacksonville) to +l. 98 (North Island) . The 
scoring changes did not change the relative military value rankings 
of the NADEPs. After receiving assurances that the changes reflect 
the certified data, the BSEC approved the proposed changes to the 
NADEPs Filitary Value Matrix. 

7. Captain Moeller presented a draft approach for NADEP 
Co~figuration Analysis. The parameters are based on NmEP maximum 
capacity measure3 in direct labor man hours (DLMHs) and the FY 2001 
workload requirements. See enclosure (4). The model measure NADEPs 
open or closed. The model rules include: 

a. The model will close NADEP activities to minimize excess 
capacity while maintaining average military value. 

b. Manufacturing, modifications, and in-service support DLMEis 
are proportionally allocated to aircraft, engines, and components 
capacities. 

The approach wil-1 generate the three best solutions plus 
sensitivity analyses demonstrating solutions for changes in the 
NADEP requirements (-lo%, -20%, and +lo%). The BSEC approved the 
configuration approach and directed the BSAT to run configuration 
analysis. 

8. Commander Biegeleisen presented proposed changes to the Naval 
Shipyards/Ship Repair Facility (Shipyard/SRF) Capacity Analysis. 
The changes result from revisions to certified data call from 
submitting activities. None of the changes affected FY 2001 
capacity analysis upon which the configuration analysis was based. 
See enclosure (5). Commander Biegeleisen then presented proposed 
changes to the Shipyard/SRF Military Value Matrix, which resulted 
from errors identified by the Naval Audit Service. Commacder 
Biegeleisen noted that seven errors were identified were out of a 
total of approximately 900 potential scores. The following 
corrections were made: Questions (Q) 68 and 85 were scored for 



Sub:: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 9 NOVEFEER 1994 

Gu&.m, and Q-90 was not scored for Guam; Q-70 wes not scored for 
Norfolk; Q-97 was not scored for Puget; and Qs-112 and 124 were not 
scored for Pearl. The corrections resulted in only small changes 
in activity military values and did not result in any change in 
Shipyards/SRF military value rankings. After receiving assurances 
from Commander Biegeleisen that the changes reflected the certified 
data, the BSEC ap3roved the changes to the Shipyards/SRF Military 
Value Matrix. See enclosure ( 6 ) .  

9. Commander Biegeleisen then presented a draft approach for the 
Shipyard/SRF configuration analysis. The parameters are based on 
the Shipyard/SRF capacity measured in DLMYs and the future workioad 
requirements in DLMYs (nuclear and non-nuclear) . See enclosure 
( 7 ) .  The model output measures Shipyards/SRF open or closed. The 
model rules include: 

a. The model will close Shipyard/SRF activities to minimize 
excess DLMYs while maintaining average military value. 

b. In meeting workload requirements, nuclear workload must be 
accomplished at nuclear capable shipyards. Non-nuclear work can be 
accomplished at any shipyard. 

The approach will generate the three best solutions plus 
sensitivity analyses demonstrating solutions for changes in the 
Shipyard/SR~ requirements (-10%) -20%, and +lo%) and retaining all 
nuclear shipyards plus SRF Guam. SFR Guam was included because of 
the strategic value CINCPACFLT placed on Guam at the ESEC meeting 
on 31 October 1994. In addition, the BSEC directed thac an 
additional sensitivity be included which retained ail nuclear 
shipyards without SRF Guam. With the above change, the BSEC 
concurred with the configuration approach and directed the ESAT to 
run the model. 

10. The meeting recessed at 1405 and reconvened at 1410. P.;l 
members of the BSEC present when the meeting recessec were once 
again present. The following members of the 3SAT were present: Mr. 
Leach, Ms. Davis, Captain Moeller, Captain Ncrdeen, Cagtain Ozmun, 
Lie7~tenant Colonel Nangle, and Commander Biddick. 

11. Captain Nordeen and Captain Moeller briefed the BSEC concernin9 
a proposed response to the Army's request for information regarding 
the capacity of the DON to receive relocating Army activities. 
(E.g., Army personnel and equipment into Little Creek Arr.~:klSiouc 
Base, Naval Weapons Station Conccrd, Naval Station Norfolk, Naval 
Base Roosevelt Roads, and a suitable location in Charlestcn, South 
Carolina). The response included COBRA 4 input data and a review 
of existing facilities e t  the noted naval facilities. The 
information was based on a combination of DON ERAC-95 certified 
data and informal responses on particular points not covere2 I n  tne 
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certified data calls. The response further advised the Army that 
while the information may provide a sense of whether the proposed 
movements are feasible, further analysis would be required before 
arriving at a final recommendation. Should the Army determine that 
it would like to further consider any of the above scenarios, it 
should provide the DON with specific scenario information. The DON 
would then obtain certified data for the scenario during its 
scenario development process. The BSEC approved the proposed 
response. 

12. Captain Nordeen, Captain Moeller, and Commander Biddick 
departed. Captain Buzzell, Captain Bills, Commander James, 
Lieutenant Commander Steve Bertolaccini, CEC, USN, Major Gerke, and 
Mr. Belcher entered. 

13. Lieutenant Commander Bertolaccini presented the BSEC with 
proposed changes to the Training Air Station (TAS) Military Value 
Matrix. The chacges result from errors identified by the Naval 
Z-udit Service, application of BSEC approved rules for giving credit 
to activities narrowly missing a que;?ion threshold or numerical 
cutoff, the change to the usage of FBI crime statistics vice host 
command statistic, and data revisions from submitting activities. 
The largest change in military value was for Pezsacola, which 
decreased 1.86. As a result of the changes Pensacola dropped from 
first to second in military -;clue ranking, and Kingsville (which 
decreased 0.14) moved from second to first. Only Meridian increased 
in military value (0.21). Enclosure (8) provides the changes, 
revised military values, and relative rankings. After receiving 
assurances from Lieutenant Commander Bertolaccini that the changes 
reflect certified data, the BSEC approved the revised TAS Military 
Value Matrix. See enclosure ( 8 ) .  

14. Captain Buzzell, Cap~ain Bilis, Commsnder Ja~es, Lieuterant 
Commander Bertolaccizi, Major Gerke, and Mr. Belcher departed. 
Captain Nordeen, Captain Walter Vandivort, USNR, Captain David 
Rose, USN, Captain Kevin Ferguson, USN, Commander Robert Souders, 
USN, Commander Loren Heckelman, SC, USN, and Lieutenant Commander 
Beth Leinberry, CEC, USN, entered. 

15. Commander Heckelman presented proposed changes to the Naval 
Air Station/F:arine Corps P.Lr Station (NAS/MCAS) Ifilitary Value 
Matrix. The chacges result from data revisions from submitting 
activities and internal BSAT clarifications. In reviewing the 
proposed changes  he BSEC did not approve the recommended changes 
that Norfolk and Fallon be scored for quesion 100 (kro ground 
conbzt and/or special operation forces train at this air scation?). 
The ESEC noted that SOCLANT was an administrative staff, not a 
ground combat force. After receiving assurances from Commander 
Eeckelman that the changes refiect the certified data, the BSEC 
approved the charges to the NAS/MCAS Military Value Matrix. See 
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enclosure ( 9 )  . 

16. Commander Heckelman then presented the proposed changes to the 
Reserve Air Station (RAS) Military Value Matrix. The changes 
result from data revisions by submitting activities, BSAT 
clarifications, and BSEC directed scoring changes. There was no 
change in the relative rankings of the RASs as a result of the 
changes. After receiving assurances from Commander Heckelman that 
the changes reflect the certified data the BSEC approved the 
proposed changes. See enclosure (10). 

17. Commander Souders presented the proposed changes to the Naval 
Station Military Value Matrix. As a result of the changes Norfolk 
(64.2 total military value) dropped from first to fourth in 
military value ranking, with Mayport (65.8 total military value) 
moving to first. The changes, question weights, and revised 
activity military value rankings are reflected in enclosure (11). 
After receiving assurances from Commander Souders that the changes 
reflect the certified data, the BSEC approved the proposed ckanges . 

18. Captain Ferguson presented the proposed changes to the 
Integrated Undersea Surveillance System Military Value Matrix. The 
question on line 9 was changed to reflect "3" active arrays/surtass 
ships. As a result both activities were scored for the question. 
The question on line 10 was changed to reflect "9" active 
arrays/surtass ships. As a result only Whidbey Island scored for 
the question. The changes did not affect the relative military 
value rankings of the activities. After receiving assurances from 
Captain Ferguson that the changes reflect the certified data, the 
BSEC approved the proposed changes. See enclosure (12). 

19. Captain Nordeen, Captain Rose, Captain Vandivort, Captain 
Ferguson, Commander Souders, Commander Heckelman, and Lieutenant 
Commander Leinberry departed. Captain Moeller, Corn-ander Biddick, 
Commander Biegeleisen, Commander Cronin, Lieutenant Dolan, and Mr. 
Anderson entered the session. 

20. Captain Moeller presented the NADEPs Configuration Model 
Initial Results. See enclosure (13) . All NADEPs remained open 
under the initial, secondary, and tertiary solutions. Under 
sensitivity analyses all NADEPs also remained open. The breakpoint 
occurred at a 34% reduction in requirements, with the solution 
being to close North Island (average military value of 65.75) . The 
BSEC decided not to request COBRA scenario data calls until it had 
received data input from the JCSG-Depot Maintenance. 

21. Commander Biegeleisen presented ShipyardslSRF Configuration 
Modeling Initial Results. See enclosure (14). The model produced 
the following solutions: 
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a. Primary Solution. The model's first solution would close 
three shipyards (Portsmouth, Long Beach, and Guam) to reduce excess 
to 1%' with an average military value of 52.13. 

b. Secondary Solution. The model's second solution would 
close three shipyards (Long Beach, Pearl Harbor, axd Guam) to 
reduce excess capacity to 2%, with an average military value of 
49.84. 

c. Tertiary Solution. The model's third solution wc~ld close 
two shipyards (Portsmouth and Long Beach) to reduce excess capacity 
to 4%, with an average military value of 45.16. 

d. The solution for the sensitivity analyses that kept all 
nuclear shipyards and Guam open closed one shipyard (Long E~jch) to 
reduce excess capacity to 21%, with an average military value of 
43.69. 

e. The solution for the sensitivity analyses tha: kept all 
nuclear shipyards open closed two shipyards (Long Beach and Guam) 
to reduce excess capacity to 1 9 % ,  with an average miiitary value of 
48.56. 

f. The sensitivity solutions (+lo%, -lo%, and -23%) all 
closed shipyards with varying degrees of reduced excess capacity. 
See enclosure (14) . 

Captain Moeller, Commander Biddick, Commander Liegeleisen, 
Commander Cronin, and Lieutenant Dolan departed. 

22. The BSEC decided to continue their review or' the skipyard 
modelin9 results at the next meeting. 

23. The meeting adjourned at 1515. 

CAPT, JAGC, USN 
Recording Secretary 



Scenario 
Number 

BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Calls 

Description 

Operational Air Stations - Reserves: 

001 Close NAS Atlanta. Move C-9 squadron to NAS South Weymouth. 
Move H-1 squadron to NAF Washington. 

Operational Air Stations - Active: (Assumes all 4 air stations close.) 

002 Close NAF Adak. 

003 Close NAS Kev West. 

004 Close NAS Brunswick. Move the 3 P-3 squadrons and the 1 VPU to 
NAS Jacksonville. 

005 Close MCAS Beaufort. Move the 7 FIA-18 squadrons to NAS 
Oceana. 

Naval Bases: 

006 ALT 1- Naval Bases. Close homepodpier facilities at PHIBASE 
Little Creek. Move the 8 LSD and the 2 ARS to NAVSTA Norfolk. 

007 ALT 2 - Nava! Bases. Close homeportlpier facilities at PHIBASE 
Little Creek and SUBASE San Diego. Move the 8 LSD and the 2 
ARS from Little Creek to NAVSTA Norfolk. Move the 10 SSN from 
SUBASE San Diego to SUBASE Pearl Harbor. The AS and the 
ARDM remain in San Diego. 



Scenario 
Number 

BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Calls 

Description 

008 ALT 3 - Naval Bases. Close homepodpier facilities at PHIBASE 
Little Creek and SUBASE New London. Realign NAVSTA Norfolk. 

For PHIBASE Little Creek: Move the 8 LSD from Little Creek to 
NAVSTA Norfolk. Move the 2 ARS from Little Creek to SUBASE 
Kings Bay. 
For SIjBASE New London: Move the 14 SSN to NAVSTA Norfolk. 
Vove the NR-1 to SUBASE Kings Bay. Dispose of the ARD and the 
ARDM. 
For NAVSTA Norfolk: Move 10 CG/DD/DDG to NAVSTA Mayport 
(to allow for SSNJLSD reali-ments into Norfolk). 

009 ALT 4 - Naval Bases. Close homeportlpier facilities at SUBASE 
New London and SUBASE San Diego. Realign NAVSTA Norfolk. 

For SWASE New London: Move the 14 SSN to KAVSTA Norfolk. 
Move the hX-1 to SUBASE Kings Bay. Dispose of the ARD and the 
ARDM. 
For SWASE San Diego: Move the 10 SSN to SUBASE Pearl 
Harbor. The AS and the ARDM to remain in San D i e g ~ .  
For NAVSTA Norfolk: Move 2 CG/DD/DDG to NAVST.A Maypon 
(to allow for SSN realimgments into Norfolk). 

010 ALT 5 - Naval Bases. Close homepodpier facilities at SbBASE 
New London, PRIBASE Little Creek and SUBASE San Diego. 
Realign NAVSTA Norfolk. 

For SUBASE New London: Move the 14 SSN to NAI'STA Norf~lk. 
Move the NR-1 to SUBASE Kings Bay. Dispose of the ARD and the 
ARDM. 
For PHIBASE Little Creek: Move the 8 LSD to NAVSTA Norfolk. 
Move the 2 ARS to Kings Bay. 
For SUBASE San Diego: Move the 10 SSN to SUBASE Pearl 
Harbor. The AS and the ARDM to remain in San Diego. 
For NAVSTA Norfolk: Move 10 CG/DD/DDG to NAVSTA Mayport 
(to allow for SSN realignments into Norfolk). 



BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Calls 

Additional Direction Provided to Major Claimants: 

"Preparation of a Scenario Development Data Call response for the 
closure/realiepnent scenario described above is mandatory. The lead major 
claimant may submit a separate, additional Scenario Development Data Call 
response, which while not chaneine the base(s) identified as being 
closed/realimed, does identify alternative receiving sites." 



Scenario 
Sumber 

BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Calls 

Description 

Operational Air Stations - Reserves: 

001 Close NAS Atlanta. Move C-9 squadron to NAS South Weymouth. 
Move H- 1 squadron to A '. 1 * 

-R 

Operational Air Stations - Active: c4ssumes all 4 air stations close.) 

002 Close NAF Adak. 

003 Close NAS Kev West 

004 Close NAS Brunswick. Move the 3 P-3 squadrons and the 1 VPU to 
NAS Jacksonville. 

005 Close MCAS Beaufort. Move the 7 FIA-18 squadrons t c~W&-  
fiw C herr Po 8 ' ~  t k /re& of F/A-/? SPA- SZX~B * n o  dmm C l F u L  p/Ecd n c * m  m r  

( 8 9 e q ) .  TMU movc 7 s o u l ~ ~ R o r u 5  P L R N H ~ )  723 CO rrr C M A P  
Naval Bases: /&V,W ~40,~ CEOL p UCEMR 

006 ALT 1- Naval Bases. Close homepodpier facilities at PHIBASE 
Little Creek. Move the 8 LSD and the 2 ARS to NAVSTA Norfolk. 

007 ALT 2 - Nava! B e/'oz es. Close homeport/pier facilities at P W A S E  
Little Creek.and LIBASE San Diego. Move the 8 LSD and the 2 
ARS from Little Creek to NAVSTA Norfolk. Move the 10 SSN from 
SUBASE San Diego to SUBASE Pearl Harbor. The AS and the 
ARDM remain in San Diego. 



BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Calls 

Scenario 
%umber Description 

008 ALT 3 - Naval Bases. Close homeporttpier facilities at PHIBASE 
Little Creek and SUBASE New London. Reahgn EAVSTA Norfolk. 

For PHIBASE Little Creek: Move the 8 LSD from Little Creek to 
NAVSTA Norfolk. Move the 2 ARS from Little Creek to SUBASE 
Kings Bay. 
For SUBASE Xew London: Move the 14 SSN to NXVST.4 Norfolk. 
?v!ovt the NR-1 to SUBASE Kings Bay. Cispose of the ARD and the 
ARDM. 
For NAVSTA Norfolk: Move 10 CG/DD/DDG to SAVST.4 Mayport 
(to allow for SSXLSD realtgnments into Norfolk). 

009 ALT 4 - Kaval Bases. facilities at SL. - - iSE  
New London and NAVSTA Korfolk. 

For SLBASE New London: blov~e the 14 SSY to ;UXVST.A Norfolk. 
Move the NR-1 to SUBASE Kings Bay. Dispose of %e -4RD and the 
ARDM. 
For SL'BASE San Diego: Move the 10 S S S  to SUBASE Pearl 
Harbor. The AS and the ARDM to remain in San Diego. 
For NAVSTA Norfolk: Move 2 CGJDDIDDG to XXVST44 Mayport 
(to dew for SSX reali-ments into Norfolk). 

f i  /use. 

010 ALT 5 - Naval Baser. Close h o m e p o i v p i e ~ e r  ?i S W A S E  
Kew London, PHIBASE Little Creek and LBASE San Diego. 
Realign NAVSTA Norfolk. 

For SUBASE New London: Move the 14 SSN to K.4VSTA Forfolk. 
Move the NR-1 to SUBASE Kings Bay. Dispose of the ARD and the 
ARDM. 
For PHIBASE Little Creek: Move the 8 LSD to NAVSTA Norfolic. 
Move the 2 ARS to Kings Bay. 
For SUBASE San Diego: Move the 10 SSN to SUBASE Pearl 
Harbor, The AS and the ARDM to remain in San Diego. 
For NAVSTA Sorfolk: Move 10 CG/DD/DDG to NAVSTA Mayport 
(to allow for SSN realignments into Sorfolk). 



BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Calls 

Additional Direction Provided to Major Claimants: 

"Preparation of a Scenario Development Data Call response for the 
closure/realignrnent scenario described above is mandatory. The lead major 

- claimant may submit a separate, additional Scenario Development Data Call 
response, which while not chaneinn the base(s) identified as being 
closed/realiszned, does identify alternative receiving sites." 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 17, 1995 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Defense 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Ted: 

Thank you for contacting the Commission with your concerns about the military 
facilities in Alaska recommended for closure and realignment by the Department of 
Defense. I appreciate your concern that excess base capacity in Alaska has already been 
eliminated. 

You will be pleased to know that the Commission has decided to hold a regional 
hearing in Delta Junction, Alaska on April 24 in order to receive testimony from Alaskan 
communities aEected by the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. Additionally, 
members of the Commission are scheduled to make a base visit to Fort Greely on the 
morning of April 24. The Commission staffwill contact your office with further details as 
they become available. 

I look forward to working with you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if1 may 
be of additional assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Your friend, 



Silbj: RSPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 8 NOVZMBER 1394 

b. The model will maintain the current split between aircrafc 
assigned to the Atlantic and Pacific fleets. 

c. CONUS space will be provided for rollback of squadrons 
homeported overseas. 

d. Space will be provided for Reserve squadrons currently 
located at active bases. 

e. The model will place a squadron only where there is an 
appropriate hangar type (I or 11) for that squadror There are 
some activities that do, in fact, hangar aircraft (Type 11) at 
hangars which do not meet the NAVFAC standards. For purposes of 
configuration, the BSEC decided to consider those facilities as 
capable of hangaring the aircraft that they historically have. 
Thus, Cherry Point was given credit for one additional type Ii 
module since there are currently C-9 and C-130 aircraft (both 05 
which require type I1 hangars) operating from there. Similarly, 
Jacksonville was given credit for two additional type Ii nodules 
based on aircraft hangared there. This is consistent with the 
approach taken for Naval Station piers. 

f . Select specialized squadrons (HMX-1, TACAMO, T&E squadrons) 
are located outside the modei. 

g. To ensure some kind of support exists, squadrons can orly 
be located where that type of squadron has been sta-.ioned in t?e 
Dast or will be stationed as a result of 3RAC-93. I 

The BSEC concurred with the configuration parameters. 

8. Mr. Nance briefed the BSEC on the results produce? by the elode> 
for NAs/MCAS. See enclosure (2) . The modei prcducel the f o;lowir-g 
solutions: 



Silbj: REPCRT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 8 NOVEMBCR 1994 

The auditcrs are s~ill reviewing the data for air stations, so 
these numbers could chan9e slightly. 

9 .  Mr. Nance presented a draft approach for Reserve Air Station 
(RAS) Configuration Analysis which is based on the sane capacity 
analysis methodology approved by the BSEC for NASIMCAS. The 
confiquration analysis approach is similar to that for NAS/MCAS 
except as - noted below. - 

a. The C-20 squadrons were placed at NAS Washington to support 
senior DON officials located there. 

. , 
b. Five of the RAS arr ?olnt facilities. The analysis 

excludes hanqar s ~ h d s n g - b w b y  Military Departm--& 
DON hangar space occupied by other Milimy Departments. 

t ~ d  at DON 

C 

d. O ~ 1 y  one C-9 axxi nne  C-??"qy~idr~n can be placed at any 
one station. Since these are used and scheciiiled by the CINCs, t 

e I1 han,ixar 

See enclosure (3) . The output of the model will be three 
alternatives which close bases so as tc reduce excess squadron 
modcles. The BSEC concurred with the moael parameters and rules. 

10. Hr. Nance briefee the BSEC 0;: the resuits p~oluced by the 
model for RAS. 5?e enclosure ( 3 ! .  The model produced the 
foiiowin~ sclutions: 

one F@S (Atla 

b. Second and Third Solutions. The model's second and third 
sol--:ions would clcse Lo U S .  

Ca-tain Nordeen, Colonel Stockwell, Captain Vandivcrt, Captain 
Rose, Captain Ferguson, Commander Souders, Commander Heckelman, Mr. 
Nance, and Lie- enan ant Commander Leinberry departed the 
deliberations. 

11. The BSEC decided that decisions repardin9 NAS'MCAS may affecr 
declsions rz~arding -3. C~~sequentiy, the BSEC aecided to delay 



Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 23 NOVEMBER 1994 

w cost of $2.4 million for a satellite linkage to Canada for use by 
Canadian personnel displaced by the closure of NOPF Whidbey Island 
should not be included. The BSAT advised that a 20% reduction in 
movement costs for data processing equipment at Whidbey Island may 
be attainable and recommended further cost investigation. The BSEC 
directed the BSAT to run the analysis again without the $2.4 
million in recurring costs for the satellite linkage to Canada and 
to investigate any potential additional savings in costs. 

7. Mr. Wennergren briefed the COBRA analysis for closinq NAS 
Brunswick and movinq the 3 P-3 Squadrons and 1 VPU to NXS 
Jacksonville,. See enclosure (5 1 . The analysis resulted in one- 
time costs of $51 million and an immediate return on investment. 
There were 783 billets/positions eliminated and 1,838 
billets/~ositions moved. Military construction costs at NAS 

55 ~acksonville totaled $21.4 million. The major cost was $20-9 
\' million for the construction of a Bachelor Enlisted Quarters (the 

\oC 'current occupancy rate at the Jacksonville BEQ is 98%). Included '' or' qk in the costs of closing NAS Brunswick were $1.2 million per year 
G@F. , '  for maintaining Whitehouse as an outlying field and $1.2 million 

per year for Pinecastle electronic warfare range to support the VPU 
squadron. With the closure of Cecil Field, the BSEC agreed that 

c the cost was appropriately included in the analysis. The BSAT 
aiivised that the analysis included a recurring cost of $3.0 million 
to provide berthing support for personnel at Bath, Maine. Those 
personnel currently use the facilities at NAS Brunswick. The BSEC 
accepted the COBRA analysis as presented. 

8. Mr. Wennergren briefed the COBRA analysis for closing Fleet 
Industrial Supply Center (FISC) Charleston. See enclosure (6). 
There will be no mission for FISC Charleston by FY 1997. The 
analysis reflected one-time costs of $2.3 million (overhead costs) 
and a return on investment in 2 years. As the move was local there 
were no moving costs. The closure scenario resulted in the 
elimination of 2 billets/positions and the movement of 83 
billets/positions (64 of the 83 billets/positions move to NISE 
East). The BSEC accepted the results of the COBRA analysis. 

9. Mr. Wennergren briefed the COBRA analysis for the following 
scenarios: ALT1: Close FISC Guam, with AFS Loadout/Resupply and 
DGAR Support RSS to FISC Yokosuka, and HHG/POV, HAZMAT 
minimization, Freight Delivery and warehousing commissary/Navy 
Exchange stores to NAVMAG Guam; and ALT2 : Close FISC Guam, with AFS 
Load/Resupply and DGAR Support RSS to FISC Pearl Harbor, and 
HHG/POV, HAZMAT minimization, Freight Delivery and warehousing 
comrnissary/Navy Exchange stores to NAVMAG Guam. See enclosure ( 7 )  . 
The ALTl one-time costs are $14.3 million and the return on 
investment is immediate. The ALT2 one-time costs are $27.2 million 
and the return on investment is immediate. For both alternatives 
the analysis.resulted in the elimination of 344 billets/positions 



decisions regarding the W S .  NAS P.tlar.:a was identified b-he 
nodelm-1 rio~~~z..nowever, since KAS Ailanca is a 
tenant on another facilitv, savings in closina it may be limited. 
The ESSC decided to release a COBEL9 scenario development 

- 

data call 
to collect further cost information cn K$.S Atlanta's clcsure. 

12. The BSEC then focused on the model's best solution for- 
KAS/MCAS as a starting point. Adjustments will be made to that 
solution based on the BSECfs judgment. 

a. Closing the runway and associated air facilities at Mayport 
makes no sense in terms of dollar savings as the Naval Static= 
Mayport is a carrier homeport which is remaining open. The budget 
for the entire Naval Stacion Maypcrt (which includes the air 
facilities) is $57 million, so there would likely be little savinc 
in closing the runway and associated air facilities alcne. Beca~se 
cf its location, the air facilities have the added value of 
supporting carrier operaticns. 

b. As previously discussed regarding naval stations, CINCLWT 
has expressed the need to keep Roosevelt Roads for its training 
capabili~ies (see the BSEC deliberative reporc of 3 1  October 1994). 

c. Similarly, El Ceniro plays sn important role as a trair.ing 
f acility. 

- - 
?he BSZC decided to send ouz C O X 2  scenarlc de\-elcs~,ez- - - -  c u  Ca- - ,  --- . ? .  - . - - 

'i-- 62 t h e  iocr rerr,~ir,inc NAS/XCAS :t"r-~~=rez 1~ the IT~CE-~S-SLXZ~-- - - iAcak, K~T wes:, 3runswick, azZ 3 e ~ - : ~ : ~ -  1 LO , = i - n z v  Crqv= ,..u-- 
" - - - - p - - -  - - h- h P  

. . -.--,-,..,,-,-- ,,, ;ZP csszs zz~r savlnzs asscc:a=cc wlz-: z.?r:r e,csY:re. 

- - ,  , 
-;r--,qc 7J3y i,fras-'..--.'" ": ,"'̂  "'"" * - -  - - - - --" - -' 

- 2 .  ---CL.-- 
- -.- 

L - -  - -  - -  , --,, ,,-, G..,- - - -  - - 
-;---1- ..cc 

-- v-s;" .-.'-.a - . - ., = - - - - - 
--.G- - -  7 - 2  - . .  . 2t t2e tv':Z- -~\-zzn... ZT JS?, -- =. - - - - - - -  - - .  .- -- ---- .. - . 
Elsccsse6zh.e poss~c-lity c? clcslrc c r e  ;r m c r t  FL;-S . z zc  rez-:c~-i:-z 

T-- ,  + 4 F- & - - zne squacrczs tc a & A S f K i : U ~  ;5 ennzce c~~j~s:-:tre~ t G L = ~ : ~ - ,  

e- - Zke SSZC ceclaee Co COnSldez zness r,a=Ee~S i::~~sner,,---~)' 21' ~ 2 1 z i r : z  
for che" C33E-q axalysis on zke t a t i ~ z s  szezifiee eSsxrz. 

- 

OXVPL E.  NANGLZ V 

LTCIOL, ESMC 
7. . . nec3rc:ng Secretary 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVlRONMENTl 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 203S0-1000 

The Honorable Newt Gingrich 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Mr. Gingrich: 

Thank you for your letter of May 19, 1995, to the Szcretary of the Navy, concerning 
the Naval Air Station (NAS) Atlanta. I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

The Department of the Navy's recommendations to close NAS South Weymouth while 
retaining NAS Brunswick and to retain NAS Atlanta represent our best judgment as to the 
infrastructure alignment most suitable to meet the future requirements of our operational 
forces, active and reserve. Those recommendations were developed following a careful, in- 
depth, and objective review of our infrastructure based on criteria the Secretary of Defense 
established and consistent with a smaller force structure. 

As you know, our process proceeded through several steps--measuring current 
capacity of the existing air stations to determine whether excess capacity existed, determining 
the military value of those air stations. and engaging in a configuration analysis to arrive at 
optimal solutions. It  is important to remember that the military value scores of the respective 
air stations were an input to a decision process enabling military judgment to be applied to 
develop a coherent plan that would help meet the long term needs of the Navy and Marine 
Corps. 

Evaluation of reserve activities was particularly challenging because of the need to 
ensure responsiveness to denlographic and recri~iting needs. Our evaluation of dernographics 
for the reserve air stations began with the  Demographics Section of the Reserve Military 
Value Matrix. We used the aggregated uni t  participation figures for 1993 as a surrogate 
measure of demographics. Consequently, those activities that were in the process of standing 
up units in 1993 were not f i ~ l l y  manned yet and did not score as well as they otherwise 
would have. Both NAS Atlanta and NAS Fort Worth were in this category. Nevertheless, 
we were able to determine that all reserve air stations had sufficient demographic resources 
to adequately man their reserve programs. 

t'nr V m l l l t a r v  
. . . . . . . .  . . 

The found o value ot o u e  . . 
criteria: r e a d s c i l i  ties, ~nobilization capabili tv.  and cost andwlnnnwer rmplrcauons 
(four of the eight selection criteria identified by the Secretary of Defense). In evaluating 
reserve air stations, in addition to the dernographics issues discussed above, the Department 
of the Navy put great emphasis on the activity's proximity to warning areas. NAS Atlanta's 
military value score was also lowest of the six reserve air stations because it was more than 

w 100 miles from a warning area. 



In those stages of our process in which we identified and analyzed specific scenarios, 
the Department of the Navy had to look at recruiting demographics and how each scenario 
impacted the entire Reserves' ability to man its aviation and ground units. Field activities 
were required to hghlight any issues or deficiencies in recruiting demographics for each of 
the scenarios in the scenario data call responses. We also consulted with representatives from 
the Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Forces to ensure no demographic issues would prevent 
successful implementation of a scenario. At no time did we compare the demographics of the 
closing air station with the gaining air station. There was no relative measure of recruiting 
demographics, but rather, a yes/no assessment of whether or not the gaining air station could 
man the existing unit(s) andlor units being transferred to the gaining activity. The results of 
these analyses showed that both NAS Atlanta and NAS Brunswick had sufficient recruiting 
demographics. 

While the Department of the Navy looked at closing NAS Atlanta, its demographics, 
location and existing capabilities resulted in a decision retain it. In fact, no reserve air station 
was recommended for closure on the basis of the analyses of that sub-category (i.e. reserve air 
stations). As you point out, one of NAS Atlanta's strong points is its collocation with 
Dobbins AFB. This joint relationship allows all reserve activities to reduce costs and develop 
mutually beneficial relations. Cost reductions fostered by the joint synergies made NAS 
Atlanta the least expensive Navy reserve air station to operate. 

An integral part of the Department's BRAC-95 process required interaction between 
the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) which developed recommendations for the 

QV Secretary and the senior leadership of the Department of the Navy, the Navy and Marine 
Corps. The senior leadership included operational commanders who advised the BSEC on the 
impacts of its proffered course on the Navy's accomplishment of its mission. The 
Department's analysis showed that with scheduled force structure reductions, NAS Brunswick 
which would be operating at one half its capacity by fiscal year 2001 was not required to 
satisfy active force requirements. The senior military operational leadership advised that the 
most capable air station north of Norfolk should be retained. 

The Department was also faced with reducing excess capacity at operating air stations. 
The same measurements were used for operating air stations and reserve air stations. The 
only reason that they were evaluated separately was that reserve air stations, by their nature, 
are more limited in their capabilities. If the two were considered together, the reserve air 
stations would be likely to be identified for closure despite the impact on recruiting and 
demographics. The Department of the Navy appropriately took a comparative look at NAS 
Brunswick and NAS South Weymouth across sub-category lines. NAS Brunswick has longer 
runways, better facilities, and less constrained airspace than NAS South Weymouth. Area 
demographics were also a consideration. In fact, an analysis was specifically conducted to 
ensure that there was demographic support for purposes of force recruiting in the areas to 
which reserve aviation units would be relocated. Closure of NAS South Weymouth and 
consolidation at NAS Brunswick will also allow the reserve and active forces to train and 
work together thereby providing a tremendous operational advantages for the Total Force. 



The Department of the Navy maintained the overall average military value of each 

w category being examined. This same approach was used at the sub-category level (e.g. 
reserve air stations); however, this measure was not directly applicable in comparing an 
operating air station and a reserve air station. 

In summary, the Department of the Navy did not choose between NAS Atlanta and 
NAS South Weymouth. Its analysis of that sub-category would have retained both. The 
Department decided to retain and fully utilize a more capable operating air station, NAS 
Brunswick, by closing NAS South Weymouth and locating its assets at NAS Brunswick. 

I trust this information addresses your concerns. As always, if I can be of any further 
assistance, please let me know. 

A similar response has been sent to each of your colleagues who also expressed their 
interest in the future of these activities. 

Sincerely, 
n 

ROBERT B. PINE, JR. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  SECRETARY 

W A S H I N G T O N .  D C .  2 0 3 5 0  1000 

LT-0706-F 14 
B S ATILH 
5 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission , 

1700 North Moore Street, 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Mr. Alex Yellin of your staff for information 
regarding the data used by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) and Base 
Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) in their review ofthe Reserve Air Station category of 
activities. 

Our evaluation of demographics for the reserve air stations began with the 
Demographics Section of the Reserve Military Value Matrix. Using the aggregated unit 
participation figures for 1993 as a surrogate measure of demographics, we were able to 
determine that all reserve air stations had sufficient demographic resources to adequately 

warns man their resenre pro, 

In the configuration analysis stage of our process, which looked at specific 
scenarios, we had to look at recruiting demographics and how each scenario impacted the 
Resenlest ability to man its aviation and ground units. Field activities were required to 
highlight any issues or deficiencies in recruiting demographics for each of the scenarios 
in the scenario data call responses. We also consulted with represectatives from 
MARRESFOR and COMNAVAIRESFOR to ensure no demographic issues would 
prevent successful implementation of a scenario. At no time did we compare the 
demographics of the losing air station with the gaining air station. There was not a 
relative measure of recruiting demographics, but rather, a yes/no assessment of whether 
or not the gaining air station could man the existing unit(s) and/or units being transferred 
to the gaining activity. 

The results of the configuration analysis showed that both Atlanta and Brunswick 
had sufficient recruiting demographics. Only two cases, both involving the movement of 
Marine Corps Reservists to MCAS New River, North Carolina and Mayport, Florida, 
were found to be affected by insufficient recruiting demographics. The Naval Reserve 
had also forwarded a request for a redirect away from MCAS Beaufort, prior to the 



BRAC-95 recommendation to redirect FIA-18 aircraft to NAS Atlanta, based on having 

WV 
learned in the BRAC-93 round that there were insufficient recruiting demographics to 
support a reserve squadron at Beaufort. In all other scenarios the recruiting demographics 
were sufficient. 

As always, if I can be of any hrther assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, ,,I 

Base Structure Evaluation ommittee 8 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF T H E  SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY P E N T A G O N  

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0786-F16 
BSAT/DMW 
25 May 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As requested, we have reviewed and revised our COBRA analysis on the closure of 
NAS Atlanta to reflect the movement of F-18 squadrons which would relocate to Atlanta as a 
result of the DON BRAC-95 recommendations, but which would have to relocate elsewhere 
as a result of the Commission-requested scenario. We are providing you three COBRA 
analyses as there is no easy solution to this issue in view of the capabilities of various areas 
to support reserve requirements. In the first scenario, we directed these assets to NAS New 
Orleans. In the second scenario, we redirected these assets to JRB Fort Worth. In the third 
scenario, we examined the effect of splitting these forces to each of the two bases to see if 
the resulting smaller numbers at each base could be more affordable. A copy of the COBRA 
output reports, Scenario Development Data Call responses and electronic copy of the COBRA 
data file for each of these three scenarios is attached to this letter. Please note that in order 
to provide you the most timely response possible, we are forwarding an advance copy of the 
certified Scenario Development Data Call responses used to conduct our COBRA analyses. 
We will forward final copies of the data call responses, with any attendant changes, certified 
through the entire chain of command, as soon as we receive them. 

We continue to believe that this proposed closure action is not in the best interests of 
the Department of the Navy (DON). As you may recall, during our initial deliberations, 
excess operational air station capacity and the sharp decline in the Maritime Patrol Force led 
us to consider the closure of NAS Brunswick. Upon further review of the significant 
operational impacts of closing NAS Brunswick and the concern of senior operational 
commanders that this closure would result in no remaining fully capable air base north of 
Norfolk, we chose to recommend closure of NAS South Weymouth. This decision results in 
the reduction of excess capacity, allows for fuller use of NAS Brunswick, retains reserve 
demographics in the Northeast and allows the Department to retain the most capable air base 
north of Norfolk. 

It must be stressed that NAS South Weymouth is not being recommended for closure 
as an alternative to NAS Atlanta. No NAS Atlanta assets would relocate to NAS South 
Weymouth if NAS South Weymouth stays open and NAS Atlanta is closed. Rather, as you 
can see in the COBRA data, we airlift personnel from the Atlanta area to receiving sites. 



Keeping NAS South Weymouth open results in the retention of two underutilized air 
stations in the Northeast because we do not move the two reserve squadrons to NAS 

w Brunswick. While NAS Brunswick does have the capacity to absorb the reserve assets fkom 
South Weymouth into a new joint activelreserve entity, closure of NAS Atlanta would result 
in the need to build additional capacity at receiving sites. 

While the NAS Atlanta COBRA scenarios do obtain a return on investment, potential 
savings are far outweighed by other issues. Both the Commander, Naval Reserve Force and 
the Commanding General, Marine Forces Reserve contend that retention of NAS Atlanta is 
essential for continued access to both the demographicslrecruiting opportunities and the major 
airline hub in the Atlanta area. Further, our savings associated with the closure of NAS 
Atlanta would result in increased costs to the Air Force for such services as medical care, 
which are currently provided by the Navy. Finally, those economies afforded by collocation 
with the Air Force are not reflected as an offset to the savings shown in our COBRA analyses 
because we cannot firmly quantify them. Under the DON BRAC-95 plan, NAS Atlanta is 
fully loaded with five NavyMarine Corps squadrons, and we continue to take advantage of 
the synergies and operational efficiencies resulting from collocation with the Air Force. 

In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990, and in consideration of the comments noted above, I certify the information 
provided to you in this transmittal is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

I trust the information provided satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I 
can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Vice chairman 
Base Structure Evaluatio Committee1 
Executive Director 

d 
Base Structure Analysis Team 

Attachments 
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RESERVE UNIT MANNING COMPARISON 

1, NAS ATLANTA HAS SHOWN A HISTORICAL INABILITY TO MAN C O ~ I S S I O N W  
UNITS. 

2. A REVIEW OF DATA CALLS FOR BRAC-93 AND BRGCdS CONTXNUES TO 
ILLUSTRATE SHORTFALLS IN ENLISTED AV I ATlON RATES, 

NAS ATLANTA-BRAC 93 

3. EVEN THOUGH AUGMENTING 4ND SUSTAINING UNITS APPEAR TO BE 
OVERMANNED IN THE ENLISTED RATES, ONE CAN REASONABLE CONCLUDE 
THAT THESE PERSONNEL DO NOT MEET REQUIRED QUALUICATIONS EXIR 

-ASSIGNMENT TO THE COMMISSIONED UNITS DEPICTED ABOVE. 

UNIT 

HMA-773 

VMO-4 

VR-46 

VA-205 
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- PlEJRSONNEL ASSIGNMENTS ARE DICTATED BY UNIT PRIORITY, 

MAMYING 
OWENL 

52,8%39,8% 

109.8 %/66.7% 

95.0%/89*4% 

91.1 %/88*8% 

UNIT 

HMA 773 

VMO-4 

VR-46 

VA-205 

- QUALIFIED PERSONNEL MUST BE ASSIGNW TO COMMISSIONED UNITS 
S T .  VACANT BILLET XN THESE UNITS INDICATE THERE IS A PAUCITY OF 
QUALIFIED ENLISTED AVIATION PERSONNEL. 

MANNING 
OFFlENL 

61,4%/65.1% 

77.1 %/69.4% 

10000%/62.9% 

100.0 %/79.0% 

- SIMILARLY, VACANCIES IN OIFIFXCER BILLETS INDICATE A SHORTAGE OF 
OFkICERS MEETING DESIGNATOR GNI) NOBC REQULREMENTS. 

- ADDITIONAL FLEXIBILITY ALLOWED BY WAS SUBSTITUTION IN PERSONNEL 
ASSIGNMENT HAS NOT REMWIA'IED THESE PERSONNEL SHORTFALLS. 

3, OPERATIONAL READI[NESS FOR COMMISSIONED AVIATION UNITS IS COMPRISED 
OF 

- ADEQUATE QUALIFIED PERSONNEL TO FLY THE PLANES 
ADEQUATE PERSONNEL TO MAINTAIN AND REPALR THE PLANES 

- ADEQUATE ADDITIONAL SUPPORT PERSONNEL - ADEQUATE OPERATIONAL EQUIPMENT TO ACCOMPLISH THE MISSION 



RESERVE UNIT MANNING COMPARISON (% OF'FJENL) 

NAS SOUTH 

UNIT 

-LR42 

VP-92 

HMLnl 

MWW73 

MALS49 DET C 

MASS-6 

DPRO SIKORSKY 

DPRO GRUNMAN 0591 

DPRO LYNN 

NVR COMP 691 

NORA 1094 

TSC 191 

TSC 0791 

ROTA 0391 

NAVAIR 0891 

NAVAIR 1391 

MED DEN 0191 

MED MAG 49 

NAVMED 0191 

CV-67 0291 

CV-67 0191 

NAS SOWEY 1291 

NAS BRUNS 4291 

AIC 0291 

AIC 0191 

MSRO 0201 

MSRO 0502 

.) p S R 0  0301 

NAVMIC 0391 

NAVMIC 2401 

WEYMOUTH 

MANNING 

100.01 96.1 

9851 912 

100.01153.1 

112.41 89.0 

77.8P17.6 

82-71 93.9 

100.01 NIA 

100.01 NIA 

100.01 NIA 

75.01100.0 

100.01 69.6 

100.01 75.6 

100.01 75.6 

325.Oll10.4 

106.71 NIA 

100.01 NIA 

121.4P43.5 

100.01 69.6 

lSO.O/lOO.O 

275.01 83.0 

600.0ll025 

100.0ll75.0 

15O.OP32.0 

92.01108.0 

92.61 82.4 

90.Ol100.0 

100.0/200.0 

90.0p00.0 

103.61150.0 

9431 765 

NAS ATLANTA 

UNIT 

V R 4  

VMO-4 

HMA 773 

VA-205 

-2 (1) 

-2 (2) 

4TH LAAD H&S DET A (1) 

4TH LAAD H&S DET A (2) 

4TH LAAD BTRY B 

4TH LAAD BN 04715 

NORA 1567 

COMPHIBGRU 0867 

CARGRU 0667 

NAVSTA ROTA 0167 

NAVAIRSYS 

NAWC 0167 

NR MED DEN 

4TH MEDIMAW DET B 

ON1 2109 

CV-65 0167 

CV-60 0167 

NAS JAX 0167 

NAS CECIL 0667 

AIC 0867 

AIC 0967 

MSRO 1407 

OM 2109 

MANNING 

100.01 62.9 - 

77.11 69.4 

61.41 65.1 

100.0/ 79.0 

94.1/106.1 

320.01 14.1 

50.0/l11.1 

100.01130.0 

60.0/146.0 

300.0P00.0 

100.01100.0 

94.71 78.6 

100.01 89.7 

276.91100.9 

150.01 NIA 

100.01 80.0 

168.81170.0 

100.0/ 895 

8751 70.0 

160.01 805 

23751 95.4 

190.9ll025 

600.0ll44.4 

95.71104.0 

90.91 90.9 

100.0/100.0 

8751 70.0 
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TABLE 211-05 ( C o n t i n u e d )  
Modular  Hangar D imens iona l  S t a t i s t i c s  For  P l ann ing  Purposes 

r 

Hangar Spaces Type I Type 11 

( 0 2 )  . U a l n i s t r a t F v e  - Cat. Code 2 1 1  07 
G r o s s  Area  (Sq .  F t  .) 8 , 6 U  1 2 , 0 0 0  
C l e a r  Height  ( F t . )  8 8 

Mezzanine - C a t .  Code 2 1 1  06 
~ r o $ s  Area ( S q .  F t  . ) 1 , 5 3 6  , NONE 

1 

*Computed upon t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  a  10 - foo t  f i r e  l a n e  a l o n g  t h e  r e a r  wall  
o f  t h e  h a n g a r  and a  5- foot  work c l e a r a n c e  between a i r c r a f t  and d o o r s .  
** For  a i r c r a f t  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  P-3, f o r  which  t h e  Type 11 hanga r  w a s  basi- 
c a l l y  d e s i g n e d .  May a l s o  be u s e d  f o r  o t h e r  l o n g e r  a i r c r a f t  by mod i fy ing  
d o o r s  f o r  " t a i l c u t o u t "  c l o s u r e .  
*** Computed upon t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  o n e  10 - foo t  wide f i r e  l a n e  from t h e  
f r o n t  t o  t h e  r e a r  o f  t h e  h a n g a r  and 5 f e e t  from a i r c r a f t  t o  o u t e r  v a l l s .  
A l s o  assumes  a i r c r a f t  w i l l  be parked  p a r a l l e l  t o  e a c h  o t h e r  and t o  t h e  
s i d e  w a l l s  o f  t h e  hanga r  t o  minimize  e v a c u a t i o n  tine i n  c a s e  o f  f l r e .  

Compare t h e  computed r e q u i r e d  hanga r  w i d t h  ( R H W )  w i t h  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  
" u s a b l e  w i d t h "  column o f  T a b l e  211-05, and  i f  t h e  RHW i s :  

a .  Less  t h a n o n e  module,  o n e  module i s  r e q u i r e d .  
b. ?fore t h a n  one  module,  b u t  l e s s  than one  and one -ha l f  mod- 

u l e s ,  one  module is  r e q u i r e d .  
c .  A d d i t i o n a l  modules  w i l l  be a s s i g n e d  o n  t h e  same b a s i s .  

pace .  S i n c e  L ine  o p r r a -  
rmed a s  c l o s e  a s  p o s s i -  

h a s  been found imprac-  
h e s e  p u r p o s e s ,  and  
d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t o  p r o v i d e  
e n t s  t o  s q u a d r o n s ,  these 

planned a s  c o l l a t e r a l  
e O p e r a t i o n s  B u i l d i n g ,  
, f o r  p l a n n i n g  c r i t e r i a .  

7 .  Examples. The s q u a d r o n s  used  i n  
s i z e ,  and t h e  h a n g a r  raqui rernenc  c o u l d  h a v e  
t ion ( s e e  p a r a g r a p h  l a ) .  Computa t ions  are p r o v i d e d  h e r e  t o  i 
u s e  o f  f o r m u l a s .  Example 3 i n c l u d e s  c o m p u t a t i o n  f o r  a n o n s t a n d a r  
s q u a d r o n .  



4 .  Determining  the T o t a l  Number o f  Hangar S p a c e s  (N) Required f o r  . 

Scheduled  and Unscheduled O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  M a i n t ~ n a n c e .  \ 

5. Dete rmin ing  t h e  Number of Hangar Modules Requi red .  The d e t e r -  
mination of t h e  number o f  a i r c r a f t  hangar modules  r e q u i r e d ,  t o  s a t i s f y  
t h e  number o f  hanga r  s p a c e s  ( N )  r e q u i r e d ,  d e p e n d s  updn t h e  s i z e  of t h e  
a f r c r a f t  and  t h e  s i z e  of t h e  basic hanga r  module used .  See T a b l e  211-05. 
A f t e r  d e t e r m i n i n g  which t y p e  o f  hangar i s  r e q u i r e d  by compar ing  t h e  l e n g t h  
and h e i g h t  o f  a g i v e n  a i r c r a f t  w i t h  t h e  f i g u r e s  i n  t h e  t a b l e ,  compute the 
r e q u i r e d  h a n g a r  w i d t h  (RHW) as  f o l l o w s :  

F ixed  Wing Afrcraft 
rwcl = N(W) +(N-l)D ' ( 7 )  

H e l i c o p t e r s  ( R o t o r  F o l d i n g  C a p a b i l i t y )  
RHW = .75N (RS) + - 7 5  N(RF) + (N-1)D (8  

H e l i c o p t e r s  (Wi thou t  Rotor F o l d i n g  C a p a b i l i t y )  
RHW = N(RS)  + (N-l)D ( 9 )  

Where 
W - Width o f  a i r c r a f t  ( u s e  wings  f o l d e d  d i m e n s i o n  f o r  a11 a i r c r a f t  

h a v i n g  t h a t  capabi .11  t y )  
N a S e e  P a r a g r a p h  4 a b o v e  
D - D i s t a n c e  between afrcraf t ( F o r  p l a n n i n g  p u r p o s e s  assume 5 f t .)  

RS = Roto r  d i a m e t e r  when r o t o r  s p r e a d  
RF a R o t o r  d i a m e t e r  when r o t o r  f o l d e d  

T U L E  211-05 
Hodu la r  Hangar Dimens tona l  S t a i z l s t i c s  f o r  P l a n n i n g  P u r p o s e s  

I Hangar S p a c e s  Type I Type 11 I 
(OH) Hangar - Cat. Code 211 0 5  

G r o s s  .Are= ( S q .  F t  .) 
Clear Height  ( F t .  ) 
U s a b l e  Dept ( F t .  )* 
Usable  Width (Ft.)*** 

1 Module -- 
172 2 20 

- C _ _ _ . _ . . _ I _ _ _ _ _ .  _ 
1-1/ 2 ~ b d u l e s  258 335 
2 Modules . ,:.-.rn.-- ..-. -. - . . .  450 
2-1/ 2 Modules 445  565 
3 Modules - . - . - - . - - . . . . 5 36 

- - - -  _..._._- _ ____.__._____._ _.  .. . -. 
680 

3-1/ 2 ~ o d u l e s  . . .-627... 795 
4 Modules - . - . - - . . . ..__. _-..--- - . - - 

ns 910 
I 

( 0 1 )  C r e w  and  Equipment - C a t .  Code 211 06. 
~ r o s s k r e a  ( S q .  Ft.) 8,690 1 2 , 0 5 0  

C l e a r  h e i g h t  ( F t .  ) 10 1 0  1 
I ( T a b l e  continued o n  n e x t  page . )  

NAVFAC P-80 

I~llIldJ '31 : G00 ;G,BT -An-d,zlH 



113 AIRFIELD PAVEMENT'S - APRONS ( I n c l u d e s  a i r c r a f t  p a r k i n g  and a c c e s s  aprons )  

113 20 ALRCRAFT PARKING APRON (SY) 

D e s c r i p t i o n .  A i r c r a f t  p a r k i n g  a p r o n s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  €or load ing ,  unloading 
and - s e r v i c i n g  o f  a i r c r a f t  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  p r o v i d i n g  park ing  space. There  
Ls no s t a n d a r d  s l t e  or  apron configuration. The s i z e  1s based on t h e  type 
and number o f  a l r c r d f t  to be p a r k e d ,  t h e  requ i rement  Eoc squadron I n t e -  
y r l t y  dnd 45 v e r s u s  90 degree p a r k i n g .  The area r e q u l r e d  Includes:  park- 
Ing spdce, u l n y - t i p  s e p d r a t l o n  between a i r c r a f t ,  i n t e r i o r  t a x i l a n e s  and 
p e r i p h e r a l  t a x l l a n e s ,  Aprons used for  o rdnance  hand l ing  r e q u i r e  specLa l  
sLt i n g  con side^-at i o n s .  s e e  c a t e g o r y  codes  116 S S  and lL6 56.  For des'ign 
c r i t e r i a ,  see NAVPAC DM 21 s e r i e s  des ign  manuals.  

z i t o r i d .  I n  some c a s e s ,  t h e s e  c r i t e r i a  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  aprons 
s u p p o r t i n g  class A or B a i r c r a f t .  See i n t r o d u c t i o n  to t h e  111 c a t e g o r y  
codes for e x p l a n a t i o n  of class A and 8. The d e t e m i n a t l o n  of t h e  apron  
requirement  i n v o l v e s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t e p s :  

1) Determine t h e  nunber oE a i r c r a f t  p a r k i n q  spaces r e q u l r e d .  

2 )  Layout the p a r k i n g  s p a c e s  u s i n g  t h e  dlx.ensLons g iven  h e r e i n  f o r  
c l e a r a n c e s  between a i r c r a f t  and i n t e r i o r  t a x i l a n e s .  

3 )  p r o v i d e  p e r i p h e r a l  taxiways around t h e  p e r i m e t e r  of the  apron.  

1. Number of ?arkLr.g Spaces .  Tt;e number of parking spaces  r e q u l r e d  
is based on  t h e  average  number of a i r c r a f t  on-board (including t r a n s i e n t s )  
reduced by d f a c t o r  to re f lec t  t h e  number of a i r c r a f t  expected to be i n  
hangars  for schedu led  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  maintenance.  For planning purposes ,  
assume t h a t  the  fo l lowing  p e r c e n t a g e s  o f  t h e  a v e r a g e  on-board a i r c r a f t  
a s s i g n e d  o r g a n l z a t  l o n a l  maintenance a t  a s t a t  Lon w i l l  be i n  t h e  hangar  €or 
schedu led  malntenance:  

20% - S i n g l e  e n g i n e  c a r r l e r  a i r c r a f t  ( i n c l u d e  s i n g l e  en- 
g i n e  h e l i c o p t e r s )  

25% - Twin engine carrier aircraEt ( i n c l u d e  t w i n  and three 
eng ine  h e l i c o p t e r s )  

8 % - P a t r o l ,  e a r l y  warning and t r a l n i n g  a i r c r a f t  (or 
t r a i n i n g  v e r s i o n s  of f l e e t  a i r c r a f t )  

No r e d u c t i o n  - Reduction n o t  r e q u l r e d  f o r  a i r c r a f t  not  indicated 
db0Ve such as t r a n s p o r t  a i r c r a f t .  

Where o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  maintenance i s  provided by a  commercial c o n t r a c t o r ,  
t h e  dverage  number of a i r c r a f t  i n  hangars  for schedu led  maintenance s h a l l  
be de te rmined  on dn LndLvLdudl basis .  The above r e d u c t i o r ~ s  app ly  e x c e p t  
t h a t  t he  r e d u c t i o n  t o  t h e  number of apron p d r k i n g  spaces s h a l l  not exceed 
SO p e r c e n t  oE t h e  hanqar spaces a v a i l a b l e .  For example, i f  t h e  r e d u c t l o n  
i n  apron  s i z e  ts  computed t o  be SO s p a c e s  but  t h e  hangars  can o n l y  p rov ide  
s p a c e  f o r  80 a i r c r a f t ,  t h e  apron  r e d u c t i o n  should  be reduced t o  50 p e r c e n t  
of 80 .  or 4 0  p a r k i n y  s p a c e s .  where an a i r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  1s s u b j e c t  to peak 
Loadings on a  r e g u l a r  b a s i s  f o r  t r a i n l r l g  e x e r c i s e s  o r  o v e r l d p  o f  deploy-  
ab le  s q u a d r o n s ,  i n d i v i d u a l  j u s t  L €  ica t ion  may be prov lded  f o r  a d d l t  Lonal 
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spaces to support peak loadings. 

2. Spacing of aircraft. The following Tables and Figures provlde 
d hens ions for apron seaclng and typ Leal apron CORE igurat ions: 

Figure 113 2 0 A  - 90 Degree Aircraft Parking Configurdtion 
F i y u r e  1L3 205 - 45 Degree Aircraft Pdrklng Configuration 
Table 113 20A - Aircraft Spacing 
Table 113 208 - Aircraft Parking Areas - Approximation 
Figure 113 20C - Typicdl Airctdft Pttrkirlg Aprorl 
F i q u r e  113 20D - Aircraft Pdrking Apron - (P ixed  Wing AircrsEt) 

( M L n i ~ a l  Throuqh TrdfEic) 
Figure 113 20E - Mirlimum PecLpherdl Tdxilane (Fixed Wing Aircraft) 

Parked aircraft must be separated to malr~taLn proper wing-tip clearances, 
inter ior  taxilane widths and protection from jet blast. The most efficient 
apcon size results  from parking jet aircraft a t  a 45 degree angle ;~nd pro- 
peller ai rcraf t  and helicopters at a 90 degree angle to the Lncerior taxi- 

i Lane. Use of the most efficient confiquratlon Is mandatory; in case of 
deviations, the planner must provide f u l l  justiElcdtlon. See Figures 113 
2 0 A  and 113 20B for the 45 and 90 degree cbnflgurat~ons and the description 
oE the A ,  0 ,  C, D and E dimensions used for apron spacing. Table 113 20A 
provides the spacing dimensions which shall be used for Basic Facility Re- 
quirements determination. For rough estimates of  apron cequirements, Table 
113 208 provLdes dpproxhate square yards of apron space by aircraft type. 

- 
The apron spacing dimensions may be modifled when a Flxed Point utility 
System (FPuS), starting a i r  and electrfcsl servlce. Ls to be installed Ln 
the apron. The FPUS service points and the parking spaces are  spaced to 
accommodate a11 Navy fighter and attack aircraft rather than designed for 
a particular aircraft- Aprons with FPUS may be planned using an 'A + Dm 
dLienslon oE 145 feet and a "C" dimension oE 71 feet, assumes 45 degree 
parkL!lq. For aprons which are expected to support 5-3 dircrdEt, the 
"A + D" may be increased to 150 feet. 

3. Peripheral Tdxilanes. A peripheral taxilane is nornally pro- 
v i d e d  on a l l  sides of a pdrklnq apron. The standard width Ls 150 feet 
except for those aprons which support only heLLcopters drld no future re- 
quLre:2etit to support fixed w l r ~ q  alrcrdft can be ident iELed. In this case 
t h e  width st \d! l  be computed as: 

tlldtt! 1.5 x (Rotor Dimrter) + 20 Ft. 

Use the ldryest  rotor diameter of those helicopters expected to use t h e  
,apron. This wldth provides a 40 foot taxllane wlth a one rotor diameter 
clearance between taxFLng and parking helicopters. 

4. Sdfety/Lateral Clearances- See NAVFAC P-80.3 for the deflnitlon 
and appllcatlon oE airfield safety clearances. Parking aprons shall be 

s l t e d  outside the prhary surface of the runway (or hellpad). The edge of 
the apron may be adjacent to the outer edge of the primary surface, how-- 
ever, parked aircraft shall not penetrate the transltlondl surEace. 

Alrcrdft taxiing on the peripheral taxllane are not considered obstruc- - 
tions even though they do penetrate the transitional surface. The apron 
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e d g e  s h a l l  b e  a minimum of 150 f e e t  from c h r  c e n t e r l i n e  of  any p a r a l l e l  
t ax iway  of t h e  runway system. The minimum d i s t a n c e  any o b j e c t ,  except 
m i n c e n a n c e  hangars ,  s h a l l  be s i t e d  from t h e  a p r o n  edge i s :  

Aprons, c l a s s  "A"  aircraft 7 5  Ft. 
Aprons, class "8" a i r c r a f t  100 F t .  
.4prons, H e l i c o p t e r s  7 5  FC ., i n c r e a s e  t o  100 f e e t  w h e r e  

t h e  CH-33 is a s s i g n e d  to an 
a p r o n  

Maintenance h a n g a r s  opening t o  t h e  apron  shall b e  o f f s e t  50 Eset  from t h e  
a p r o n  edge. The 50 f o o t  a c c e s s  pavement  r o  t h e  hangar  is coded a s  113 40. 

D e v i a t i o n  From C r i t e r i a :  The 150 f o o t  s e p a r a t i o n  between a parking apron 
and t h e  c e n t e r l i n e  o f  a  through taxiway must be rnaincained when t h e  taxi- 
way L s  e x p e c t e d  t o  carry  3 s u b s t a n t i a l  amount o f  th rough  t r a f f i c ;  i . e , ,  
t r a f f i c  o t h e r  t h a n  t h a t  which starts o r  t e r m i n a t e s  a t  t h a c  p a r t i c u l a r  
apron. When t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  amount o f  th rough  traffic i s  n ln lmal  and i s  
so  j u s t i f i e d  co N.4VXIR, a p a r k i n g  a p r o n  may b e  l o c a t e d  such  t h a c  t h e  
t h r o u g h  taxiway i s  i n c o r p o r a t e d  w i t h f n  t h e  apron  p e r i p h e r a l  t a x i l a n e ,  see 
F l g u r e  113 200. However, i n  t h i s  case, t h e  th rough  t a x i w a y  becomes a p a r t  
o f  t h e  apron and t h e r e f o r e  must be l o c a t e d  o u t r i d e  t h e  runway p r imary  sur -  
f a c e ,  A R ~  s a v i n g s  i n  pavement t o  be ga ined  by combining taxiways 3 h 8 l l  b e  
compared t o  a n y  i n c r e a s e s  I n  pavement  f o r  runway turnoffs r e q u i r e d  d u e  t o  
m o v I  ng the p a r a l l e l  t a x i w a y  o u t s i d e  the runway pr imary Y urface. Combined 
taxiways s h a l l  n o t  be planned w i t h o u t  p r i o r  a p p r o v a l  of  NAVAIR. 

F t g u r e  113 20C  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  150 f o o t  vide per iphera l  taxilanes are t o  be 
p r o v i d e d  on all s i d e s  of f i x e d  wiag a i r c r a f t  p a r k i n g  aprons .  ..Uthough 
svc3 a n  arrangeztenc Is d e s i r a b l e ,  it i s  n o t  always necessary, When small 
numbers o f  a i r c r a f c  (one o r  two tows) are t o  be  parked o r  when o p e r a r i o n a l  
r e q u i r e m e n t s  a l l o w ,  t h e  number a n d / o r  wid th  o f  t h e  p e r i p h e r a l  t a x i l a n e s  
may be reduced on t h e  a d v i c e  of l o c a l  a i r  o p e r a t i o n s  p e r s o n n e l ,  s u b j e c t  t o  
NAVAIR a p p r o v a l .  See  F i g u r e s  113 20C/D which i n d i c a t e  which f ixed  wing 
a i r c r a f t  p e r i p h e r a l  t a x i l a n e s  may be reduced. The 150 f o o t  wide t a d l a n e  
Is des igned  to accommodate two carrier t y p e  a i r c r a f t  when p a s s i n g  and 
t h e r e c o r e  could be reduced in w i d t h  I f  the level  o f  a p r o n  o p e r a t i o n s  0 d . y  
r e q u l r e  one  a i rc ra f t  t o  be on t h e  r a x i l a n e  a t  a tLae. I n  this case, t h e  
t a x i l a n e  shall be s i z e d  t o  accommodate  t h e  l a r g e s t  a i r c r a f  c t o  be pa rked  
o n  the apron. S e e  F i g u r e  113 20E which p r o v i d e s  a  s k e t c h  of t h e  minimum 
t a x i l a n e  clearances. Peripheral t a x i l a n e s  f o r  h e l i c o p t e r s  shall n o t  be 
reduced from t h e  d imensions  shown i n  T a b l e  113  20A. 

113 LO A I R C W T  ACCESS APRON (SY) 

T h i s  a p r o n  p r o v i d e s  access to a i r c r a f t  maintenance hangars  and i s  normal ly  
programmed a t  t h e  same cime a s  t h e  hangar (Ca tegory  Code 211 0 5 ) .  The 
p a v e d  a t e a  r e q u i r e d  v a r i e s  w i t h  t h e  hangar  d imens ions  and t h e  hangars d i s -  
p lacement  from t h e  pa rk ing  apron .  The access apron  r e q u i r e s  a minimum 
5C3foot  depch and must be a t  l e a s t  as  Long a s  the hangar  door  w i d t h .  See 
NXVFAC D M - 2 1 . 1  for d e s i g n  c r i t e r i a .  
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TABLE 113-20A 
P a r k i n g  Apron Spacing 

Jet Urcraf  t - 45 Degree P a r k i n g  

Aircraf t  Wingspan 
Length A B C 

D E 
F-4 
F -8 
F-9 
F-14 
f F - 1 4  
P/A-18 
A-3 
-4 -4 
RA-5 
-4-6 
A- 7 
AV-8A 
AV-dB 
S- 3 
C-5 
C-9 
RC-135 
C - 1 4 1 ~  
T- 2 
T-3 9 

.. W n g s  swept 

38-0 
6 5-0 
38-3 

3 8-5 
3 9-1 1 5 8-3 

5 8-1 1 
40-11 
6 2-0 
6 2-0 

4 7 

I GO-5 5 6-0 
f 2-6 7 4-5 
2 7-6 3 9-5 
5 3-1 7 6-7 
S 3-0 5 5-6 
3 8-9 45-8 
25-0 45-0 
30-4 46-4 
68-8 5 3-3 

222-9 245-11 
9 3-4 119-4 

130-10 13 6-3 
160-9 14 5-0 
3 7-1 1 3 8-9 
44-5 4 4-0 

47 
4 8 
3 8 
5 6 
5 5 
47 
6 4 
31 
65 
47 
39 
3 2 
3 6 
5 1 

199 
97 

130 
120 
4 0 
38 

48 
3 8 
5 6 
5 5 
47 
6 4 
31 
6 S 
47 
39 
3 2 
3 6 
S 1 

199 
9 7 

130 
120 ' 

SO 
3 8 

70 
7 2 
6 8 

10 6 
7 0  
71 

12 4 
5 3 
9 5 
9 6 
71 
57 
5 7 

114 
3 50 
16 0 
220 
264 
6 8 
78 

90 
9 0 
90 

lso 
15 0 
150 

9 5 
90 
9 0 

103 
9 0 
90 
9 0 
9 0 
90 
9 0 
9 9 

273 
13 3 
181 
21 1 
9 0 
9 0 

15 0 

150 

15 0 
150 
15 0 
15 0 
15 0 
150 
150 

150 
1s 0 



TABLE 113-20A 
P a r k i n g  Apron S p a c i n g  

Jet Aircraft - 90 Degree Parking . 

NAVFAC P-80 

111 T ' .d 1:~;;11~3t,"jC~ 

Aircraft  Wingspan L s n g  th -4 B C D E f 

F-4 
F-8 
F-9 
F-16 
IfP-I4 
F/A-18 
A- 3 
1-24 
RA-5 
A-6 
A- 7 
,4V-8A 
AV-8B 
S-3 
C-5 
C -9 
KC-13 5 
C-LGLA 
T-2 
T-3 9 

L 

38-5 
3 4-1 1 
3 8-0 
6 5-0 
38-3 

5 8-3 
58-11 
40-11 
6 2-0 
62-0 

40-5 

5 8 
5 9  
41 
6 2  
6 2  

5 6-0 5 6 
7 4  
3 9 

3 8 
4 0 
3 8 
6 5 
3 8 
40 
7 3 
2 8 

7 2-6 
2 7-6 

7 7 5 3 
5 3 
3 9  
2 5 
3 0 
6 9  

223 
9 3 
131 
16 1 

3 8 
44 

9 7 
9 2 
9 7 
111 
111 

74-5 
39-5 

53-1 

101 
11s 
9 2 

7 6-7 10 5 
9 5 
9 8 
7  9 
7 9 
110 
248 
113 
156 
18 6 

9 0 
100 

115 
12 5 
120 
12 5 
125 

5 3-0 
3 8-9 
2 5-0 
3 0-4 
68-8 

222-9 
9 3-4 

13 0-10 
160-9 

3 7-1 1 
44-5 

L.50 
L50 
150 
15 0 
L50 

115 
12 5 
12 5 

15 0 
150 
15 0 

125 
105 
125 
10 0 
10 0 
12 5 
2 7 3  
13 3 

' 182 
21 1 
110 
115 

5 5-6 
4  6-0 
4 5-0 
46-4 
53-3 

245-11 
119-4 
13 6-3 
14 5-0 

38-9 
44-6 

150 
15 0 
1.5 0 
150 
150 
1.50 
150 
15 0 
1.50 
15 0 
150 
15 0 

5 6 
4 6 
4 5 
4 6 
5 3 

2 4 6  
119 
136 
14 5 
39  
4.5 



TABLE 113-204 
Parkfag Apron Spacing 

P r o p e l l e r  A l r c r a f t  - 90 Degree Parking  



TABLE 113-20B 
A i r c r a f t  Par!cing Apron - Approximat ion  

** W i n g s  swept. 

-Qircr& t 
Type 

F-4 
P-8 
F-14 
F-x4** 
F/A-18 
A-3 
A-4 
RA-5 
-4-6 
.I- 7 
AV-8A 
AV-aa 
S- 3 
C-5 
C-9 
KC-135 
C-141A 
T-2 
T-3 9 

* The par&.$ a r e a  l i s t e d  ove r l aps  but does not inc lude  the  t e  p e r i -  
phera l  r k l i l a ~ *  For planning P u Q o s e s ,  c o t  t h e  a r e a  of p . r i phe r r1  
t a x i l a n e  a r o u n d  t h e  e n t i r e  apron and add 75% o f  &he computed w l u e  t o  t h e  
area obtained f r o m  the  table. 

7 Jet .4 l rc raf t  

S Y .  Y d s .  P e r  A i r c r a f t *  - 
A s 0  P a r k i n g  

LO65 
1110 
1778 
1128 
1080 
2300 

715 
164 0 
1460 
1020 

7 75 
800 

1900 
18330 
6090 
7580 
9680 
98 5 

1110 

90' P a r u n g  

1860 
1880 
2310 
2310 
19 20 
2540 
16 75 
2360 
17 00 
1870 
12 75 
1280 
-3170 

14300 
316 5 
5500 
7350 
1490 
1780 



I f 50 Ft .  A C C ~ Z Z  Apron 

Haagars 
I I ( Cat. Cade 113 40 ) 

- - -  ---- L 1 - 
b 

------ - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
I 1 - - 1  - - I 

150 F t .  150 Ft. 
I I 
I a i rc ra f t  , varies f o r  

I helicopters, see 

I 
T a b l e  113 2 0 ~  I 

I I 

I 
I I 
I 

I 

I I 
I I I F 

I 
I 
\ - - - - -  I I -- - --  -d 

150 Ft. Min. for F i x e d  Wing 
Aircraft, varies f o r  he l i copters  r E d g e  of e4pron 

#- 150 F t . Typical 

-- - --Taxiway -- t --. t 

NOTES : 

Dbensians marked "Tgpicsl" may be reduced under c e r t p i n  
ope ra t ing  conrl i t ions,  See p=a.gra?h t i t l e d  IIDevistions Prom 
C r i t a r i a " ,  

The edge of the apron mu3t be outside t h e  Runway Rimary Swface, 
parked aircraft  shall not pene t r a t e  the 7: 1 T r a n s i t i o c d  Surface. 

FIGURE 1 13 20C 
TYPICAL rLIRCR4FT PARKLUG APFON 
 NO^ THROUGH TRAFFIC) 



50 Ft. Access Apron 
(Cat. Cods 113 40 ) 

- - - - - -A  

'L ;/--  
-------, 

I 
I 

150 Ft. 
I 

I 
Typical 

I 

L .  - - 

I 

I 

f 
I 
I 

I Parked Aircraft I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
t 
\ I I 

- T - -  ------  - - Z  - -  / 
t-150 Ft. Min. Cornbhed Pert  pher ia l  a g e  of 
'I Taxilane/Through Taxiway Apron + 

75 F t .  4 

Dimensions marked "Typicaln may be reduced under certain 
opera t ing  conditions. See pmagraph t i t l e d  tlDeviations 
From Criteria". 

'The edge of the apmn must be outside the Runway Pr* Surface, 
parket  aircraft shall not penet ra te  the 7: 1 Traasitional Surfnce. 

F I G m  7 1 3  20D 
AIRCRPLFT PARKING APRON-F14YED WING AIRCRAFT 

(?fIN% THROUGH T W F I C )  



Minimum Peripheral + - Taxiway 

-10 Ft .  bmlhmu 
Clearance From h e e l  
To Edge Of Pavement 

Fsrked -4ircraf t 

Table 
Below 

FIGURE 113 20E 
M I N I M U M  PERIPKERlLL TUILANE 

Wingspan Of 
Taxiing f ircraf t  

I 

"A" 
Min. W i n g t i p  

Clearance 

t 



REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARJ' 

Naval Air Facility Detroit. MI 

The Navy wants to change the recieving site from Twin Cities, Minn. to Selfridge. Michigan 
in order to avoid the cost of moving and relocate to Selfridge, Michigan. The cost of 
moving to Minn. is estimated to be $9.4 million (8.3 in milcon, .5 in moving expenses, and .7 
in other costs). In addition. the Navy claims that 47 percent of the facility employees live 
~vithin 25 miles of Selfridge and 26 percent live within 5 miles of Detroit. The BSAT 
informed the BRAC that the unit has already moved to Selfridge and that this action is just to 
cancel the move to Minn. 
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BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
4401 Ford Awnue Post Ofice Box 16268 A l e x a n d ~ ,  Virgrnia 22302-0268 (703) 681-0490 

RP-0461-F9 
BSAT\ON 
22 Nov 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 22 NOVEMBER 1994 

1. The fifty-second deliberative session of the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 1400 on 22 November 1994 in 
the Center for Naval Analyses Boardroom. The following members of 
the BSEC were present: The Honorable Robert B. Pirie, Chairman; 
Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie McBurnett; Vice 
Admiral Richard Allen, USN; Vice Admiral William A. Earner, Jr., 
USN; Lieutenant General Harold W. Blot, USMC; Lieutenant General 
James A. Brabham, USMC; and Ms. Elsie Munsell. The following 
Owners/Operators (i .e. those senior individuals to whom the vast 
majority- of the DON shore in£ rastructure reports) were present : 
Admiral Bruce Demars, USN (Naval Reactors) ; Admiral Ronald 
Zlatoper, USN (CINCP~FLT); Admiral ~illiam 'J. Flanaaan, USN 
(CINCLANTFLT) ; Vice Admiral William Bowes, USN (NAVAIR) ; Vice 
Admiral Donald F. Hagen, MC, USN (Surgeon General); Lieutenant 
General Robert B . Johnston, USMC (MARFORLANT) ; Vice Admiral Timothy 
W. Wright, USN (CNET); Lieutenant General George R. Christ~as, USMC 
(DC/S M & R A ) ;  Vice Admiral Philip M. Quast, USN (MSCj; Vice Admiral 
George R. Sterner, USN (NAVSEA); Vice Admiral Frank L. Bowman, USN 
(BUPERS); Rear Admiral Robert M. Moore, USN (NAVSUP); Rear Admiral 
Walter H. Cantrell, USN (SPAWAR); Major General James E. 
Livingston, USMC (MARRESFOR) ; Rear ~dmiral Jack E. Buff ington, CEC, 
USN (NAVFAC) ; Rear Admiral Thomas F. Hall, USN (NAWESFOR) ; Rear 
Admiral Thomas F. Stevens, USN (Security Group Command); and Rear 
Admiral Marc Y. E. Pelaez, USN (ONR) . The following members of the 
Base Structure Analysis Team were present: Mr. Richari A. Leach; 
Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis; Captain Richard R. Ozmun, JAGC, USN; 
Lieutenant Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC; and Commander Robert 
Sauders, USN. 

2. Mr. Flrie remixdei tie Owners/Operators that the Sscretary of 
the Navy's guidance for the DON base realignment and closure (BRAC) 
process was to reduce excess capacity to the extent feasible. Data 
used to determine excess capacity and military value has been 
certified by the chain of command. This is an o~pcrtunity to 
provide comments. 

3. Mr. Nemfakos briefed the BSECts progress to date. It has 
exa~ined e 3 5  activities in 27 subcategories. Eight subcategories 
had no excess capacity. Excess capacity in. the other subca=egories 
ranged from 19% to 115%. This amounts to enough excess cagacity to 
berth 4 extra carrier battle groups, hangar 5 extrz air wings, and 
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FAX Date 3OMay95 
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Number of pages including cover sheet 4 

TO: MR. CHARLES 
NEMFAKOS 

Executive Director, BSA T 

Phone 703-681-0450 

Fax Phone 703-756-21 74 

FROM: Alex Yellin 

Review and Analysis-Navy 
Team 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

1 700 N. Moore St., Suite 
1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone 703-696-0504 1 Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

CC: 

REMARKS: Urgent For your review Reply ASAP 0 Please Comment 

SUBJ: NAF ADAK 

Mr. Nemfakos, 

Please comment on the attached letter from DOT concerning the NAF Adak recommendation. 

I We have scheduled a meeting with DOT Assistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs, Steven 
Palmer, on June 15. A response prior to this meeting would be helpful. 
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U S Department 
0i & . S , O m t i O " / H  Commandant U. S. Coast Guard 

Unlted States 

w-.. . . 
Coast Guard 

."... .Is. 

I . .  .. 

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

2100 Second St. s w - - -. -.-.. 
Washinoton. DC 20553-0001 
Staff Symbol: O- CPI 

( 2 0 2 1  1 6 7 - 2 3 5 5  

. Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Coast Guard has reviewed the list of recommended base 
closures and realignments provided by the Secretary of Defense 
and the 35 recently added by the Commission. I have enclosed a 
matrix portraying those facilities which will have direct impacts 
on Coast Guard operations should they close or realign. 

The eight Department of Defense facilities identified in the 
matrix will directly impact our operations in terms of forcing 
the relocation of a Coast Guard tenant command or terminating 
established relationships in direct support of Coast Guard field 
operations. We have identified numerous other facilities that 
will indirectly affect the Coast Guard in terms of loss of 
traditional military support provided among services. Examples 
of these indirect affects include the potential closure of Navy 
public Works Center Guam which supplies shoreside services to 
Coast Guard vessels and waterfront maintenance; the potential 
closure of Navy Fleet and Industrial Supply Center which 
frequently provides supplies, equipment and repair parts for 
Coast Guard vessels; and the potential closure of Naval Shipyard 
Long Beach which provides direct, high quality ship repair 

@g5 services and family support services to the Coast Guard. 

As the federal government continues to streamline operations to 
meet the needs of its customers, the Coast Guard's motto remains 
Semper Paratus, always ready. I ask that you consider the Coast 
Guard in your recommendations to the President. Should you have 
questions, my point of contact is Captain Blain Brinson, who may 
be reached at (202) 267-2355. 

Sincerely, 
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RP-0455-F8 
BSAT/OZ 
23 NOV 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Sujj: RSPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 23 NOVEMBER 1994 

Encl: (1) Scenario Development Data Calls 050-072 
(2) Briefing Materials for Review/Analysis of BRAC-95 

Scenario Development Data Call Responses 
(3) Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NAF Adak) 
(4) Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NOPF Whidbey 

Island) 
(5) Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NAS Brunswick) 
(5) Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (FISC 

Charleston) 
(7) Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (FISC Guam) 
(8) Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (Waterfront 

Little Creek) 
(9) Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (Training Air 

Stations) 

1. The fifty-third deliberative session of the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 0940 on 23 November 1994 in 
the Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) Conference Room at the 
Center for Naval Analyses. The following members of the BSEC were 
present: The Honorable Robert B. Pirie, Jr. , Chairman; Mr. Charles 
P. Nemfairos, Vice Chairman; Ms. Genie McBurnett; Vics Admiral 
Richard Allen, USN; Vice Admiral William A. Earner, Jr., USN; 
Lieutenant General Harold W. Blot, USMC; Lieutenant General James 
A. Brabham, USMC; and Ms. Elsie Munsell. The following members of 
the BSAT were present: Mr. Richard Leach; Mr. David Wennergren; 
Ms. Murrel Coast; Captain Richard Ozmun, JAGC, USN; and Lieutenant 
Colonel Orval Nangle, USMC. Ms. Anne Rathell Davis arrived at 
1005. 

2. Mr. Wennergren briefed the draft scenario development data 
calls C50-072 concerning Training & Education Centers, Reserve 
activities, Administrative Activites, and Technical Centers. See 
enclosure (1)). The BSEC approved the data calls as presented and 
directed that the data calls be sent to the desigrzted activities. 

3. Mr. Wennergren briefed the BSEC concerning the review/an~-lysis 
of BRAC-95 scer-zrio development data ccll responses. See enclzsure 
(2). The methodology/assumptions used in the COBRA retux; on 
investment calculations derive from OSD policy, standard costing 
practices/policies, and BSEC decision papers. The analytical 
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4. The BSEC recessed at 1120 and reconvened at 1145. All BSEC and 
BSAT members present when the session recessed were once again 
present. In addi~ion, Captain Michael Nordeen, USN, Captain Davis 
Rose, USN, Captain Kevin Ferguson, USN, Commander Loren Heckelman, 
SC, USN, Commander Robert Souders , USN, and Lieutenant Commander 
Beth Leinberry, CEC, USN, were also present. 

5. Mr. Wennersren hrief ed the . a 

results of COBRA analysis for the 
closing of Naval A i r  Far1 1 1  ty ( N A F !  Ad&. See enclosure (3) . The 
analysis reflected one-time costs of $12.1 million and return on 
investment in 1 year. The one-time costs include5: $1.0 million 
for Personnel (including severance pay and unemployment costs for 
61 civilians); overhead costs of $8.9 million; and movi~g costs of 
$2.1 million (which included unique shipping costs for 5?0 personal 
vehicles at approximitely $3,000 per vehicle) . The BS;.? excluded 

tal cle enviromen an UP costs of-, $1.8 millior, of which 
was for the removal of 620 abandoned vehicles. This is in 
accordance with OSD policy which provides that environmental costs 
at losing bases will be excluded. However, a $650,000 cost to 
remove caribou off the island was included because of zr. xisting 
agreement between the DON and the State of Alaska regarding the 
disposition of the herd in the evect of the base's closure. The 
n~mber of billets/positions eliminated was 601 and the number of 
billets/positions moved was 0. The R A T  advised th& ?.he a ~ a l v ~ i s  
was based upon the eliminatio~ of tillets/positi~ns FY 2&01, 
even thouqh the last o~erational activity other thc- NP," hdak is 
scheduled out in FY 1995. Noting the desire of the D3N leidership 
-to close bases as quickly as possible, the BSEC decided that if the 
last operational activity other than the NAF is out of Adak in FY 
1995, then the analysis should reflect NAF Adak 2ersonn~i bsirg out 
in FY 1997 vice FY 2001. 

6. Mr. Wennergren briefed the COBRA analysis for clos-ng NOPF 
Whidbey Island and consolidating facilites at NOPF Sam Neck. See 
enclosure (4). The one-time costs were $35.3 mi-lior, and the 
return on investment was 100+ years. The analysis resulted in the 
elirr.ination of 139 billets/positions and the movement of 122 
bil~e,ts/positions. New requirement military constructicz ccsts at 
NOPF Dam Neck were $0.5 million. In its review, t h ~  ESEC agreed 
that a recurring cost of $2.4 million for a satell~re 
communications link from Whidbey Island to Cay. Neck was 
appropriately included. However, the BSEC decideu that a recurricg 









Economic Impact 
if NASB Closes 

NASB represents 14% of local employment 

NASB represents 1 1 % of all purchases 

Unemployment increases by 48% 
- UNBU'LOmWr IN BATI1-BIIUNSWICK AREA WOULD INCREIZSE FROM 8 PERCENr TO 11 8 PEIICENI' 

Over 750 civilian jobs eliminated at NASB 

3 100 military personnel re-assigned 



Cumulative Economic Impact 
on Maine with 

Drawdown and Closures 

Maine - 3rd most impacted state in U.S. 
C A L I F O R N I A  7 5  M I L E  S T R E T C H  F R O M  B R U N S W I C K  TO P O R T S M O U T H  H I T  T H E  H A R D E S T  

O U T H  C A R O L  JNA 

5845 Arectlindirect iobs eliminated at Bath Iron Works - 
3 5 0 0  D I R E C T  
2 3 4 5  I N D I R E C T  

4676 direct/indirect jobs eliminated at Portsmouth Ship Yard 
2 8 0 0  D I R E C T  
1 8 7 6  I N D I R E C T  

7598 directlindirect iobs eliminated at Pease AFB 
4 5 5 0  D I R E C T  

- 
3048 I N D I R E C T  

801 6 directlindirect jobs eliminated at Loring AFB 
4 8 0 0  D I R E C T  
3 2 1 6  I N D I R E C T  

I N E  S T A T E  P L A N N I N G  O F F I C E  P R E D I C T S  " E X T  E L Y  SLOW GROWTH" F O R  N E X T  10 Y E A R S  - 





As a final ifltlstration of the lack of planning and coordination in the 
Carswell case, DoD will be forced to spend millions building a new 
medical facility at the base since Carswell's hospital has already 
been promised to another federal agency- the Bureau of Prisons. 

Summary of Estimated Costs to the Taxpayer 

CARSWELL AIR FORCE BASE (In millions of dollars) 

Up-front Costs 

Unnecessary military construction 
at receiving bases 

New construction at Carswell 
S&&$ to transfer onerations 

Total Up-front Costs $222.7 

Recurring Costs 

Annual Airfield Maintenance 
Annual Payroll 
annual Recurrinq Costs 

Five year recurring total (197 X 5 yrs.) 

Estimated Grand Total, five Estimated Grand Total, five 

2 .+,:- 
2-r i . -" .&.. {\ . I,.\fl' 

r a  ,L..2p- A '.- 

years 
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SUICOMMl7T€E OM HLUW 
AN0 THE ENVIRONMENT 

April 18, 1,995 

John H. Dalton, Secretary 
Department of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20350 

WASHlNQTON 
237 CUmw &mmwO 

wUana,DC20116-1110 
202-22641 11 

SOUTH SHORE 1-800-794-991 1 
QUWCY 

1212 Woa smwr 
Ouc*cr, MA 021 ns 

BnOcITOM ' 
FL#Ia BUllolYC 
186 MU( Sntm 

IrOC*TDn MA 02401 
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226 W A ~  9~nr. sum 40! 

hnrOvrW. MA 02310 

CAPE COD AND ISLANDS 1-800-870-2826 
WANWlS 

148 &IN 8RM 
HrA*YlL MA ozao 1 

Dear Secretary Dalton: 

I am writing to request several items with regard to the Navy's recommendation to 
close Naval Air Station WAS) South Weymouth. 1 am working closely with the 
local community to examine the national security merits of this decision and we 
will be presenting our case to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

mlv Commission (BRAC) in the coming weeks. 

In its recommendation to close the Weyrnouth facility, the Navy has indicated that 
it will transfer the Naval Air Reserve assets (specifically a Reserve P-3 squadron), 
equipment, personnel to NAS Brunswick, Maine. Please provide me with the any 
demographic data and analysis used in formulating and justifying this scenario. 

The Navy's Analysis and Recommendations (Do0 Base Closure and Realignment 
Report to the Commission, Volume IV) states that "the Commander-in-Chief, 
Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT), expressed the desirability of having a fully-capable 
operational air' station north of Norfolk, Virginia." (p.0-4) 

Please provide me with the minutes of the BSEC/CINCLANTFLT discussions with 
regard to the recommended closure of NAS Sourh Weymauth and the retention of 
NAS Atlanta and NAS Brunswick. Also, what "policy imperatives" (DoD Report to 
BRAC, Vol. IV; p. 72) were developed and justified during these discussions? 
Additionally, please provide me with the minutes of any BSEC/COMNA VRESFOR & 
COMNA VAIRRESFOR deliberathns on the same subject. 

The Navy's Configuration Analysis with regard to Reserve Air Stations states that 
"only one administrative support-type squadron (e.g., C-9 or C-130) can be 

w assigned to any station." (DoD Report to BRAC, Vol. IV; p.D-3) Please detail the 
rationale for this restriction. 

THIS STATIONERY PRlFmO ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS I 
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In recent years, the Naval Reserve personnel and units have played an important 
role in overseas operations. Please provide me with information detailing the 
number of sorties conducted by the Naval Air Reserve in suppott of operations in 
the former-Yugoslav Republics, Somalia, the Persian Gulf and Haiti. 

With regard to the SECNA VNO TE of December 8, 1993, what procedures were 
approved for the BSAT's "Internal Audit Control Plan" (DUD Report to BRAC, Vol. 
IV; p. 70) to ensure accuracy, completeness, and integrity of the information upon 
which the Secretary of the Navy would base his recommendations for 
c/osure/realignmentI Furthermore, what procedures were employed by the Naval 
Audit Service to validate the accuracy and reliability of data provided by 
Department of Navy activities? 

Due to the time restraints involved in the base closure process, I would respectfully 
request a immediate response to these requests. 

I appreciate you attention to this matter. 

With kind regards. 







SOUTH SHORE 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
April 28, 1995 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
~rlington, VI 22209 

Dear Members of the Commission: 

As President and CEO of the South Shore Chamber of Commerce, I 
ask on behalf of our members to keep the South Weymouth Naval Air 
Station open. I understand that your decision is a difficult one 
and that you will weigh all the information presented. 

In your deliberations, I hope you will question as to why we were 
compared to active military bases when we are a reserve base? Why 
are we loosing the only naval reserve base in the northeast? Why 
did we make the closure list if our military value is four out of 
six and those lower were not put on the list? 

conducted by us of local area merchants indicates that 
~ u s s ~ ~ ~ ~ s  would be significantly impacted anywhere from 5% to 
25% if the Base were decommissioned, and would be forced to close 
or lay off some personnel. 

The South Weymouth Naval Air station is an asset to the South 
Shore. It is the largest employer in the 15 mile radius around 
south Weymouth. The Base has civilian contracts to over 60 
merchants which averages over $1.3 million a year. 

The government came to us years ago to build this base, and it 
was a good idea. Business grew around the base. Mutual aid 
agreements were developed between the three towns of Abington, 
Weymouth and Rockland. No one else can boast of a base so close 
to the ocean or near superior medical and educational 
institutions. 

Again, I ask that you get us some answers to our questions as to 
why we are on the list and remove us from closure at this time. 

Respectfully, 

< nald E. (zoo k, President 

l b P  
South Shore ~h%mber of Commerce 

36 Miller Stile Road, Box 488, Quincy. Massachusetts 02269 (617) 479- 1 1  1 1  - An Accredited Chamber 



SOUTH SHORE 

April 21, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am Chairman of the "Save the Base" Committee, a composite group of local officials, 

reservists, base employees, and concerned citizens, formed under the auspices of the South Shore 

Chamber of Commerce. Herein, I outline some of the essential points we intend to make as part 

of our presentation to Commissioner Robles when he visits the South Weymouth Naval Ar 

Station on April 28, 1995. 

In 1993, South Mje!rmouth NAS was removed from the closure list when Commissioner 

Stuart, ciung lowered demographics at receiving sites and the prospective loss of a base rated 

!!lil-d in militan vaiue of eight nalrai air resenie stations evaluated. moved the Commission to find 

t t ~ a i  the Secretan. of Defense deviated subs tan ti all^. from the force structure plan and the finaI 

criteria in making his recommendation Tile Comnissior! voted unanimously 7-0 to reject the 

Secretan's recommendation Commissioner Stuart said in making his motion: 

"I  am impressed with the logic of maintaining a Reserve Facility which we already 
own. and it looks like a superb facility that is available to the Northeast, where 
there are a lot of reservrists operating. I think we have to keep in consideration 
that all parts of the country need to have facilities available to them. (BRAC 
Transcript of June 26, 1993, pape 3 19). 

What has happened at South Weymouth in the interim? As a result of BRAC 93, a 4- 

plane C- 130 squadron (\R-62) was stood up in February of this year, a Surface Reserve Center 

was established to accommodate over 500 surface reservists from NRC Lawrence, NRC 

Chicopee and NRC Quincy which were ordered consolidated at Weymouth as a result of the 

r Community's suggestion. Additionally, other construction pro-jects that had been on hold for 
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several years under the threat of closure, went forward, including the rehabilitation of several 

other buildings, a new addition to the fire house, a new air control tower, a new liquid oxygen 

farm and a new Dopplar Weather Radar. 

However, despite BRAC 93 and the actions taken as a result, the continued high military 

value of South Weymouth as borne out by the Navy's military value matrix, Weymouth's high 

level of contributory support and its overall readiness, the Secretary once again recommended 

South Weymouth for closure. We maintain the recommendation is not supportable through any 

application of the selection criteria and is in contradiction to that which is required to meet the 

needs of the long-term force structure plan. 

South Weymouth is a Resenre .4ir Station. The sole purpose of its active duty personnsi 

is to train resenrists who will be capabie of effectively mobilizins during a major cc~flict.  In 

rnore recent years. reservists ha le  been additionally calied upon for contribuzor-y support, side 

3 ~ .  side. with fleet units to meet operational goais. M7h\-7 because it is cost-effective to rotare 

citizen-sailors for short periods to meei various contingencies at the same skill level but at 1!'6th 

the cost. Numerous personnel from South \Vevmouth answered the call in support of Deserr 

Storm/Desert Shield. Man!. others volunteered but were not needed. Today, we have resenie 

aircrews. rotating back and forth from Europe for 17 day stints in support of operations near 

Bosnia. Last summer, these same crews rotated out of the Caribbean, flying numerous n~issions 

in support of operations in and about Haiti. 

To filly utilize capable reservists, training sites must be accessible to reservists where 

they live and work. South Weymouth is located in the heart of metropolitan Boston which it 

the most highly-educated population center in the country. Many young reservists come off 

active duty to use the G.I. bill to hrther their education at the many fine institutions of higher 
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learning located in Boston and the surrounding area. There is no better area to site a reserve 

air station than in the middle of this demographic mecca. 

The Navy's own analysis rated South Weymouth # I  in demographics, arguably the single 

most important factor in selecting an installation which can support a force structure plan that 

will undoubtedly include an even greater compliment of reservists in the years to come in the 

face of dwindling resources. The Army and Air Force now have a higher percentage of reserve 

forces in their makeup than they ever had in their history. The Navy recognized the uniqueness 

of its Reserve Air Station when designing its selection process comparing one against each 

other, particularly in the area of demographics. The evaluation done was different from those 

conducted for Operational Air Stations Most notably, the inquiries made to the two separate 

subcategories were not the same and there was no analysis corn7lete.1 ir, evz!uz~ir,g rese;;.c 

denlographics or resenie recruiting potential in the snalvsis done on acti\.e du t~ .  operational 

facilities 

The decision to close South M1eymouth which links a resenre facility uiith an active 

facility is without analytical support. To have provided justification. a comparison of militay 

values across categories where no data existed would have been required. Such a procedure 

would be flawed. The Navy virtually admitted as much as demonstrated on page 25 of the 

Department of the Kavy's Analysis and Recommendation (Volume IV), March, 1995, when 

DOD reported: 

"The score for a particular installation is a relative measure of military value within 
the context only of the subcategory in which that installation is being analyzed. . . . 
Furthermore, the score obtained by an activity in one subcategory has no relevance for 
comparison to the score obtained by an activity in another subcategory since the 
question and quantitative scores were different for each matrix." 
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Despite this emphasis in separating Resenre and Operational Naval Air Stations, the BSEC 

eventually saw fit to me:lsure NAS South Weymouth against NAS Brunswick in an effort to 

nieet the CINCLANTFLTqs "desire" to have a fully capable air station north of Norfolk. 

This comparison resulted in a serious departure from BSEC's initial findings: NAS 

Brunswick had been marked for closure during BSEC's initial configuration model output 

for Operation Air Stations, and NAS South Weymouth had been "kept open" during similar 

phases in the Reserve Air Station analysis. Moreover, this comparison is out of sync with 

the internal control procedures set forth by Secretary Perry's January 7, 1994 memorandum, 

stating that the accuracy of BRAC data collections and analyses depends at a minimum, "on 

uniform guidance defining data requirements and sources." ( Department of Defense 

hlemorandum. Office of tile K'leput\, Secretan of Defense. 1 O0Z Base Realignments and 

, . , .  . . 
\:t.hily ;.;I: d i e  ::. ::li:i;fc : : : LL : : : ~ : : :  1 ;  seiecr l :~ :>lsec ct.:yalnf\. z ~ ~ ~ p ; z ~ i e .  i; 1s . - - 

. . . ... 
inrenaec ro be a 109; ia rne anai\.s~s 01 iii:e ra'acililie.;. rztne: than ;he decisi\:e factor 

cl~oosing among d i k e  fa'aciiiriei. The ]<a\?. nowever. chose to incorporate th '  

CIYCL.k!TFLT's i2pur 5;. dismissing izs Q\\n anaiysis ant commencing a comparison oi' 

apple and oranges 

Even if the Commission were to determine that the comparison of naval and 

operational air stations was sorneho\vjustified, the inconsistency of the process employed by 

the N a ~ y  seems unacceptable If naval and operational air stations could be easily and 

logically compared, why was the configuration not uti!ized at the outset7 The last minute 

n~ethodological shift on the part of BSEC looks like an attempt to justifi the CINC's 

expressed operat~onal desires by presenting an either/or alternative. under which any 
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Reserve Naval Air Station, regardless of its ranking within its own subcategory, would, by 

definition, lose to an Operational Station, regardless of the Operational Stations's relative 

ranking. 

It is apparent that the BSAT conducted a series of deliberative sessions with various 

CINC's and compiled "Policy imperatives" based on those discussions. Such a critical step 

in the process is surely worthy of written public record, and yet we have been unable to 

uncover any related documentation. Under the Base Closure Act, the Secretary of Defense 

must include with his recommendations a summary of the selection process that resulted in 

the recommendation for each installation and a justification for each recommendation, as 

well as certification of the accuracy and conipleteness of the information on which the 

recomn~endations are based (Department of the Navy. Analyses and Recommendations 

(\'olume 11'). March 1995. p 10). M7e have been unable to obtain documentation 

concerning either the CINCiANTFLT's request for a single air station north of Norfolk, or 

the BSEC's response For these reasons the Secretary's recommendation is flawed and 

should nor ;>e adopted 

This gap in information is disturbins because it requires the community to  simplv 

trust that the Nav\. correctly interpreted the CWC's request, If the CINC's input holds more 

weizht that anv other aspect of the process-- and particularly if that input is not assigned a 

procedural weighing or ranking in importance--then it stands to  reason that there should be 

a record of that input and that it should be available to communities. Indeed, if final 

recommendations depend solely on-- and can be justified by-- a single missive from a 

Commander-in-Chief, why not dispense with the entire analysis before this point? Clearly 

this was not the impartial and logical process envisioned by the framers of the BRAC 

legislation 
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We have attached detailed memoranda on various issues which we feel sliould be 

considered by the BRAC in its deliberation. All focus on the strengths of NAS South 

Weymouth. We are troubled that despite South Weymouth's high military value and its 

unmatched demographics there was only one scenario of the hundreds conducted which 

considered keeping South Weymouth open. Despite certification from the local command 

that the scenario to keep South Weymouth open (which called for the closure of NAS 

Atlanta and the transfer of a C-9 squadron located there moving to  Weymouth) could be 

readily accommodated at minimal expense, there were no follow-on scenarios which 

considered South Weymouth for other type of aircraft such as tactical aircraft flown by 

Marine and Navy reservists. 

Any recommendation that spared NAS Atlanta ahead of South Weymouth was in 

contradiction to the stated mandate that u here excess capaclry eslsted in 2 suocategonT, 2 

scenario which rendered an average agregare miiira? jXaiue ofthose s~arions re~nalninn Ies- 

than the averase aggregate militay value of all installations in the subcategon. tha: 

scenario should not be fnllo\ved V.4S .4ilantats poor miiitr.?. i aiut--some ten points iess 

than South Weymouth and the other resenie instaliations--should nave dictated early on thzt 

anv scenario sparing Atlanta would alwa!.s result in an average below that which was 

required bv the state control factor .4n! scenario which considered keeping Atlanta should 

not then have been considered 

We look forward to Conlmissioner Robles visit in order to demonstrate the 

outstanding capabilities of this facility and to fhrther justifi to him how additional air 

activities could be supported here. Whether fixed-wing or rotary, tactical jet or logistics, 

Wevmouth is ready, willing and able to support these types of missions with its available 

infra structure and with its highly capable and motivated personnel. 
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We thank you for your anticipated consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

Paul R. Haley 
PRHIrmi 
Enclosure 
rP*M*hru#rkl.*u.l 
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mi?! ':i i ~ r i ; : ~  ii I\;T.: I-Tac "nesi:~' :- wsc nacessaVy t~ meZSsre li]O S So, agzlnsr NeS 
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- - -  - ,!  .- '.,hvi. 3 : r < r j r : ) m ( ; . ~ . r ~ ~ l ; ~ t : ~  . ~ ~ i d  Se 3asec." Tnis a;?>arent appiicar~on oi n?~Iita:-y 

.s23e7,tt-;r i&iiIrtOU; s:-lj3pc3:'?10? 00~~~e!-112?10!!  a: anaiysls has concerned many analysts if? 

5r.5,;!2-!~ f.$;zb,!j ~ ~ i ~ ; ~ ; ; ~ t - +  i+,~,~,~-~~-l~~71$~~~~!~$, !t-! !!s 2!72!ys!s ?k!e 'G&,I~ f~g;?d, ?b;;z~ u- 
. . ,  

. - - , . - C .  c,,ts ;.2n~liiv unr* G d d r  +h- ,, ,C acce~xmcc? of .certa~:; zssumctions and mi1i:a.y rudqerne2;s 

, -  ,-.7*-,-1! ! q ! n b - .  . . .  -+.. .,.,,,4<. x e  12: the ?:-!~rrz-j: tasks cd the ?!?kc ~Zornmtss~cm is lo re\r~e\~! the means by 

v,'?~~:: i';f;v.:C;~;dl SZ:'JISB c~G~u! 'E aiid reaitgnmait decrs~ons are made lt IS this process that 

ins^,;:es ? i l i? i i~  u-ils'c in. and illtimate accepance of. the iinal decisions.   ere in iies rhe mosi 

CIiSI!IrDir\i:! acr,er! fit ?OF ~!?\(v's recornmendatrm to c l ~ s e  NAS So wevmouth. 



WILLIAM F. WELD 
ooVm)1M) 

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCl 
UEUTEE(*NT.OOV€RNOR 

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133 

(61 7) 727-3600 

The   on or able John H. Da l ton  
Secretary of  the  Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350-1000 

February 8 ,  1995 

Dear Secretary Dalton:  

This  letter is t o  follow up on our recent phone conversation 
concerning Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  (NAS) South Weymouth. 

As we discussed, the Massachusetts Nat iona l  Guard is impressed with 
t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  at NAS South ~ e y m o u t h  and, wi th  t h e  Navy's approval ,  
is i n t e r e s t e d  i n  locating a unit onto the base .  Specifically, the 
Guard is  interested i n  moving a field zrriller. j battalion totziing 
45  full time and G O O  pzrt t i n e  Guardsaen as w e l ;  as t h e i r  t r u c k s ,  
howitzers, and other equipment. This is a new, high pricr~zy zn;; 
that is assf gned to the "Contingency Fcrce Pool .  '! 
Locating this u n i t  onto NAS Socth Keymouth would r e .  C ~ E  
ccnstruction of two buildings, one of E 5 , O O O  squzre feat tc house 
the military u n i t s ,  and one of i2,OOO square feet for the 
maintenance of their equipment. As we discussed, the stace cocld 
fund such construction from a $100 m i l l i o n  capital improvement f u n 8  
intended f o r  the state's military installations. Moreover, the 
state would willingly negotiate wi th  the  Navy t o  fund t h e  
improvement of other f a c i l i t i e s  or infrastructure at WAS South 
Weymouth that would be used jointly by the Guard and Navy 
personnel. As I mentioned, the legislation authorizing this 
c a p i t a l  improvement f cnd  specifies t h a t  state funding is ava i l ab l e  
on ly  i f  NAS South Weymouth is enhanced or expanded under the  1995 
base closure process. 

If it is all right with you, I would l i k e  t o  send my s t a f f  to 
Washington to discuss this possible o p t i o n  wi th  your installation 
experts. Your staff can contact J i m  Kane in my off  ice at: (617) 
727-3600. Thanks very much for your consideration. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

ih& d& 
William F. Weld 
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lu IN THE YEAR ONE THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED A N D  NINETY- 

I 

i AN ACT 
RELATIVE TO SiMUiATING EMPLOYMENT ENCOUFLIGING THE 
SITING OF CERTAIN FEDERAL FACILITIES IN THE 
C3MMCNWEALTH. 

Or 11 cnactcd by ihc Senarc cna' iiousr oj- ! ? c , ~ r c i c ~ r u i r ~ r ~  rc Gcrci ;~ &,IN G J L C T U ; ~ ~  ;r.i by ,AE 
or~/hortty 01-[hc samc. csJoiic ws: 

of the commonweaithfs h i g h - t e c h  ectn=xi= kzse.  

SECTION 2 .  C h a g t e r  2 O C  cf -he a c t s  cC LSfi is nareby 

, amended by d e l e t i n g  secrion lA and i n s e r t i n g  in place t h e r e o f  the 
t 

fo l lowing  new sec~ion:-SECTION LA. To p r o v i d e  for the projects - 

i and expenditures provided for i n  t h i s  act, the secretary 02 
, . 

i a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  a n d  f i n s n c e  is hereby authorized to spend t h e  sum 
; 
! 
1 set forth in section t w o  0:. t h i s  act  f o r  t h e  s e v e r a l  purposes  of 
I 

this act ,  subjec t  to the c o n d i t i o n s  specified under the 

NOTE. - U S ~  ONE side of Paper ONLY. DOUBLE SPACE. Insen additiozel leave;, if neccs:nsary 
! 
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provisions 02 this act and s u b j e c t  to the provisions of l a w  

regulating the disbursesen: of  pub]- ic  funds a n 2  the apprcvaL 

the reof .  

SECTION 3 .  Item 1.599-8000 in section 2 of chapter 200  of 

the acts of 1.992 is hereby amended by j - n s e r t i n g  a f t e r  t h e  Word 

" S o ~ t h b r i d q e ~ ~  f line 4 tbe fol.J.owing words: -or f o r  c a p i t a  I. 

projects t o  enhance o r  exgand other United States Department of 

Defense facilities i n  t h e  commonwealth. 
, 

SECTION 4 .  Item 1599-8000 i n  s e c t i o n  2 of c h a p t e r  300 of 

the acts  of 1.392 is h e r e b y  f u r r h e r  amended by i n s e r t i n g  a f t e r  the 

word M r e q u i r e m e n t s i r  in L i n e  9 t h e  f olloving words: -, or  o t h e r  

Z n i r e d  S t a r e s  Sepa r r - cz t  :i 2 r f e n s e  roeciremcnrs. 

lw 
------'- = - -..- - -  - - C C - ? , ^ C C  - -  L . - . A - - .  -.- ... sez:-ci- 2 2:: ~ ! - . ~ p e r  3 0 0  cf 

k. -ao acts cC LCC: :.r t e r e c y  :-x-r.l~r exez-ee by insei:inq az';c r h e  

-,,,c.< I' SOU& '- ;.c - - - .  - -  . .  c La? -i.E' L _ Crie :a;l.oxinq bicrcs : - o r  e n h a n c e  cr 

emand other Uni.;ed S k i i c e s  D e p a r t Z e n '  of D e f e n s e  facili",ies in 

the commonwea i t h  . 

SZCTICN G. Section 3 of c h a p t e r  3 0 0  o f  the acts of 1992 Ls 

hereby amended by insertins a z t e r  the word nSouthhridgeM i.n the 

r 
d e f i n i t i o n  of "Selected Site" the f o l l o w i n g  words : - ,o r  a n y  U n i t e d  

I 

: S t a t e s  Department of Defense facility i n  the commonwe~l.th 

se lec ted  for enhancement or expansian as the resu1.t of the 1995 

bzsc closure a n d  rea Lignmenf process. 



SECTION 7. Section 3 of chapter 300 of the acts of 1992 is 

hereby f u r t h e r  amended by i n s e r t i n g  a f t e r  the,word "chosenu in * line 8 the following w o r d s :  - i n = I u d i n g  any land or bu i lb l . n r j i ,  or 

i n t e r e s t  t h e r e i n ,  necessary to c a r r y  out t h e  purgoses of t h i s  

i A c t .  

SBCTION 8. Secrion 4 of chapter 300 of the acts of 1992 is 

hereby amended by inserting after the word ' t i a c i l i t i e s f l  i n  line 4 

t h e  following words:-or upcn n o t i f i c a t i o n  by t h e  United S t a t e s  

Department of Defense to the base commander or facility 

a d m i n i s t r a t o r  of a Department of Defense f a c i l i t y  that t h e  

facility has been selected f o r  enhancement o r  expansion as the 

result of the 1995 base c l o s u r e  and realignment process. 

Ic.lr SECTION 9 .  Secricn 4 G: chapter 3 ? Q  cf ",he ac:s of 1 9 5 2  is 

hereby f u r r h e r  z n e ~ d e d  by i n s e r t i n g  e f - ~ e r  - I -  w c r c  If ~ - e q ~ i i ~ e ~ ~ ~ c _ ~ ' (  

in line 12 t h e  fc: . lowirg W C : - 0  o t h e r  U n i t e  E t z t e s  Degir;lenz 

of D e f e n s e  reqcirements . 

S I C T I O N  10. Secrion 4 of  chapter 3 0 0  o f  the accs of 1 5 9 2  is 
I 

h e r e b y  f u r t h e r  amended by e n  zfier the wcri llServicestt in 

line 6 of paragraph  (c) t h e  f o l l o w i n g  words:- o r  other Unj.ted 

: Stares Department of D c f e ~ s e  requirements. 

SECTION 11. section 5 of c h a p t e r  3 0 0  of t h e  n c t s  of 1992 is 
I 

i 
: hereby amended by adding atter the word I1facj . l i t i es l1  i n  l i n e  i 
I 

the following wards:-or prior to the o i c t o n  by the U n i t e d  

r 



S t a t e s  D e p a r t s e n t  of Deiense t.kt 2 a c i l i t i . e ~  i n  t h e  conmonweal f l~  

have been sel-ected for enhancement o r  e x ~ a c s i o n .  

Crl 
SECTION 12. Section 6 of c h a p t e r  300 of t h e  acts of 1992 is 

hereby amended by a d d i n g  a f t e r  t h e  word "Governmentw i n  LLne 4 

t h e  fallowing words:-,or t o  any  United S t a r e s  Department o f  

Defense  c o n t r a c t o r  performing work fnr a Deparcnent  of Defense 

f ac i l i . t y .  

SECTION 12. S e c t i o n  7 of chap te r  300 of the acts of 1992 is 

I hereby amended by addinq a f t e r  i h e  word "Servicesti  in l i n e  G t h e  

following words:-,the D e ~ a r t n e n t  of Defense f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  have 
: ' 

been selected for enhancemen: cr e x p a c s i c n ,  o r  2 3eaarrzent of 

Defense contractor p e r i c r r ~ n ~  v c r k  L 3 r  2 5 e p 2 ? ~ 3 c n r  C E  D e f e n s e  

facility chat itzs Dee.- selsc:zC fzr ec::rncc- 5 - -  L." ,~ . .  - c z  e x p a s  srcn , 

I hereby amended by l n s e r r i n q  a f t s r  the wore "SacthSriZ~e" in l i z e  

1 3 t h e  fallowing wares:-or e n h a n c e  or exaand c t h e r  UnitaZ Stares 

Depzrtment of D e f e n s e  facilities i n  t h e  commonwealth.  

SECTION 1.5. Sec=ion 9 of chapter 300  of the acts o f  1992 is 

i hereby' amended by d e l e t i n s  t h e  word " n i n e t y - f o u r M  i n  l i n e  4 and 
, 
i i n s e r t i n g  i n  place thereof the f o l l o w i n g  w o r d : - n i n e t y - s i x .  

' !  

SECTION 1 6 .  Chapte r  300 a: the acts o f  1.992 is hereby 

amended by adding t h e  f o l l o w i n g  new section:-SECTION 8 A .  To meet 

ww' 



t h e  axpendfz:res necessary in c a r r y i n g  out tSe ~ ~ O V : S ~ O ~ S  of this 

act, the  s c a t e  t r ea sc rc r  shall, upon reques t  of the  g o v e r n c r ,  

i s s u e  and sell bonds of the ccmwonwealth, i n  a n  amount to he 

specified by the ;averncr f r o m  time t o  time, b u t  n o t  exceeding, 

in tho aggreqate,  t h e  s u n  of one hundred million dollars. s a i d  

bonds shall o n l y  be issued and s o l d  a f t e r  final approva l  by the 

Unitzd  States Congress cf t h e  rec~mmendation of the Departxent of 

Defense to locate said Z i n a n c e  and A c c o u n t i n g  Servlces Facility 

in t h e  town of S c u t h b r i b g e  or after final. approval by t h e  U n i t e d  

States Congress of a recommendation from the Base ReaLignncnt and 

Closure Commission tc e n h a n c e  cr expand o t h e r  U n i t e d  States 

Department of D e f e n s c  f a c i l i t i e s  in t!le commonwealth. A1.l bonds 

* .  issued by i% ccmmecnueelt3, 2 s  afcresa::, s t a l l  be designa:od on 

- - - -^ - c h e L ~  f a c ~ ,  reCer2, r =c: l :Z :es  ~ z . ? z . ? c ~ z i e z E  ,z-c: cT 1 3 4 ,  a n d  shall 

c~ ;ss:et fc: I L Z Z  ?z ,<:z : :  zar:. z :  ; : ~ ~ r s ,  ncz cxceedznq t h i r f v  

" p - 2 ~ 2 ,  ~5 ~2;. --2,-T---- -.. a & ^  - -  .. 6 r kCL '?ZZ '  l. XC r : : E  qellO,F2 .. s=cT': 

.-,. . - 2 - --. ^ - - - I - -  - ,  , ~ ~ s ~ e z z  2: C;_zt-.z:: 1 - -  ,, ..-- -:- ,,.-- si: LnE ;,.;nencnen~s rc the 

Cszs:i~~:;~.- cf 5-h ccnacnwei:.tk: ;r2v:eeC, hcvever, that ail 

such  bonds st+ll DC pa:~.akle 2s: l a t e r  tksn DecernJar t h i r t y - f i r s t ,  

?do t housand  an6 thFz-.r . aencs a n d  che z n t e r e s t  thereon issued 

under  t h e  e c z t c r i c : ~  cf :>is sectiin, n c r ~ ~ i t h s t a n a l n g  cny czher 

p r o v i s i o n s  of t h i s  zct, shail be general obligations of the 

commonweal~h . 

S E C X O N  1.7. C h a p t e r  3 0 0  of the a c r s  of L992 is hereby  

amended by adding the fc?lowing new section:-SECTION 88, Jne 

s t a t e  treasurer may borrow from t i m e  to t i m e  on t h e  credit of  the 



commcnwealth such sums cf money a s  mzy be neces sa ry  f c r  the 

purposes of m e e t i n g  p a y n e n t s  as authorized by this acc a n d  may 

issue and renew from time t o  time notes  of t h e  commonwealth 

therefor, bearing interest payab le  a t  s u c h  time and a t  such rates 

as shall be f i x e d  by the state treasurer. Such notes s h a l l  be  

issued and mey h e  renewed one cr more times f o r  such  term, n o t  

exceeding one year, as the governor may recommend t o  t h e  general 

cour t  in acccrdance with S e c t i o n  3 of Arcic1.e L X I I  of t h e  

Amendments t c  the C o n s t i t u t i o n  of the commonwealth, b u t  t h e  f i n a l  

rnaturitj.es of such  notes, whether o r i g i n a l  o r  renewal, shall n o t  

be l a t e r  than June t h i r t i e t h ,  two t h o u s a n d  and seven. Noces and 

interest t h e r e o n  issued under t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of this a c t ,  

notwithstanding any o t h e r  ~roviaion of t h i s  act, s h t l l  be q e n e r a l  

obliq~tisns cf t 5 e  conincn%ealth, 



SITING OF RESERVE AVIATION SQUADRONS 

TO: 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

FROM: Committee to Save Naval Air Station South Weymouth 

In its justification for recommending the closure of NAS South Weymouth, the 
Department of the Navy made the following statement: 

"In addition, this recommendation furthers the Departmental preference 
to collocate active and reserve assets and personnel wherever possible to 
enhance the readiness of both." 

Regarding the basing of Reserve squadrons at active duty bases, it would appear that 
the navy itself, irrespective of the above statement, is not collvinced of its merits or, at 
the very least, the Navy is inconsistent in its actions. One has to look no further than 
the 1993 closure process to see that actions speak much louder than words with regard 
to the Navy. 

Specifically, tlie 1993 base closure process resulted in the closure of four Naval Air 
Stations within tlie Reserve Clairnancy; nameiy, NAS Dalias, NAF Detroit, NAS 
Glenview, and NAS hdemphis. The closure of these four bases certai;~iv d A uresnted tiic 

(r Navy with tlie perfect o p p ~ i t u ~ ~ i t y  to put its beiief ui i:io\.ing reser1.e squziiroiis ii: 

active bases into practice. l'et, not one squadron from cnlT o: these four bases hzs sixc? 
been relocated by the NzI-\, t ~ )  an acfive dutx- k~ase! Rati;~;, :he re::?.z::-.::.g zsse:. f;s:; 

7 .  these four ~eser i re  bases hjoe all been transierrea to other Iieser1.e activities. .A.nc, 1:: 

fact, the Navy went so far as to create a Iieserve h s e i  This latter base is iochied ~i 
the former ~Hrswell AFU and is in the process of being opened under the nelv name o: 
NAS Fort Worth at a cost of several huidred million dollars. 

The opening of NAS Fort North is especially interesting to analvze, since it would 
appear to entirely contradict the Navy's stated preference of collocating reserve and 
active assets. Specifically, the closure of NAS Dallas Save the Navy the chance to 
relocate tlie Reserve F-14s of \'F-201 from NAS Dallas to IiAS Oceana, tile oniv active 
duty base ont he East Coast where F-14s are stationed. Similarly, tlie Marine ~ A e r v e  F- 
18s at NAS Dallas could have been relocated to MCAS BEaufort in South Caroling, the 
only active duty Marine Corps base on the East Coast where that type of aircraft is 
stationed. But, when given the opportunity to locate these valuable reserve assets from 
a closing reserve base to an active duty base, the Navy chose not to do so. Apparently, 
the Navy recognizeed that the highly-skilled manpower required to staff these 
squadrons can only be found in highly-populated urban areas where reserve bases have 
traditionally been sited. 

Another aircraft type to be found at tile new NAS Forth Worth is the KC-130T tanker 
flown by tlie Marine Air Reserve. This type of aircraft is flown by squadron \ThdGR--234, 

Sitixg of Rescrzie Aoiatio?: Sq~lndrons Page 1 of 3 



which relocated to Forth \Yorti~ fro111 NAS Glenviewt 11711en the latter Reserve base was 
ordered closed by BIIAC 1993. I-lere was another perfect opportunity whereby this 
squadron could have bec11 ~ l l o \ . ~ c l  i ro~n  Gler~vic~v OII lo nrI active duty Marine Corps 
Air Station already having this type of aircraft stationed there. MCAS Cherry Point in 
North Carolina is such a base, since it currently is 11ome to two active duty Marine 
Corps squadrons flying the KC-130. But, was this the h4arines chosen course of action? 
The answer is no. MCAS Cherry I'oint is not located in an urban area from which the 
manpower needed to operate this scluadron could have been drawn. The nearest major 
urban area is Norfolk, Virginia, slightly more than 150 miles away. Since VMGR-234 
ended up at Fort Worth and not Cherry Point, one could conjecture that it was believed 
that the 150 mile distance was too far to attract Reservists to Cherry Point. Boston to 
Brunswick is also approximatly 150 miles. 

Similar comments to those stated above can also be said for many other types of 
squadrons in the Naval Marine Air Reserve. They would all show this same 
pattern of ix~cox~sistencies between the so-called policy of the Navy to locate its Reserve 
squadrons at active-duty bases and the actual actions taken by the Navy in siting these 
squadrons. In the interest of brevity, only the issue of the siting of Reserve P-3 and C- 
130 squadrons will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 

There are presently many Reserve P-3 squadrons that are based at Reserve bases. These 
Reserve bases housing P-3 squadrons include NAS ?Villo~v Grove (2 squadrons), NAS 
New Orleans, NAF Wzs!~ingto~., h$offe!t !;icld, and, of course, NAS Souih Weymouth. 
Additionally, there is a Rescr1-e P-3 squadro:~ ai NAS Point h l u ~ u ,  an active duty base 
but rvilicii has no actire-du!\- i'-- i ~ l u a r ~ ~ : ) . ~  ;:a:;?:iei :!ic:i. I: i t  is so adi~axltaoeous for . - ? the Navv to prepose to rnovt. \'I'-?Yiroc: :\AS South I/ie~rmouti? to the active duty base 
of NAS Bruns~t-irZ., ~ z - i : ~  li?: iil:: '\:zl.--. :I,): r~;.o~,l_;ec :LI ;?is,\ re;nca:e the o:her Reserve : - 
3 squadrons to aci1r.e GU:J ~12s- l~ .  pa:-ticuiarl~, nct1i.e c;ut\i 1'-3 bases. The answer is 
simple. All of these I<ese:oc i'-:$ si~uadroiie, inciudin; \iP-97 a: NAS Soul!i 12'eymoutli, 
are located near n~ajor populatioi~ cenieri ifrilere :he necessary manpolier that these 
large squadrons need to operare can be ezsiiy obtained. it makes no sense to remove 
these squadrons from Reserve bases to remotely-located active duty bases where 
squadron manning would prove to he very difficult, if not impossible. Again, the navy 
apparently recognizes thi; fact in light of its actions to keep the majority of these 
squadrons at Reserve bases, yet it persists in trying to niake an exception out of VP-92 at 
South Weymouth. If a more to active duty Sases does not make sense for all of these 
squadrons, then it does not make sense for VP-92 either. 

The C-130T is one of the newest aircraft in the Navy inventory and is operated 
exclusively by the Naval Air Reserve. However, much of the utilization of these aircraft 
is devoted toward the direct support of tile active duty Navy throughout the country 
and, literally, around the world. Yet, when the four Reserve squadrons which fly this 
type of aircraft were established, all four were sited at Reserve bases (NAS South 
Weymouth, NAF Washington, NAS New Orleans, and Moffett Field) -- active duty 
bases. Again, the Navy has apparently recognized that the large manpower 
requirements of these squadrons can only be found in areas of high population densities 
-- areas where Reserve bases, not activf duty bases, are typically sited. One can only 
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co~lclude that moving VR-62 and its C-130s from South Weymouth to Brunswick would 
result in severe manning difficulties for the squadrons. 

The basing practices of the Reserve components of the U.S. Air Force have been 
examined as a colllparison with those of the Navy. These conlponents consist of the Air 
National Guard and the Air Force Reserve. The examination indicates that the Air 
Force bases only a relative small percentage of its aviation squadrons at active duty 
bases, and thus appears to indicate that the Air Force apparently does not see any great 
advantages in does so. 

Looking first at the Air National Guard, America's largest aviation reserve force 
according to any definition, that organization, based on 1992 data, operates a total of 98 
aviation squadrons. Of those 98 squadrons, 80 of them are located at civilian airports 
near major population centers where personnel to man those squadrons are readily 
available for recruitment. Only 18 squadrons in the Air National Guard are located 
aboard purely military facilities. Of those latter 18 squadrons, 12 are located at active- 
duty Air Force bases, with the remaining 6 being sited at one Air Force Reserve base 
and 5 Naval Air Stations. 

One might presulile illat the 12 Air National Guard squadrons located at active-duty 
Air Force Bases are sited at those locations in order to obtain some special advantages as 
a result of illat arrangemc111. Ho~vever, upon closer examination, this does not appear 
to be the case in most insta:xcs. Rather, their location at active-duty bases appears to be 
largely for convenience onlir. Specifically, of the 12 squadrons, only 3 are located at 

(I acrioe-duty bases lvi~crc the active-duty forces fly the same type of aircraft as the Guard 
units stationed at those same bases. For example, the State of Washington Air National 
Suard has a KC-135 scluadron stationed at Fairchild AFG, \\-here the active-duty forces 
ai that same base aiso f l i r  the KC-135. These units may, accordinglv, have some 
ooportunities to work ~-\-ith each other train together. On the other hand; a Kansas Air 
hiaAtiona: Guard F-16 tactical fighter squadron stationed at McDonnell AFB presumably 
i-tas few working relatior~ships wit11 the B-IB bombers flour11 by the active-duty forces 
stationed at that same base. 

111 summary with regard to the Air National Guard, only 3 out of a total of 98 squadrons 
are based at locations where those squadrons operated the same type of aircraft as their 
active-duty counterparts. This fact rvou!d seem to indicate that the Air Force, through 
its National Guard Bureau, does not appear to see major advantages in locating its Air 
National Guard squadrons at active-duty bases and, even when it does locate them at 
those locations, far more often than not the types of squadrons so assigned would 
appear to bear no direct relationship to the active-duty squadrons at those same bases. 

The Air Force Reserve in 1992 had a total of 37 aviation squadrons that actually 
operated their oxvn assigned aircraft. Of those 37 squadrons, 20 were located at active- 
duty Air Force bases. However, only 6 of those 20 fly the same types of aircraft as the 
active forces at those same bases. Once again, i t  would appear that the basing of Air 
Force Reserve squadrons at active-duty bases is also largely a matter of geographical 

(rr convenience rather than from any perceived military advantage in doing so. 

Siting of Resemc Aviafion Squndroxs Page 3 of 3 



AREA BASE CLOSINGS OK REALIGNMENTS 1 
BY 

John C. Yaney 

"Save Our Base Committee" 

The following military facilities in New England have been closed or substantially reduced in 
size since 1970, resulting in the loss of tens of thousar~ds of military and civilian jobs and severe 
impacts to the regional economy. Many of these facilities are concentrated in the Boston and 
Providence areas, a combined geographical area smaller in size than some counties in western 
and southern states. 

11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
l b .  
17. 
18. 
19. 

NAVAL AIR STATION SOUTH WEYMOUTH (1995 DOD RECOMMENDATION) 
Sudbury Training Annex (1995 DOD Recommendation) 
Hingham Cohasset Army Reserve Center (1995 Recommendation) 
Naval Officer Candidate School Newport (1993 BRAC) 
Naval Reserve Center New Bedford (1993 BRAC) 
Naval Reserve Center Pittsfield (1993 BRAC) 
Fort Devens (1991 BRAC) 
Loring AFB (1991 BRAC) 
Watertown Massachusetts Army Material & Mechanics Research Center (1988 BRAC) 
Pease AFB (1988 BRAC) (Major downgrading from active Strategic Air Command Base 
to Air National Guard Base) 
Naval Shipyard Boston 
Naval Shipyard Boston (South GOS~(>I I  Annex': 
Naval Station Bostor~ 
Naval Hospital Boston (Cheisea) 

:,-t l'7,,-.,,.. Headquarters First Navai Distr,,. , J < , > L . , ~ .  

Boston Anny Base 
U.S. Army Arsenal (Watertown) 
Naval Reserve Center Brocktnn 
Otis AFB (Major downgrading frorli 3c:ii.e Air Deicnse Con~manci base to .Air Naiionz; 
Guard Base) 
Westover AF6 ( ~ a j o ;  downgrading from acti\.e Strategic Air  Command base 10 Air 
Reserve Base) 
Naval Air Station Quonset Point 
Naval Construction Battalion Center Davisville 
Naval Station Newport, including Cruiser/"ves:roye;. Force LAk-T 
North Truro AFS 
Naval Security Group Activity Nantucket 

Prior to the closings listed above, there were also many additional closings of major military 
facilities in the Boston/New England region. These additional facilities include: 

26. Naval Ammunition Depot Hinghan~ 
27. Naval Ammunition Depot Hingham (CoI~asset Annex) 
28. Springfield Amlory 
29. Grenier AFB 

Area Base Closings o! R ~ n l i ~ n m c r i f . ~  Page 1 of 3 



30. DOM' AFB 
31. Presque Isle AFB 
32. Ethan Allen AFB 

While every region in the country must share in defense cuthacls, we here in New England and 
especially here in the Boston area believe that we have already contributed far more than our 
fair share of closings. We are aware of nu other area of the country that has been called upon to 
bear so many closing or major cutbacks in such a small, col~centrated geographic area. As can 
be seen from the lists presented above, many of the closings had tc be endured before the BRAC 
process came into being, giving us  no opportunity at the time to publicly defend the value of 
those bases to the nation's delense effort. Not specifically mentioned above is the fact that the 
area also lost the huge General Dynamics Fore River Shipyard in Quincy, largely as  the result of 
lack of contracts from the Navy. In addition, essentially all of the s111aller private ship repair 
yards in Boston have been put out of business, again largely the result of Navy decisions to no 
longer homeport ships in Boston and Newport. 

During recent testimony of DOD personnel earlier this year before the newly-formed 1995 
BRAC, it was stated that certain bases in California were not considered for closure due  to the 
history of prior closings in their immediate areas and the impacts which those closures had. We 
believe that the Boston area should have been given similar consideration. 

When BRAC 1993 approved the closure of the Naval Station and the Naval Shipyard in 
Charleston, SC, there was general agreement by everyone that the loss of these two major 
facilities in one city ivas dei~astaiing. l'ei, Coston 112s ?is<) lest & K a v l  Station and Naval 
Shipyard, as  well as its N;l\rr?l !-Icspitai, its !<airai .';n::;>c:;iiion Depot, its .J.~iii. Base, its Army 
Arsenal, and its Naiynl District i-ieadquarkers, ilok 1. i:~c~;tio;-, tile i i j ~ :  :I: i~earbi. Fort !3~i.ens, the 

. . .  - . . . , - .- . . .  
'cy iast n;ajor active Ar:ni co::?b2: :i:.csr:,;v ::. .\ c'%,,~. :::I::,:;;I~;, ~ - lit> Lz::L,:- !,L,355 \,,.P.~ --,qr: L A  . I L . - . ~ ~  - l ;  ! -  ,-'. L .. . - painful, since a previous CRAC llad i,otei to e>:?ailc rGr: 3ri.e:~. o::li tc br. rci-essed bi. BRA 

. . . . . ,  F ,  - . .  1991 .) No\\-, XAs soz&j? ]'\'(~7,.:;)L?~~':., js ~~:o;>, .~!~+~ cs:-,:r ? . r z j ~ -  p,:, -)::c:, - L J S F ~ : ~  2 , -,, ,TC,- ICI~I - -  - --- , L,. , 

~. - .  - . .  . 
13\7 3IlAc 1993 to keep  ti^^ ~ , A . - L  ~!pc;-~ 2112. ::, e>:F-,:i,c i:. > :  15 I><): j,25: :j-i;:: cj:\* 3:loxla ue  

- .. 
asked to sacrifice so 111u~ii 0i.e: the irears ii.nll2 soi11~2 c::,::: x e a s  o: :;-LC cc)untr:. iinl-e rex~lainei 
relativeiv unscathed. 

It is sincereiy hoyeci tila: the 1995 SRAC Commission i n  its \\.nri. \.,.ili consider the cumulative 
impacts which these prior closings have alreaciv h a d  on tiiis regior.. \,Vith particuiar regard to 
the proposed closing of NAS South \Yeyn~outh. i t  is also hoped that t he  Commission is aware 
that it was here in Massachusetts that the U.S. N a v ~ .  Jvas h n n ~  and that the whole concept of a 
reserve force in readiness was created and first put to the test a t  Lexingto11 and Concord. It was 
also here in h'lassachusctts that the firs! Nave! Air S:ntioii iii :!lc country devoted to the training 
of Naval Air Reservists was established right u p  the road from South Weymouth at Squantum. 
Keeping South Weymouth open will allow the proud tradition of the Naval Air Reserve in 
Massacl~usetts to continue. 



NAS SOU'I'H WEYMOUTH ENVIRONMENT 

To: 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignnient Commission 

From: Conunittee to Save Naval Air Station South Weyn~outh 

The following paragraphs briefy describe several key environmental issues as they relate 
to the proposed closure of NAS South Weymouth and the transfer of its squadrons to 
NAS Brunswick. 

South Wey~nouth receives very few noise complaints from the surrounding communities, 
as stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the Navy for the base 
in 1990. In that same document, noise problems at other bases (NAS Jacksonville, etc.) 
were well documented. Many of those bases were described as having noise problems 
both on- and off-base, with hundreds or thousands of housing units and other sensitive 
land uses experiencing noise levels today of between 65 and 75 Ldn or more. Measures 
required to help  xit ti gate the noise problems at those bases include the prohibition of 
afterburner takeoffs 13). jets. tile prohibition of practice approaches, and the prohibition of 
:osc~i- : ! !~~-c ~ \ r ~ ' ~ r r ~ t  :.,.,-.i:\!:.: !.i iers. for esanple. Ko such cc;ristraints exist at South - . . 
M'eymouti:. On-hi~se hc)usii~g at South M?eymouti~ is located well away from the flight 
lines. n-ilile :!I: 1 : ~  :!r;,roilcnes iF.un\\.ays 20 and 35 I to South Weymouth are located for 
:he mosi part over unticveiopat31t land (wcdands, generally). thus helping to ensure the 
continuing freedom from noise complaints. 

South Weymoutil ins ;i ke!, adirantage compared to many other bases with regard to 
noise, in that the base has two runways at YO degrees (perpendicular) to each other. Thus 
whatever little noise t11:it is generated by flight activity can be distributed (weather 
permitting) over these two runways so that the same people are not constantly exposed to 
noise day in and day out. as happens at man!, other bases with only one runway. Several 
other Reserve bases have oniy one runway. NAS M1illc.w Grove is such a base, as is NAS 
Dallas now and the new NAS Fort Worth at the former Carswell AFB. NAS Atlanta is 
another example of a resenfe base having only one runway. NAF Washington, still 
another Reserve base does have two runways, but they are parallel, thus still exposing the 
same areas on the runway approaches to constant noise, regardless of which (or both) 
runway is in use. At all these bases, there is no possibility for "spreading out" the noise, 
as is done at South M'eymouth. 



At NAS Brunswick, there are t\vo runways, but as for NAF Washington, they are parallel 
to each other and very closely spaced. Again, regardless of which runway at Brunswick 
is in use (often they both are), noise sensitive areas off the runway ends are constantly 
exposed to n'oise. Moving additional P-3Cs from VP-92 and C-130Ts from VR-62 at 
South Weymouth to Brunswick will add to the overall noise level there. 

As an aside, having two perpendicular runways as South Weymouth does provides for 
improved safety of flight operations when compared with bases having only one runway 
or parallel runways. That is, the two runway configuration at South Weymouth permits 
aircraft to take off and land directly into the wind much more often than is the case 
otherwise. By having the capability of doing so, the chance of an accident occuring as a 
result of an aircraft being blown off course while attempting to land or take off is greatly 
reduced, particularly when the wind is strong. 

Air Qualitv 

The same general comments as stated above with regard to noise also apply to the air 
quality issue. That is, South Weymouth's relatively low level of activity when compared 
to some other bases does not result in significant degradation of the region's overall air 
quality. On the other hand, moving South Weymouth's squadrons to another base already 
having much higher existing levels of aeronautical activity can do nothing but result in 
negative air quality impacts at that location. Since that base already has greater levels of 
activity than South Weymouth, one can reasonably presume that air quality there in the 
immediate vicinity of the base is poorer than that at South Weymouth. Adding additionai 
aiicrafi will exacerbate those conditions. 

The Navy's 1995 Recommendation for Closure with regard to NAS South Weymouth, in 
its environmental impact section, noted that South Weymouth is in a severe non- 
attainment area for ozone. As the attached recent article from the Boston Globe indicates, 
it is expected that this non-attainment label for the Bc-ston area will soon be removed. 

Traffic 

Traffic congestion is always an important environmental issue. The Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for South Weymouth, previously referenced, documented traffic 
congestion problems at other Reserve bases, but none at South Weyrnouth. Also, the base 
has no parking problems and has a new main gate only several years old, which is served 
by a modem traffic signal system which assures efficient traffic management. 

South Weymouth will soon have another advantage that no other base may have. 
Specifically, a new commuter rail station will soon be constructed to serve the town of 
South Weymouth. it will be located adjacent to the base's Trotter Road gate. Thus, many 
base personnel would potentially be able to arrive from origins throughout eastern 



Massachusetts by using public transportation direct to the hiise. Any such use would, 
naturally, reduce vehicular volumes on the regional roiidway systenl as well as reduce air 
pollution, etc. 

From another perspective with regard to traffic, South Weyrnouth's two aviation 
squadrons, VP-92 and VK-62, are proposecl to be relocated to NAS Brunswick, Maine. 
Given the rural character of Maine in general, demographics suggest that the squadrons 
will continue to have to rely on reservists from the Boston area for manning. Because of 
the lack of public transportation, these reservists will all most likely drive to Brunswick, 
resulting in a round trip typically of 300 miles or so, compared with the short drive from 
the Boston area to South Weymouth. 

NAS Brunswick is located adjacent to U.S. Route 1, one of the niost heavily congested 
roadways in Maine. Traffic congestion on this roadway is extremely severe during the 
summer tourist months, as this is the main roadway serving Maine's famous coastline. 
Traffic congestion in Maine has become of such concern that the State's voters in a recent 
referendum voted to prohibit the widening of the Maine Turnpike between the New 
Hampshire border and Portland in an attempt to discourage more vehicles from coming to 
the State. Thus, the addition of reservists from VP-92 and VR-62 will only serve to make 
Maine's roads even more congested than they already are. 

Land Use 

in this caregorj. of e~~aiuarion, i t  is userui ro quote rrom Seciisr i- o: t1:r l Y t : L  I ~ ~ ~ s I c :  
. . . .  . v. 8 ' '  pian prepared i7!. tile i;,;. &AS Sr1ur!: \.-r-,,.I:l:,c:~; ;I- : ; , * > ! r , t . ,  .-- - -  . . . ~ 

& , A  L 1 L .  . .. . L - L ' -  .. !. . s::::e. :;!; 
- 3  iuiiowing: "Generaii\.. uv;>.-  L.,Lbpl ;< ) I  >. \'ZT.,.' i?Y\. siiz;;;i,)il:;, ii];- :.~i:];i::fiSl;;~ . . :):. (\::-<[::~l~:.  

land uses to each otiier is neari! ider,i." Vt'ith regard to ofi'-station lilnti use:.. esistin; 
flight paths to key run\v:!!. ends pass c)ver 13rgei~. unde\.tliop:li?l:: i:in,i. ::s state2 
previously. This latter fiic; nor oniy keeps tile number of noisc cornpiaints tc! :! minimu17 
but also improves safety in the  e v e n t  of an accident.  Local communit ies  h a v e  taken 2 

number of steps to I~eip preserve land use c~rnpatabilit\~ between the base arld land uses 
in the surrounding towns. h esample of such a recent step was the refusal of onc of the 
towns to permit the development of a large multi-unit housing compies near thr approach 
to one of the run\vzys. 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Massachuse?ts Heritage 
Program, there are no endangered or threatened species or criticai habitats on the base. 



SUMMARY 

From this infoml;ltion , i t  is clear that NAS South Weymouth enjoys a good relationship 
with the surrounding environment. Accordingly, fro111 an environmental point of view, it 
makes little sense to close South Weymoutl~, where there are few environmental 
problems, and then create Inore environmental problems at a base which already has a 
higher level of activity, and thus nlore environmental impacts on the environment, than 
South Weymouth. 



LONG TERM IMPLICATIONS OF CLOSING NAS ATLANTA 
OR NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

TO: 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

FROM: Committee to Save Naval Air Station South Weymouth 

One of the key differences between closing NAS Atlanta or closing NAS South 
Weymouth relates to the long term implications for the availability of the respective 
airfields. 

Specifically, NAS Atlanta is a tenant of Dobbins Air Reserve Base (ARB), as are several 
other military and civilian organizations. There are no plans to close the ARB, 
regardless of what happens to NAS Atlanta. The airfield (runway, taxiways, etc.) will 
remain open to serve the Air Force Reserve and its other tenants. Accordingly, it would 
be possible to put the facilities of NAS Atlanta in "mothballs" if the Navy so desired. 
Should some national emergency arise in the future, NAS Atlanta could be quickly 
reopened. In the meantime, should NAS Atlanta be selected for closure, its reservists 
could be airlifted each weekend from Dobbins to other Naval Air Reserve activities in 
the Southeast (e.g., NAS New Orleans, NAS Fort Worth, NAR Jacksonville, etc.). Or, 
these same reservists could attempt to affiliate with the reserve activities of the other 
military services located aboard Dobbins ARB (e.g., the Air Force Reserve, the Army 
Reserve, the Georgia Air National Guard). 

If, on the other hand, NAS South Weymouth were to be closed, its airfield facilities 
could very likely be lost forever, since there is no guarantee that the airfield ~7ili  be 
taken over by civiiian authorities and operated as an airport. Thus, under that scenario, 
the zirfield at South Weymouth would not be available in a time of national emergency. 
Also, and just the opposite of the situation in Atlanta, closure of the airfield at South 
Weymouth eliminates the opportunity for the Navy to airlift local reservists to other 
training sites, thus forcing these reservists to either drive long distances to maintain 
their military affiliations or to drop out of the program. 

w 
Long Term Implications oi Closi~~g IdXS Atlanta or NAS South Weymouth 
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NAS Brunswick ME N60087 

~ L c p p I e m c n i - i z /  / ~ G f m ~ h t m  Q k e ~ h b o  ~ 9 ,  

For each of these other reserve Navyfhlarine Corps units at your air station, provide the number of 
authorized billets and the number of personnel actually assigned to che squadron for the past three fi- 
years. Provide this information in the format below for both Selected Reservists (SELRES) and Training 
and Administration of Reserves (TAR) Navy reservistsfFull-Time Suppon (FTS) Marine Corps reservisu. 
Explain differences between authorized and actual manning in the remarks section. 

Remarks: Recruiting personnel of the proper rateJrating continues to be the single largest 
problem for unit readiness. 

problem. 
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The following remark made by Mr. Charles Nemfakis is an 

excerpt from Section 5a. of the BSEC deliberations dated 9 

February 1995. 

Mr. Nemf akis; 5a. South Weymouth. NAS 

A tlanta actually had a lower military value 

score than South Weymouth, but NAS 

Atlanta could not close because of 

demographics. 
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4th hlan'ne Div. 

For each of these other reserve ~ a v ~ l h l a r i a e  Corps units at your s i r  station, provide the number of 
authorized billets and the n u t n k r  of perso~lr~el actually assigried to tile squadron for t l ~ e  past three fiscal 
yean. Provide (llis i~~fonnation i l l  the forl~lat below for h1f1 Selected Reservists (SELRES) and Training 
and Administration of Resemcs (I'AR) Navy reservists/Full-Time Support (FTS) Marine Corps reservists. 
Explain differences between aurlrorized and actual manning in the remarks section. 



I r a  

ll ' 
... -. . - -1, -. ~ ~ l l v #  SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

RECENT CONSTRUCTION 1995 

Project Status Current Amount 

I A r  Traffic Control Tower / Ground 
Control Approach Radar 

25% Complete 

New Personnel Support Detachment Complete $ 426,000 

('93 BRAC funded) 

New Navy Reserve Center Complete $ 217,000 

('93 BRAC funded) 

Fire Station Addition 50% Complete $ 756,000 

Ancraft Intermediate Maintenance Complete $ 660,000 
New Heating Ventilation & A/C 

I( Navy Family Housine 
u 

Heating system Replacement 
90% Complete 

Calendar year 1995 began with $8,049,000 in active construction contracts. A sample of 
these contracts are listed above. 

An additional $306,000 in 93' BRAC funds was used for furnishings, communication 
equipment, etc. for the new Naval Reserve Center and Personnel Support Detachment. 



NAVAL RES PVE CENTER 

CURRENT SITE 
- NRC SOUTH WEYMOUTH (LOCATED NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH) 

SUPPORTED BY MEDJDEN CLINIC 
SUPPORTED BY PERSONNEL SUPPORT DETACHMENT (PSD) 
SUPPORTED BY BILLETING/GALLEY 
SUPPORTED BY RECRUITING 
SUPPORTED BY MWRJFITNESS FACILITIES 

- ONLY SITE IN UNITED STATES THAT PHYSICALLY SHARES EXISTING 
ASSETS .... WE USE NAS SPACES 

- THE LARGEST RESERVE CENTER IN NEW ENGLAND 

- MORALE AND QUALITY OF LIFE HAVE IMPROVED DRAMATICALLY. 

"REDUCED OVERHEAD FOR NAVAL RESERVE CENTER. 



NAVAL RES CENTER 

POSSIBLE SITE 
(DOD RECOMMENDATION) 

- NRC SOUTH WEYMOUTH RETURN TO QUINCY 

- REI-IAD BUILDING ($2.5 MILLION REHAB) 
- INCREASE MEDDEN COSTS 
- INCREASE BILLETING COSTS 
- INCREASE MEAL COSTS 
- PERSONNEL SUPPORT DETACHMENT ??? 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

- NO EXCFIANGE (CLOSEST NAVY NEWPORT) 
- NO BASE HOUSING - 

- NO MWR FACILITIES 

* INCREASE OVERHEAD FOR NAVAL RESERVE CENTER. 



ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS FOR NAS BRUNSWICK 



SOUTH WEYMOUTH SQUADRONS AND AIRCRAFT 

SQUADRON 

VP-92 

VR-62 

Base 

Existing 

Recent Past 

AIRCRAFT TYPE 

P-3C (Anti-Submarine) 

C-130T (Cargo) 

UC-12B (Passenger) 

A-4M (Attack Jet) 

SH-2F (Anti-Submarine Helicopter) 

UH-IN (Utility Helicopter) 



AIRCRAFT TYPES POTENTIALLY RELOCATABLE TO 
NAVAL AIR STATION SOUTH WEYMOUTH lab 

3, 

C-9B (Passenger/Cargo DC-9 Jet) 

CI Common visitor 
CI Fits into either hangar 
CI Strong airline demographics in Boston area 

UH-IN/AH-IW (UtilityIAttack Helicopters) 

Cl 40-year history of Marine Reserve helicopters at South 
Weymouth 

CI South Weymouth ideal for over-water and over-land 
training 

CI Large ivailable pool of personnel m 
FA-18A (FightedAttack Jet) 

Numerous over-water and over-land training areas nearby 
O No Mans Island target range 
CI Dissimilar Air Combat Training opportunities 
D Practice air refueling opportunities 
Cl All weather training: 

V 

Q Superb demographics for squadron manning 

P-3C (Anti-Submarine Warfare CEngine Turboprop) 

CJ Aircraft Type already operated at South Weymouth 
CJ Closest Reserve base to Greenland-Iceland-UK gap 
D Closest Reserve base to the open ocean 





1. Closure of NAS BRUNSWICK ME is a non-starter because it removes the only operational Naval Air 
Station in the Northeastern U.S. AND compares Reserve Air Stations with Operational Air Stations. 

2. Closure of NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH MA is predicated on faulty COBRA Data that does not reflect all 
significant MILCON and associated recurring costs. 

3. Closure of NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH MA permanently removes the only Naval Air Reserve presence from 
the Northeastern U.S., 

- presuming reservists will be able to consistently travel 150 miles to NAS BRUNSWICK ME 
during winter months. 

- presuming NAS BRUNSWICK ME can provide berthing for commuting reservists. 
- presuming no loss of unit readiness and mission capability. 

4. Closure of NAS ATLANTA GA does not remove a significant Naval Air Reserve presence from the 
Southeastern U.S. because NAS JACKSONVILLE FL, home to many reserve units, will remain. 

5. Closure of NAS ATLANTA GA did not consider possibility of relocating reserve units to NAS 
JACKSONVILLE FL 

6. Closure of NAS ATLANTA GA with transfer of reserve assets to NAS JACKSONVILLE FL 
- provides significant reserve support already in place 
- retains facilities to conduct airlift of reservists preserving unit retention 
- avoids reservists commuting by car during severe winter weather 
- provides for ability to reinsert Naval units similar to the recommendation to place Marine Corps 

Reserve Units into ARNG Selfridge (formerly NAF Detroit). 
- provides additional population from which to recruit reserves for units historically undermanned. 

7. Closure of NAS ATLANTA GA improves overall Military Value of Naval Reserve Air Stations. All other 
options degrade Military Value. 



Facilities 
C < , - a ; f a , . , , h l  % y91.18 4 . 6  - I r a  j+4.; 
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12. List all areas for special use routinely used by aviation units or squadrons assigned 
to your air station. For each piece of airspace, provide the following data: 

w 
Airspace Designator: W-102 

a. Type of airspace (i.e., warning area, MOA, alert area, restricted area, or MTR) 
Warning area. 

b. Dimensions (nmi. x nmi. x ft of altitude) 120 NM x 130 NM surface to FL 600 1 
c. Distance from main airfield 75 NM 

d. Time en route from main airfield 20 min 

e. Controlling agency Boston ARTCC 

f. Scheduling agency CPW-5 

g. Are cannedlstereo airways needed to access air space? No. 
- If so, how many? NIA 
- If so, what types (i.e., IMC, VMC, or altitude reservation)? NIA 

h. Is the airspace under radar coverage? Yes. 

i. Is the airspace under communications coverage? Yes. 

j. Number of low level ailways (below 18,000 ft) that bisect airspace None 

k. Number of high altitude airways (above 18,000 ft ) that bisect airspace 
None 

I. Number of sorties flown in FY 1993 Unknown - records kept for hours only 
- By NavyNSMC NIA 
- By other services (including reserves and national guard) NIA 

m. Percent of sorties cancelled due to weather. Unknown. 

n. Number of available hours in FY 1993 8,640 hours 
o. Number of scheduled hours in FY 1993 330 hours 

- By Navy/USMC 330 hours 
- By other services (including reserves and national guard) none 

p. Number of hours used 300 hours 
- By Navy/USMC 300 hours 
- By other services (including reserves and national guard) none 

q. Types of training permitted ASW, EW, surface surveillance 

r. Is the training within this airspace affected by environmental issues? If so, how? No. 



Facilities continued: 

Air Space and Flight Training Areas 

12. List all areas for special use routinely used by aviation units or squadrons assigned 
to your air station. For each piece of airspace, provide the following data: 

Airspace Designator: W-104 

a. Type of airspace (i.e,, warning area, MOA, alert area, restricted area, or MTR) 
Warning area 

b. Dimensions (nmi. x nmi. x ft of altitude) approx 1,125 sq NM, surface to 18,000' 

c. Distance from main airfield 75 NM 

d. Time en route from main airfield 20 minutes 
e. Controlling agency Boston ARTCC 
f. Scheduling agency CPW-5 
g. Are canned/stereo airways needed to access air space? No. 

- If so, how many? N/A 
- If so, what types (i.e., IMC, VMC, or altitude reservation)? N/A 

h. Is the airspace under radar coverage? YES 

i. Is the airspace under communications coverage? YES 

j. Number of low level airways (below 18,000 ft) that bisect airspace None 

k. Number of high altitude airways (above 18,000 ft ) that bisect airspace None 

1. Number of sorties flown in FY 1993 Unknown - records kept for hours flown only 
not tracked 

- By NavylUSMC NIA 
- By other s e ~ c e s  (including reserves and national guard) N/A 

m. Percent of sorties cancelled due to weather. Unknown 

n. Number of available hours in FY 1993 8,640 hours 

o. Number of scheduled hours in FY 1993 165 hours 
- By Navy/USMC 165 hours 
- By other s e ~ c e s  (including reserves and national guard) unknown, records not 

available 

p. Number of hours used 150 
- By Navy/USMC 150 
- By other services (including reserves and national guard) unknown, records not 

available 

q. Types of training permitted ASW, EW, surface surveillance 

r. Is the training within this airspace affected by environmental issues? No. If so, how? u 



- - 

Facilities continued: 

12. List all areas for special use routinely used by aviation units or squadrons assigned 
to your air station. For each piece of airspace, provide the following data: 

Airspace Designator: W-105 

'C117 a. Type of airspace (i.e., warning area, MOA, alert area, restricted area, or MTR) 
Warning area 

b. Dimensions (nmi. x nmi. x ft of altitude) Surf to FL 500 100 x 140 NM 

c. Distance from main airfield 125 NM 

d. Time en route from main airfield 30 min 

e. Controlling agency New York ARTCC 

f. Scheduling agency CPW-5 

g. Are canned/stereo airways needed to access air space? No 
- If so, how many? NIA 
- If so, what types (i.e., IMC, VMC, or altitude resewation)? N/A 

h. Is the airspace under radar coverage? Yes. 

i. Is the airspace under communications coverage? Yes. 

j. Number of low level airways (below 18,000 ft) that bisect airspace None 

k. Number of high altitude airways (above 18,000 ft ) that bisect airspace None 

1. Number of sorties flown in FY 1993 Unknown, records kept for hours flown only 
- By Navy/USMC Unknown 
- By other services (including reserves and national guard) Unknown 

m. Percent of sorties cancelled due to weather. Unknown 

n. Number of available hours in FY 1993 

. o. Number of scheduled hours in N 1993 275 hours 
- By Navy/USMC 275 hours 
- By other senices (including resewes and national guard) none 

p. Number of hours used 250 hours 
- By Navy/USMC 250 hours 
- By other services (including reserves and national guard) Unknown 

q. Types of training permitted ASW, EW, Surface surveillance 

r. Is the training within this airspace affected by environmental issues? If so, how? 
No 



12. Closest MOA's 

Condor MOA 

a. MOA 
b. Approximately 50 NM by 55 NM from surface up t o  but not inc lud ing FL 180. 
c .  150 NM 
d. 40 minutes 
e. Boston ARTCC 
f. Northeast Air Defense a t  Gr i f f i ss  AFB 

g. No. NA. NA 
h. Yes 

i. Yes 
j. One 
k .  None , 
1.  None by un i t s  from t h i s  a i r  s ta t ion 

m. None/NA 
n. None t o  un i t s  from t h i s  A i r  Station 
o. None 
p. None , 

q. Single and mu l t ip le  
r. No environmental l im i ta t ions  

Yankee MOA 

a. MOA 
b. Approximately 40 NM 

c .  100 NM 
d. 30 minutes 
e. Boston ARTCC 
f. 1 0 3 ~  Squadron a t  Br 
g. No. NA. NA 

h. Yes 
i. Yes 
j. one /' k .  None 
1.  None by u n i t  a t  t h i s  a i r  s ta t ion.  

/ 
m. None/NA / 
n.  None t o  uyfits from t h i s  a i r  s ta t ion 
o. None /: 

p .  None 
q. Single and mu l t ip le  a i r c r a f t  t a c t i ca l  maneuvering. No weapons. 
r .  No environmental l im i ta t ions  

16 R 26 OCT 94 Encl (1) 
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Data Call 38 

12. Closest MOA's 

Condor MOA 

a. MOA 
b. Approximately 50 NM by 55 NM from surface up t o  but not including FL 180. 
c .  150 NM 
d. 40 minutes 

e. Boston ARTCC 
f.  Northeast A i r  Defense a t  G r i f f i s s  AFB 
g. No. NA. NA 
h .  Yes 
i. Yes 
j. One 
k .  None 
1. None by un i ts  from t h i s  a i r  s tat ion 

m. NoneINA 
n. None t o  un i ts  from t h i s  A i r  Station 

o. None 
p .  None 

q. Single and mu1 t i p l e  a i r c ra f t  tac t i ca l  maneuvering. No weapons .. 
R r.  No environmental impact/restr ict ions. 

Yankee MOA 

MOA 
Approximately 40 NM by 60 NM from 100 feet AGL up t o  but not including FL 180. 

100 NM 
30 minutes 
Boston ARTCC 
1 0 3 ~  Squadron a t  Bradley A i r  National Guard Base. 
No. NA. NA 
Yes 
Yes 

one 
None 
None by un i ts  a t  t h i s  a i r  stat ion. 
None/NA 
None t o  un i ts  from t h i s  a i r  s tat ion 
None 
None 
Single and mu1 t i p l e  a i r c ra f t  t ac t i ca l  maneuvering. No weapons. 
No environmental impact/restr ict ions. 

R 16A 23 DEC 94 

NSS h ~ l h  wym@K 

Encl (1) 



45. Complete the following table for services available on your base. If you have any 
services not listed, include them at the bottom. a,,L a. 127 ae # 3e yr 

*hfd442te, ' i? LJ& f [( b.&, L$/,; iT 5 

V 

I 

w 

46. Proximity of closest major metropolitan areas (provide at least three): 

City I Distance 
I (Miles) 

Boston, MA I 20 

Providence, RI I 35 11 



24. Provide the maintenance, repair, and equipment expenditure data. Project expenditures to FY97. 
Do not include data on Detachments who have received this Data Call directly. The following definitions 
apply: 

MRP: Maintenance of Real Prouertv Dollars is a budgetary term used to gather the expenses or budget 
requirements for facility work including recurring maintenance, major repairs, and minor construction (non- 
MILCON) inclusive of all Major Claimant funded Special Projects. It is the amount of funds spent on or 
budgeted for maintenance and repair of real property assets to maintain the facility in satisfactory operating 
condition* For purposes of this Data Call, MRP includes all MlIR1 and M2R2 expenditures. 

CPV: Current Plant Value of Class 2 Real Property is the hypothetical dollar amount to replace a Class 2 
facility in kind with today's dollars. Example: the cost today to replace a wood fiame barracks with a 
wood fram barracks. 

ACE: Aauisition Cost of Esuiument is the total acquisition cost of all "personal property" equipment 
maintained at your activity which includes the cost of installed equipment directly related to mission 
execution, such as lab test equipment. Class 2 installed capital equipment that is an integral part of the 
facility will not be reported as ACE. 

d l C  

4 

g 

, 

+ 

y 

g 

w ' ,  

?I 1 1  q $ Y  1997 

Fiscal Year 

FY 1985 

FY 1986 

FY 1987 

FYI988 

FYI989 

FYI990 

~ ~ i 9 9 l  

FY 1992 

FYI993 

FY 1994 

FY 1995 

FY 1996 

+ 31 6 3 ",T w --, ,,,,& , ,‘?,A ,i..,, dk-,!,, t%,-,-, t h ! / ~ /  y ~ A / @ J  w & ~ v + k + t i , ~ e  
L-+.'-T 6v-rrf7 .C ;I.ft\ 'n trr ' 5 6  

2.8 

MRp ($M) 

1.2 

2.2 

1.8 

315 2.8 

5 f L /  5.3 

505 4.8 

Y 0 2.2 

31) 3.2 

5 . 5  3.8 

7 2.8 5'- 

4.7 

3.8 

290.9 

. / C' 

CPV ($M) 

181.7 

189.0 

196.5 

204.4 

212.5 

221.1 
- - - 

230.8 

239.1 

248.6 
I 

258.6 :,c' 

268.9 

279.7 

0.1 
' 

ACE ($M) 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
S I T E  BUPYORT E L €  Y t N T  

FOURTH M A R I N E  A I R C R A F T  WING USMCR 

I 1 3 4  M A I N  6 f R E E T  

JOUTH WCYMOUTH YAQ34CHULETTI  O Z l l D . l D 4 m  

From: S i t e  C o m m a n d e r .  Marine C o r p s  S i t e  S u p p o r t  E l e m e n t  
To:  P u b l i c  Works O f f i c e r ,  N.4S S .  W e ) ? n ~ o u t h ,  M A  

S u b ; :  CERTIFICATION FOR BRAC MILCON 

E n c l :  ( 1 )  DD 1 3 Y 1  f o r  MH'SS 4 7 4  Det B & MASS-6 
( 2 )  DD 1 3 9 1  f o r  O r d  Maint Contact Team 

1 .  T h e  enclosures a r e  s u b m i t t e d  in r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  R R A C  m e e t  j n g  on 
? A p r i l  1 9 9 5 .  

1 .  P o i n t  o f  c o n t a c t  i s  C a p t  Kleceno at 2 6 9 0 / 2 6 9 3 .  

D . C .  KLEVENO 
i3y direction 



MCRC CAMP EDWARDS1 OTIS ANG. MA MARINE CORPS RESESVE FACILITY 

J 

5 .  PROGRAM ELEMENT 6.  CATEGORY CODE 7 .  PROJECT NUMBER 8. COST (5000) 
BRAC 171-15 P-474s 5.400 

I t 1 

9. COST ESTIMATES 

1 

11. REQUIREMENT: 38,648 SF ADEQUATE: 0 SF SUBSTANDARD: ( 0 6 6  ) - .-- 
PROJECT Provide a Marrne Corps Resewe Tratnrng Fac~lky In Camp Edv\nrdolO;is ANG, MA area 

I SSQUlREMENT An adequate Manne Corps Reserve Trslnrng FecllRy to relocals the M ~ r l n s  Corps R*servu ur~rtb from NAS 
So, Weymouth to Camp EdwsrdslOtts ANG, MA as atrected by BRAC 95 1 

10. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

This pro~ecl construct a twc-story multi-use bulldlng and a one story vehlcls mlll>lenancB buld~ng. Rc:h will be r3~:af frrlnted 
wrth masonry walls, rslnforced concrate founaatron end floors and metal roofs. Fire prols;t~on and hcoltng, vontrlation. and air 
cond~tlon~ng will be prov~oed fa: each building. 

QUANTITY 

38,648 

33,800 
4.848 

( 803) 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 

- 

ITEM 

MARINE CORPS RESERVE FACILiTY . . , . . . . . . .  
RESERVE TRAINING BUILDING . . .  . . . .  
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE BUIL31NG . . . . . . . .  . . 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES . . . . , . .  . . . . . . . .  
SP5ClAL CONSTRUCTION FE.AT;IRES (ARMORY) . . .  

. . . . . . .  . . .  ELECTRICAL UTILITIES . . . . . . . .  

MECHANICAL UTILITIES . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . .  
PAVING AND SITE IMPROVEMENTS. . . . . . .  

SUBTOTAL . . .  . . . .  . . . . .  

CONTINGENCY (50%). . . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . .  TOTAL CONTRACT COST. . . . .  . . . .  
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION & OVERHEAD (6.0%). . .  . , . .  
TOTALRkQUEST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL REOUESY (ROUNDED) . . . . .  . . . .  
EQUIPMENT PROVIDED FROM OTHE3 APPROPRIATIONS. . . . .  

UNIT 
COST 

- 
1 10.00 

120.00 

112.09 - 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
(NON-ADD) 

IMPACT IF NOT ?ROVIDED: The Marlne Corns Reserve T r ~ l n l n ~  Facrlity at t!ia Navel A I ~  slat rut^ So W e y r n ~ v l ~ .  MA 

canno: relocate until adequate facil~tres are provided. thus delaying closure plans drreclod by BRAC 95 

UIM 

SF 
SF 
SF 

SF 

L3 
L s 
L S - 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 

C09T 
($000) 

4.7fl9 

(3,718) 
( 5 E l )  
573 

(09) 

(176) 

(71 3) 

--. 4i0i 

243 -- .... - 
5.7 18 

3M 
-. . .- 

5.43 

5,400 

CURRENT SITLIATION. The Marine Corps Reserve Facildy IS cumntly locatnd on the Naval FCli S a l ~ o n  So Weymoulti 
F4&, a site scheduled for closure as a resut; of BRAC 95, The Manne Corps Ficsarv~ ten an!^ must reln=te to  allow the Naw 
(0 environmentally clean up and excess Lhe property for cornrnerc~al u9e. 

. - 
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DO-ATION FOR BRAC MILCON 
~ O R T  A C T ~ V X T Y ~ W  south Woymoutb . - 

Project 

I. A c ~ ? \ ~ R  Hem:lar - o t t i c m r  
5 3  hcc:v*  R - g u L h r  - 5r.Listrid 

3 Act :ve  .?eserve - 0ff:cer 
2 C  A c t i v e  acoarvu  - Enllrrrd 

29 3:~ll~ns i ;oso~-vu - Cf:rcoz 
2 3 3  3 r i l l i r . s  Reserve Cnllr:.d 

Ciaslnj S i z e  cf R+cmiv.r F ' r c i l i c y  
Fsciiity c ? o s i x g  ~aeilizy ~oading 

u Fp 7 .- 

Neb- Rwa Trng Fac SqFt 33.800 5 2 . 4 6 6  33,800 
New VklF SUFL 4 , 9 4 8  4 , 6 4 6  4 . 2 0 0  

NOTE: REMCATION BZ?Z MAY C W G L  EASED Oh' DI%CCRAPHICS Ah3 E N V I R O . W S T U  FACTORS C-3iWJXE-Y UNDW 
S'IViJY AT CAMP EDWARDS. Z F  CAW 93EiAZ2S N O T  hCCOM03ATE HAKlXE Z-ZONS. KELDCATIDN l3 ANOTHER 
D3D 3VSTAiLATIOh' WITHIN THE =ATE h1l.L aE NECESSAES. 

CERTIFICATION FOR B F S C  MILCON 

1. pro)ecc scope and descr:gc;on are certaf-od a a r q u a c *  c o  meet mle6lor.;P~ancr;on0 

-%- cLj-i~V07 --- 
A s e l s t a n :  Chief a: Sic%:: 3a:e 

313 Sectic.?. b'ARF0ilicES 

2 .  This projbct is cqrt:::cd :@ be rmg~irmd far ~ e s e  closure a n d  : r r  nuppsr~ed by the S t ~ o r n  
F a c l l l ~ i a s  Fiar.r.1r.q Sye:em. The Ci) Fcrm 1331 v i t h  back-up cicc\ment2t!cr: s'.l!3ml::et? !:y :!I0 

ac:;v:ty and concurred ;n by :he na:oz c la~ma; .c  cha;r. of ccman,;?. ? ruv i?oc!  :.C..e ( n i . i . 3 1  
r l o c w n e n r n c l c n  u ~ e l  1.7 :he cer r , l f i c~ : :o .?  proces f i .  'E;e h a v e  *vt . l~dnted . , l i   lon no-:^ r ) f  :.hr j , r c , j c c c  
and st is now considered the o : f l c l a l  docc!on: te ha used as  =.'lo Se3:3 fcr 1 5  3srcont desigr, 
a u ~ h o r : z a c l o n .  

EFD Comnandirq 0::1~4: 

E n c l o s u r e  6 - 3 5  

0-3 



2 DATE 
FY 96 MILITARY CONSTRUC710N PROJECT DATA 

07.4PR 95 

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATlON I UIC: 4. PROJECT TlTLE 

M C K  QUANTICO.VA BUlCDlNG ADDITIONS AND RENOVATlONS 

1 5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 
BRAC 

PAVING AND SITE IMPROVEMEI\ITS . 
SUG1OIN 

I 

I 
ITEM 

BUILDING ADDITIONS AND RENOVATlONS . . . . . . . . .  
MULTI-USE BUILDING. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE BVlLDlNG . . . .  . . . .  
RENOVATIONS . , . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  

SUPPORTING FACILITIES. . . . . .  . . 
SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION FEATURES . . . . . . . . .  

ELECTRICAL UllLITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . .  MECHANICAL ~ ~ ~ I L I ~ E S  . . . .  

I 
C06 T 
(SOOO) 

t 

9. COST ESTIMATES 

6.  CATEGORY CODE 
171-15 

1 

UIM 

SF 

SF 
SF 

SF 

SF 
. c 
L> 

;s 

110 DESCRIPTION OF PnOPOSED CONSTRLICTION 1 

7. PROJECT NUMBER 
P-d 75s 

CONTINGENCY (5.07') . 
TOTAL CONTRACT COST 
SUPERVISION, INSPECTION & OMRHiAb  (6 0%) 

IOiAL REQUEST. 
JOIN REQUEST (ROUNDED) 
EQUIPMENT PROVIDED FROM GTYER APPROPRIAilCNS 

Jhls project w~li construe; a iwc story rndI!~-use Su~ldtn~ (2nd c orbe stov vehtcie motnfenoncE- bulldtng both n'tl' 

be m t o l  framed bualdmys wlth ff imnry wolis rerntorcec concfele tounddron ond floors rr let(11 roofs fir% 
pro:ect~on ond healrng ventllallon or>b otr condrf~ontncj The renovof~ons wtll re~c~f / realoce danngeo wcrll: 
floors cerlmgs ond doors 

-- 

0. COST (5000) 

2 .OW 

11. REOUIREMENT: 15,72d SFSF ADEQUATE: 0 SF SF SUBSTANDARD: ( 0 SF ) Sf 
----- 

PROJECT: Prov~des c Morlne Corps Reserve lrorning Fa~llity In the Quantico. VA aroc. 

- 

- 
- 
- 

REQUIREMEW A Marrne Cc:ps Reserve Foclllty to relocots t h e  Reservlst~ from lowfence. MA to Quonttco VA 

due l o  BRAC 

C'R 

I C ? 5  

i U V ~  

? O C x j  

CURMM S;TUATION. Tne Morlnc Corps Reserve lrainrng Foclll@ a curentlv locofed ol Lowrenee MA which wcx 
scwauled for closure os a resuR of BRAC 93 ldartne Reserve tenanls had b e ~ n  a~rected to :elocde lo NAS S 
VJsyrrrluth but hove been redirected to Quontrco VA cis c result of c m A C  95 red~recl. tha ollowfng the Nclv). 
to envtronmenlally clean ug and excess the pfomrty for cornmercrcl use 

I IMPACi IF NO1 PROVIDED. The Morrne Co:ps Reserve 'ira~ntng FocllIh/ c l  tlrtc Luwrerl~e. MA canrlol relucutc: 
~ntrt  surfable locii~tes are provided at Qucntko VA. thus deloylng closure plans directed by BRAC 

I (CONTINUED ON DD 130 1C) I 
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DOC~MENTATION 
SOST A C T I ~ ~ I T Y :  

Projoc: 
x u b x z - .  

P-4755 

USHCR O r d n m n c e  Main:: Con:act Team 45165 

FOR 
J J A S  S C  

BRAC 
Xth H O y m  

.TLCON 
th (NMCRC 

1 A c t i v e  Pegular of Clcor 
8 A c c l v e  Regular - Enlisccd 
0 Active Reserve Officer 
1 Active Reserve - Enlisted 
3 Drilling Huaarv- - Officer 

64 Drillina X ~ m m r v o  - Pnl1mt.d 

nor Tmg B l d g .  
I J ~ W  conrtructian 9gFt 12. 0nn 23.411 LC. 7 0 0  
Renhovatlon Sqf t -1. 530  

NO=: mIT I S  PL&HNE9 T3 COLOCA?Z TtL?! ACTIVE FORCE 0-CE ~ ~ ~ C E  UNIT AT PUAKrICO. 
VA. THIS WILL RESULT Xh' 50m F A C i L I X  S A W C S  FOR F J G S I O N - W I Q I E  XAU<7TE?lANCE ARl'AS. IIOWCVER. 
DEHOLITION AND NEW CEINSTRUCTSON hTL5 BE R E Q U I R D  '?;, PROL'IDE THE HA%% RESERVES h-I ALIEOIJAZ 
McLusnz USE SPACES IN CLOSE P R O X X : ~  ?'o ACTIVE 3'- ~ ~ T T X A N C E  FACILITY. 

--. -- 

CERTIFICATION FOR SRAC MILCON 

1. P r o j e c t  *cope and doscripzion are car::i:ea adoquare Lo meat n.irr~on/%r.ct;ons. 

--.. -- 
hr:~stan: Chic: o: rta!: S e :  r 

Easo ~ p e r a t l g n s  sec::on. !'AsF@WS 

Xhrlne C&S R e s e r v e  h c r l v l t y  

Y'U'7G- -- ---.- 
D a t e  

Dare 

This project i s  certified :o be rewlreb a r  base cleaure and 1s ruppor~od by che Psf..ore -. 
~aclli:les plann ing  System. T > e  DD Porn, 1391 w i t h  ~ ~ C K - U P  d o c ~ . o n t a t ~ c r .  s : ~ b x i t  t ~ d  by the 

a c r l v i t y  arrd concurred ~ r !  by t h e  magor claimant ctaln of command provided cbo 1llitldl 
documencrc~on used in chr certiflc&=ion process. X e  h a ~ e  .va:uacod tIi: a1emenc3 of :IIP prn]oct 
m d  it 1s now conrlderod =he o::ic;al docunen: to be used as the Saais tor 3 5  percunr. deuign 
authorlzat>on. 

EFD CorxinanC:nc Ol C r c o r  

E n c l o s u r e  (3 1 
CZ 



DCPAPTMENT OF THE AIR  FORCE 
wrJmlrtGlWN DC 20430-1- 

MEMORANDUM K)iC DEPART I W ~  OQ THE NAVY 
BASE STRUWJRE ANALYSIS TEAM 

FROM: HQ USAF/RTR 

SDJEm: Ra~p~rrsc  to Navy Inkma1 Excursion Data E b q u c r t  For 
hfASS.6 & MWSS-474 Dar B to Hamcom AFB -- 
lo ~ ~ p o n s ~  n, your internal excuraioa dau ropuesz plasm see commcntls on thc 

-hod pages. Qlruaons can k r t f c d  to Maj Michael Wallace, HQ USAFRlX, 695-4578. 

i certify that the infarmalion contPined herein is aocuntc 4 complcrr, oo (be best of 

D. Col, l lSAF 
osure Working Croup 
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FOR O F H C U  USE.0Nl.Y 

W i a  s missor d 6  w O( uzooo B O ~  a 907 e f i m t i n  d 
Bldg 1607 whkh ~ r d  raqd~ ;SJ.7Mfan nddih'arul401 
workyrms could bu obmrbsd Uy the ScdtJ  Potleb hd l tg  
and aill be muted upon rornpc!i fa 3rd Qtr FYM. Bldg 1607 
(s1,MW ib pLhned to be vacated In the Lb Qtr FY95 by the Army R m e s  and 

ptL becoma an ~ i r  Farce wet. 

3.5.12 If rham is tapaEiry m absorb additional wdy-, bow mnay tdditicmal wakytan - 
belrupponcdl (BRACCX&mJ 

Rahsdnn AFB can abmrb 934 add1 tlmal wotlcycm b d  on Che UMD dorraniriag ot 533 
and 401 due ta the facility modifications to B I d p  1605 and 1607. 

35.1.3 For33.1.1 aDd35.1.2(8bm) ~ k ~ i m p s n n f ~ ~ ~ c ~ m ~ r o a a m ~  or 
ather elmdm projccra pmc-d ia the PY9S PBS. (BRAC areria 

There would be a $5,7SlJM impact if facility modificadons to Bldg 1605 and 1607 we- 
inserted intn the FYPSPB. 

3 3-2 Land Use: R d d e  nabs of bui3Qnbk acrcr fa a&jiticd 
support consuuction at your wsaiMon. @2AC Criteria KlJ 

That b tpp~x.ima&Jy 41.32 W d n b l a  acres at land for additional 
I~bo~storyl~dmioish-ative suppart fonstrudon at Amscorn AEB. 
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P - - -- --- - - 

NOTE TO: MIKE V. 
FROM: Bill Smith 
R3E: Hanscom Building #la7 

Attached is a memo from thc Massachusetts Army Reservc HQ to Hanscom Air Force Base 
notifying the Air Force of their intention to occupy andfl  Budding 1607. The Memo does not 
indicate any intention on the part of the Army Reserve to accommodar6 Naval or Marine 
Reservists from Weymouth, I must still confirm with the Army Reserve that thin 
fnfarmatlon is still current. 

But the plot thrckens. My mends at the National Guard told me that the two units that the Navy 
has said will go to Hanscorn are priority units that nccd m s  to a flight linc. Thc Navy 
originally wanted to put them at Otis and suitable space could not be found. The Navy may 
be displacing two priority units by their failure to secure suitable space at Hanscom. 

As soon as I hear from the Army R e m e ,  I will call you. 



. . - . ! . .  
, , . :  1 :!:,I : :  - ' 

- , - . . . . 
,'. ' . ,  * _ . , .  . I .  

. . .. . . - - . .  . I , - , .  . .  i. . .... .. . , . , . .  

04;24 /H i5  12:50 
q 6 . t  . * o o i  

~€~-91-19% 5 :  FROM COMNANLI SECTION 972Wi9:' P .0;2/03 - TO 

MIU~ORXMDVM THRU cormpander, 66th hir BaDm w i n g ,  Hmscom A i r  Force 
Base, MA 01733 

m R  H m a d p a r t t r m ,  66th Support: QEOUP, A t t n r  SFTC/CECb (L. Munuon) 
Banocom A i r  Porce Bae*, )PL 01731 

1 - References . 
a. Mrmornndun, 4 3 9 t h  Eupport Group, A i r  Farce R m r a r v e ,  2 6  

December 1 9 9 4 ,  aubj6ct; Has~mchuset~m J o i n t  Pervicc rcservs 
component Facility Domrd Meeting Minutea. 

b. ~ e m o r s n d ~ ,  The Cnmmo~wmalth of  Wassachusetto Military 
~ i v i s i o n ,  WWR-DFE, 11 January 1995, subject2 Rtqur& for 
Temporary space In Building 1607, USAFRC, Kknacom A m ,  Bedford, 
HA- 

c. Mamornndum, Headquarters, El-Etronic Syetama Center 
(AFHC) , Hans-m A i r  Force he@, nA ol?31-5000, At-: ESC/CcB, 
9 January 1995, mrbjeotr A i r  Force U a e  of Buildinq 1608. 

2 -  The purpoat of t h i a  letter i s  to n o t i f y  you of our Intantion 
to retain and rlplacate u n i t 0  ta the W r d  P w r u a  R-~VP Centur 
on H&nscom A i r  F o r c e  Base.  In early January 1995, Fort Mccoy 
asamed facilitie6 mankqmment raapansibilities from F o r t  Devcnc 
for this ray ion  rnd h+@ informed urn that M e  Barnor Build5nq i.n 
Boston would not b0 xstelncd. This pending dispomitjom 
neaoms%tates the ralocetion af our -its f r o m  the Barnes  
Dullding, and the only available facility i n t o  uhich  w e  cah m v a  
thrsc units i m  building 1607, Han~oa~t AFB. A t  thm meeting at 
referaas la tha 94th ARCOM notified the ~ e m n c h u o r t t a  Saint 
B e r V i c s m 8  ~esetvr Components Fhoility B r v i c ~  Board or = 
contemplatea intanti& t~ paour w i f e  i n t o  buildSn9 1607 That 
d e c i s i o n ~ ~ f i a d .  This w i l l  n p t  at- the A i r  Force 
neaewe. which rill remajh i n  buildlnq 1 t b 7 -  - - . . - 
3 The M a 8 ~ 8 G h U ~ a t t e 3  hnuy Narional Guard ha8 a l so  xequ-st& u m e  
of spacs within t h e  faoility (see r~ference lb), mnd wo i n t e n d  to 
a o o o ~ o d a t e  them as beet we oan. 

4 .  The 9 4 t h  M C O N  vila m v a  fha 36 Judqo Advoeate General 
~etacsent and tho 3 0 9 t h  Field capital 
tm unlrs - raqure VV, 400 square Leer. - 



AFRC-A#fA-m 
s W E c r :  Rmocoupntion o f  Wansaom AFRC, Building 1607 Hanscoa A ~ T  
Force Bas. 

6 8,710 square-feet and the Plassachusa.ete Army 
Na ional Guard will br anted 9 -m. No c3m-imc- 
spaas v e ava a e w in building 1607 a f t e r  the  r e l ~ > c * t i o n  - - --- 

5. The rerliur informal rt3qUe~t by at 66th supporc Group 
for use OX the dslll ha11 ih building 1607 during the renovation 
of tha U. s. Poct Offiaa v S l l  be hanayad- Thr formal request at 
rrfbsenoe lc t m  use the parking lot o f  building 1608 w i l l  be 
granted . 
6 .  The point oz contaot t o r  t h i ~  a c t i o n  is LTc J06~ph A. Pelto, 
DSN 256-6345, 

FOR !lTE C O W E R  

1 COL, G6, USAR 
DmpUty Chiaf o f  Staff for 

Er~g heer i.ng 



William F. Malloy, Jr. 
31 Wildcat Lane 

Nonoell, Massachusetts 02061 

March 15 ,  1995 

Gen. James B. Davis, USAF (Ret.) 
3600 Windber Boulevard 
Palm Harbor, FL 34685 

Dear General: 

I am writing you today as a fellow Naval Academv graduate and concuned d r a y  
officer. 1 am a 1980 graduatt fim the U.S. Naval Academy and currently a C o m e - S d e d  in 
the Navy Reserve. After graduation, I drove ships for about five and one-half years, and then 

i 
& 

taught school for the Navy in Newport for three years before leaving active service. 

The reason I am writing to you today, General, is very much a concern for me not only as 
a military officer, but someone who was reared and continues to llve in New England. DOD has 
proposed closing the South Weymouth Naval Arr Station for the third time. As recently as 1993, a . - 
combined groupof close to 75 people, including myself, worked very hard to educate the past 
BRAC commissioners about why we felt the Naval Air Station should be kept open. To rnl 

Jmowle&e, we were the only Naval Air Reserve Station r e m u x i  &om the closure list of 1993 by 
an 8-0 vote of the BRAC Commission. There was clearly no doubt in any Commissioners' mind 

=south Weymoutb Naval Air Station should be kept open to provide a viable training facility 
r Naval and Marine Air Reservists as well as Surface Reservists. General, there are many 

concerned rmlitary officers as well as civilians like myself that believe that South Weymouth 
should be kept open, and are reburldrng the case to educate the new Commissioners like yourself. 

Without going into too much detail in h s  letter, General, 1 would like to offer you an 
opportunity to visit South Weymouth Naval Air Station and see and hear for yourself why the 
1993 BRAC resoundingly removed South Weymouth Naval Air Station from the list of proposed 
closures. I thtnk we have a very solid case to present to you General, and along with many other 
M f ' r w -  d a ample of dassmaics of ywss as wdl, I 4 mnare)?. 
appreciate an opportunity to personally present ow case to you. 1 would be more than happy to 

function as a point of contact for you if possible to visit South Weymouth and to meet with 
selected members of the Committee that has been set up and has continued operations since the 
Last BRAC of 1993. I feel that it is only through a personal visit to South Weymouth such as this, 
that *ill allow us an opportunity to present our case to you directly, why South Wey-mouth Naval 
Air Station should remain open and removed from the 1995 proposed closure list. I appreciate 
your time and consideration and I look forward to 

+B 

&&/5jL$7/. \lam F. Mallo , Jr. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

STATE HOUSE. RCISTON 0 2  133 1054 

P A U L  R .  HALEY 
REPRESENTATIVE 

-1TH NORFOLK DISTRICT 

Alan Dixon, Chalrman 
The Defensc Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1200 North Moore St., Sulte 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixnn: 

I am sending further information, for your consideration, 
pertalnlng to the demographics of NAS South Weymouth. 

I fee l  the issue of demographics  d e s e r v e s  c a r e f u l  r e v l c w  I I I  orcicr 
to make a n  impartial and lnformed deternbination a b o u t  the f t ~ t . ~ l r - ~  

o f  NAS South Weymouth and the Naval R e s e r v e ' s  presence ~n New 
England. I hope you wlll flnd thls add~tlonal lnformatlon r ~ s ~ f u l  
In your dellberatrons. 

L/ 

Paul R. Hal 
Chairman, 
S a v e  the Base C o m m i t t e e  
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Demographics, The Navy's Future, Our Nation's Security 

Introduction 

We believe the Navy's decision to close the S o ~ ~ t h  Weymouth Naval Air stat lor^ 

was carried out without the examination or consideration of all pertinent dcmograph~r: 

data. This documentation ~ncludes findings generated internally durrng the base 

closure and realignment process. spec~ t~c~ l l y  the Navy's own data calls and BRA(; 

testimony. Additionally, more supporting evidence has been gathered using the n-lost 

recent census data and an independent, "Best Cities Study", conductetl in 199:3 by 

the respected management firm of Moran, Stahl and Boyer for the November editiorl of 

Fortune Magazine. To ignore this important demographic data amounts to the 

surrender of the Navy's position in the Northeast and will lead lo the eventual 

disintegrat~on of the New England contingent of the Naval Reserves 

Navy Demographics 

Throughout the process the Navy has their own demographic findings. Please 

Qw review the demographic section contained in the Reserve Air Station M~litary Value 

Matrix Responses (Scoring). dated 2-21-95. (See Chart #1) South Weymouth's score 

of 7.82 (See Chart #2) was the highest in the reserve air station category. But 

throughout the process, there are references to the "demographically rich" Allanta 

area. A s  an example, the following remark was made by Mr. Charles Nernfak~:; The 

following is an excerpt from Section 5a. of the BSEC deliberations dated 9 February 

1995. 

Mr. Nemfakis; 5a. South Weyrnouth. NAS Atlanta actuelly had a lower 

military value scare than South Weyrnouth, but NAS At/snta could not 

close because of demogmphlcs. 



I.E<;I ST .  S \ 'S .  HCRE.41 

Many slmilar references to t h e  "demographically produclive and demograpl~~cally r~r : t i  

Atlanta area", from a variety of sources, are l~ttersd throughout the proccss Yet, t t ~ ~  

w Navy's own standard of measurement placas Atlanta last in demographics. -rt~ese 

references are misleading and weaken the credibility of the Navy's conclusions. 

In fact, Navy Data Calls fail to define meaningful statistics as they relate dernograpt~ics 

to Naval Reserve Recruiting. To do so, you must f~rst identify the sources for rccru~t~ng 
\- 

a 

qualified Naval Reservists. A variety of programs exist that def~ne these sources . 
NAVET, OSVET, APG, SAM, OSAM and Direct Commission~ng Let us c+xamir~e each 
, 
in turn. 

1. fU!,,EC: The NAVET Program focuses on honorably discharged, physically 

qualified Naval Veterans who have earned a favorable re-enlistment code. 

2. m: The OSVET program targets physically qualified Other Service Veterans 

with Honorable Discharges and favorable re-enllstrnent codes. Add~t~onally, their 

Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) must convert readily to Naval Enlisted Ra t~ r~gs  

or Naval Officer Designators. 

3. BPS: APG enlisted recruits are assessed directly from civilian occupations which 

can be converted to advanced paygrade level navy ratings. These personnel must 

demonstrate proficiency by succsssfully completing the prescribed professiorlal 

leadership and rating correspondence courses and passing applicable leadership 

and advancement exams within prescribed tirneframes to make their advanced 

paygrades and ratings permanent. 

4. O W :  The Sea and Air Mariner and Officer Sea and Air Mariner 

programs focus on high school and college graduates respectively. After an initral 
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active duty tralning period at boot camp or Off~cer Cand~dale School, these recrll~ts are 

assigned to further professional tratning at A & C Schools for enlisted, or Si~rtace w 
Warfare School and follow-on sea duty for officers. Upon completion ol Ihls ~ r i ~ t ~ a l  

training, these reservists are released from active duty and assigned to reserve ilr~ils i r l  

a obligor status. These programs create a pool of junlor level reservists 

5. - m s h m i n g :  This program targets selected professional rion-prior 

service civilians with skills directly convertible to specific Naval Officer Designators 

and Naval Officer Billet Codes. 

In all of these programs, a reservist must be able to complete twerity (20) satlsfac;tory 

years of servlce prlor to reaching age sixty (60) ,  or high year tenure I r l  tt~err ~)arft(:c~lar 

paygrade. Further, they must fall wrthin the criteria specified under RAMOS tor 

enllsted personnel and ORAMOS for officers. They must also meet the Reserve 

Functional Assignment Subst~tut~on Codes for the billets to which they will he 

Wv assigned. 

The numbers of personnel listed In Data Call 16 as awarting billet assignments arc 

meaningless, because the Data Call fails to answer the follow~ng quest!ons. 

1 .  For Pilots: How many are fixed-wing qualified? How many are rotary-wirlg 

qualified? How many are single-engine rated? How many are rnultl-eng~ne rated') 

2. For NFO's. How many are familiar with each type of aircraft on board Ihe slatiorl7 

How many are familiar with each type of aircraft projected to be trar~sferrcd ill lo t t ~ t :  

statlon? 
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3. For Other Officers: What is their distribution by Designators, NOBC's and 

V(ll' 
paygrade? How does this relate to the ORAMOS Cr~trcal List and projected avarIat)lc 

billets', 

4. For Enlisted: What is their distribution by  Ratlngs and NEC's7 How docs (his relate 

to the RAMOS Critical List and projected available billets? 

In fact, Navy Data Calls for NAS Atlanta have historically shown that thls statrurl has 

been unable to rnalntain a level of reserve manning that allows its assrgried urlrts to 

maintarn an R-1 Readiness Rating. As rllustrated by Chart #3, in many cases, units tar1 

to maintain a personnel manning that would allow them to be designated as a 

mobilizable asset for meeting contingency operations or a state of emergency or war 

It must also be remembered that more than pilots are required to safely operate 

aircraft. Fully two -thirds of a reserve squadron IS made up of reservists. The enlisted 

rll portion of these units is tasked with the demanding duty of repairing and ma~ritainiriy 

the many technical systems that allow a given airframe to operate safely. NATOF1:-; 

prescribes the required maintenance schedules, and prudence demands that they be 

followed to the letter to ensure the safety of the aircrew, the continued efficient service 

life of the aircraft, and the continued ability of the unit to successfully complete rts 

ass~gned missions in support of National Policies. For unlrke marly Naval Surface 

Reserve Units, the Naval Air Reserve is tasked with operational missions. It r:r,rrcntly 

provides 100% of the Logistics Support Squadrons and 24% of the Maritime Patrol 

Squadrons (Table 2-2 Reserve Component Programs F Y  1994 Report of 

the Reserve Forces Policy Board). Inability to adequately man these units will 

have a detrimental effect on the Navy's overall abilrty to perform these missrons. 
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Further contradictory ev~derlce can be :ound in the  most recent censlrs data arld t t ~ ~  

1993 independent study conducted by Moran. Stahl and  Boyers lor Forturir? 

Magazine's. November 1993 "Best Cltles" article 

Census and Best Cities Data 

When the demographic data is compared and analyzed, it is actually the South 

Weymouth/Greater Boston area that is proven to be demographically rlch arld best 

suited to support the mlssion of the Naval Reserves. 

The 1993 MS8B study conducted tor Fortune Magazine ranks the South 

WeymouthtBoston statistical area as a leader in the areas of educational opporturlitics, 

college enrollment, and skilled workers. Combined with the diverse minority pool, the 

South Weymouthh3oston area should be viewed as one of the richest resources tor the 

Navy. The study published rn Fortune Magazine supports the Navy's own 

demographic documentation that ranks South Weymouth/Greater Boston at the top of 

the Nation. Overall, the study ranks the Boston area 3rd, with the first two spots golrtg 

to RaleighDurharn and New York. The study reveals that there are more than a 

u quarter of a million students in the greater Boston area. 01 the six rnetropol~tan areas 

that play host to a Naval Reserve Station, Boston ranks first in educatior~. As charts #3 

and #4 illustrate, 28.8 percent of the population holds a fcur year deg ree  or higher 

wh~le 11.2 percent of the people age 25 or older hava earned a graduate degree. 

NROTC programs exist on the campuses of Boston University, Boston College, 

Harvard University, Tufts Unlversfty, Northeastern University, Massachusetts lnstitutc 

of Technology (MIT). NROTC programs also operate in the City Of Worcester, 

approximately 35 miles from Boston at the College of the Holy Cross, Worcester 

Polytechnic Institute, and Worcester State College. All of the preceding schools arc 

recognized nat~on-wide as the finest educational rnstitutions in the country, the peryect 

breeding ground for future reservists. Boston ranked 2nd in the category of lour year 
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college enrollment, 8th In the avarlablllty of a qual~ty labor force, 5th In the ava~lab~l~ty 

of skilled workers, 1 st in the presence of high quallty colleges and unlvers~t~ss, arld 

'VI topped the country as the best city for knowledge workers (See Chart #5) 

Reservists Pool 

The population of the Greater BostonBouth Weymouth metropolltan area is 

5,992,712, In key sections of the population considered to be prime recruiting targets, 

namely able-bodied veterans and people within the 17-35 age bracket, South 

WeymouthlGreater Boston easily outdistances both Atlanta and Brunswlck. Over 

316,000 veterans call the Greater Boston area home. Veterans in the Atlanta area 

number 271,000 while Brunswick records just over 82,000 veterans. Over 46 percent 

of the population base in the South Weymouth/Greater Boston area is between ttic 

ages of 17 and 35. The problems with closing South Weyrnouth are only rnr-iyriili~d 

when you consider the negative affects the current BRAC plari will tpve on reservists 

reass~gned to Brunswick, Maine, which IS located approximately 1 GO mlles r ~ o r t t ~  of 

South Weymouth. And, like Atlanta, Brunswick IS also unable to man ex~st~ny t~illet 

w space. The following response was recorded in the Brunswick data call, "recruit~r~g 

personnel of the proper ratelrating is already the single largest problem for ur~il  

readiness." The shortage in manpower is evident, especially when you look at 

NRTSC 791 and NRTSC 191. 

As of March 95,, only 29 of 35 billets for NRTSC 791 were filled and in the case of 

NRTSC 191 only 18 of 33 billets could be filled. In the case of South Weymouth vs 

Atlanta, both are located near a major airport and naturally attract a high number ot 

pilots. but. we have not seen any documentation that details the specific abilities and 

qualifications of the "rich" Atlanta demographic pool. Pilot qualifications such as, fixed- 

rotary wing or single/rnulti engine NFO qualifications, other offlcer designators or 

enlisted ratings and NECS have not been documented by the Navy. But, at South 



Weymouth, as recently as 24 months ago, they were able fully man art A-4 Sky Hawks 

w Squadron, VMA-223. While ~t appears the avo~labllrty of qual~f~ed personnel at Atlanta 

is in question, South Weymouth can support with local personnel. a Navy or Marinc 

Squadron Additionally, South Weymouth would still have enough qualified persoriricl 

available to man an F-18 Navy Squadron This could be accomplished wlthaut t h c  

need to airlrft personnel. 

Failure to produce documentation to substantiate the closure of South 

Weymouth is not the Navy's only mlstake. There are some loose ends, nowt.lerc! 111 t t~e  

plan does the Navy mention what will happen to South Weymouth's 545 Air 

Reservists. These reservists need to drill at an air station, yet their future has rlcver 

been addressed. Action that would move these reserv~sts to Brunswick would be met 

with the reality that Brunswick, according to data call responses, has inadequate 

housing and space needed to make such a move feasible. In essence there IS no 

plan 

Another factor affecting a move by reservists to Maine is the distance they will 

have to travel if they intend to continue serving in the Navy Reserves. As you can see 

in maps 1-3 , the overwhelming majority of reservists affected by the decisiori live 

outside of the 50 mile border set down by the Navy as the distance that determines 

whether or not a reservist rnust be compensated for housing during reserve activities. 

The problem with the d~stance raises two important questions; what will be the 

messing and berthing cost to the Navy for reservists traveling from otjtsitfe tttc? 50 rnilc! 

radius and how will the distance affect the attrition, retention and recru~trne~it ot 

reservists? It is our contention that the traveling dlstance will have a serious advcrrsc, 

affect resulting in the loss of many highly skilled reservists, as well as increasetl 

difficulty in recruiting qualified reservists. The bottom line, no other reservc NAS 

facility can match the people resources withln the South WeyrnouthlGreaIer Fjoston 
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community. 

Recruiting Goals 
In July of 1994, as reported in the August 18th edition of t h e  Navy Tirnes. Navy 

Secretary John Dalton announced his first major equal opportunity initiative. He 

announced then that by the  turn of the century, he wants the naval services off~cer 

corps to "reflect society". He went on to say that by the year 2000, the number of 

minority officer accessions into the Navy and Marine Corps should in some cases, 

almost triple. 

While these future goals should be lauded, it should be rlotcd that ttle Navy t~as  

failed to meet current minority recruitrng goals. Let's put this in the context of testinlony 

from Secretary Dalton during the March 6, 1995 Defense Closure and Realignrrient 

Commission Open Meeting. Secretary Dalton noted that reservists play an ~rnportarlt 

role in the area of recruitment. He said, "We asked our reserwsts to assist in 

recruiting". At the same time, he conceded that new recruitment targets will be difficult 

because the American public is under the rnisimpression that the draw down rnearls 

the Navy isn't hmng. We make a similar conclusion, a lack of presence hy the Navy in 

the South Weymouthl Greater Boston area will further contribute to ttlc ~rrlpression t /]at 

the "not hiring" sign is hanging in the Navy's door essentially closing out the ric:t~est 

recru~tment area in New England and arguably the whole country 

Conclusions 

Admiral Jeremy M Boorda explained during the March 6th Open Meeting that ~t 

is lmportanl to put our Reserve centers where there are Reservists of the rrytlt skill 
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levels and quality for us to have in our force. Additional support comes from the 

w Reserve Officers Association of the United States in its test~rnony to the I--louse and 

Senate MILCON Subcommittees, "If the BRAC 95 recommendations are appro\~c?d, thc 

Naval Reserve will be reduced to less than 200 air and surface facilit~es nat~onwltle 

This amounts to the smallest number of demographic centers for Naval Reserve 

activity since World War II and one th~rd fewer than were In operat~on in 19713 when the 

number of drilling Reservists was approximately the same as it 1s today" Tt i~s  being 

the case. then the Navy cannot afford to lose South Weyrnouth. 

The documentation generated by the Navy and other sources dernoristrale o r 1  a 

consistent basis that South Weymouth is rich in demographics providing high quality 

recruits and reservists who are invaluable to the Navy and its mission. Unlike other 

facilities, South Weyrnouth is capable of handling its current rnlsslor, and it t h e  ilc~?cl 

arises, an expanded mission. 

The Navy's demographic case is similar to the one presented in 1993. They 

have made statements that cannot be substantiated. The Navy has wrorigly ~rltlatetl 

the demographic importance of other Naval Bases and Air Stations while ignoring the 

value of South Weyrnouth. Deviation from the facts amounts to a deviation from the 

process. 
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Naval Uescrvists Located Within Si) I\liles of South Wcvrnouth Saval .4ir Stat ion by -- 'I'own 

Arlington. M A .  
Ashland, I\IA 
Ayet. M A  
Belrnont. M A  
Billcnca, M.4 
Boxborough, M A  
Burlingon, M A  
Cambridge. .MA 
Carlrsle. MA 
Chclmsford, M A  
Concord, M A  
Dracut. hlA 
Everat, MA 
Frarn~n_rharn, MA 
Holl~ston, MA 
Hopk~nton, M A  
Hudson. MA 
Lexington, MA 
Lincoln, MA 
Lowell, MA 
Malden. MA 
Marlborough, M A  
Medford, M A  
Flelrose, M A  
Natick, M4 
Newon, MA 

~ h i r l e y , ~ ~  
Somerville, M.9 
Stoneham. MA 
Stow. M A .  
Sudbuw, MA, 
Tewksbury. M A  
Tvngsborough. M A  
Wakefield. MA 
Waltham. M.4 
Warcr tow M A  
Wayland, M A  
Westford, M A  
W eston. M A 
W~ l rn l ng to~  M A  
Wmchester, MA 
Woburn. hlA 
A i o q  V A  
Bdlingham, MA 
Bratntrccl. M4 
Brookllne, M A  
Canton. MA 
Cohasscr, h.lA 
I)edlinni M A  
P o \ e ~  MA 
Fo\borough X1 A 
Fr~nk l~n .  M A  

1 tlolbrook. % f , I .  6 

.Mcdticld. M A  3 ~ Medwtly. h.1'4 9 

h l~ l l~s .  XIA  1 
blilton, M A  10 
Netdhani. h lA 5 
Norfolk. MA 4 

Norwc~od. MA 18 
Plainville. :VA 4 
Quincy, M A  44 

Randolph, \1A 2 9  
Sharon. MI\. 7 

Stoughton. M.4. 14 
Walpole. M A .  9 
Wellerley. MA. I I 
West ~vood. MA 6 
\Veyrnourh, M A  5 .i 
Wrenthilm, M A  8 
Abingoli, M A  9 
Bridgewater, 'LtQ I5 
Brockton, MA.  3 7 
Carver, MA -, 
Duxbury, 3 I A  I I 
Halifax. MA ? 

Hanover. \fA 1 1  
Ilanson. M 4 14 
Iiingham. MA.  6 
klull, MA I I 
Kinyston, h1A 3 
Lakevillc. MA 7 
Mar-shfield, MA I I 
Middleborol~gh, MA. 12 
Norwell. b4A 9 
Pernbroke. kIA. 19 
Plymouth, .V.4. 29 
Rochcsrer, M A  7, 
Rockland, MA I6 
Scltuate. MA 6 

M'areha~n. MA 7 
Whitrnan, M A  10 
Boston, M A  1 44 
Chrlse4 h?,l. 6 
Rcvcrc. MA ' 
Winthrop. M A .  5 
Auburn, MA 1 
Blackstone, .MA j 

Clinton. V 4 2 
L)ouglas, M A .  I 
Grafton. MA.  I 
Harvard. M A  I 
Holden, M.Z 3 
tloptdalc. M!\ 2 
Lconrinsrcr. \1A 3- 
Mendon. .M 4 7- 

Miltbrd. M A .  
,Millbuq. M A .  
Sorthbrid!;e, MA 
(lxford, M A  
Slirewsburv. M.4 
S(erli~iy. MA 

Sutlon. M A  
LJpton. MA 
Wcbsrer. MA 
Wesrhorou!:h. \4.-\ 
Wnrcrsler. X1A 

Dnrns~ahle. %It\ 

Bourne. MA 
Falrnoult~. V A .  
~Vashpee. M A  
Ssndvrich. 
Ac~~shnc~.  M A  
Auleboro. MA .  
Danmouth. M A  
Easton. M A  
Fairhaven. MA 
Fall River. MA.  
Mansfield. M A .  
New Bedford. M A  
Sonon. MA 
Kaynham. MA 
Kehubolh, MA 
Seekonk. M A  
Son~erset. MA 
Swansea. M A .  
Taunton, MA. 
Weapon, ,MA 
Ameshury, MA 
Andover. &fA 
Bev~rly. M A .  
Boxtbrd, M A  
Uanvers. .MA 

Essex. .LlA 
Georgetown. M A  
tl lm~~lton, hZA 
t f a v e ~  hrll. M A  
Ipsw~ctl. bIA 
1,iiwrericc. Ms.\ 
L.ymn, M A  
Ly nnticld, M t\ 
~Marhlehcud. M A  
Methi~eri. MA 
Sahar~t, M A  

Newburyport, M A  
Peabody. M A  
Kowley. M A  
Snlcm, h l h  
Snlijbury. M /\ 

Saugus. M A  



h'aval Reservists 1,ocated Within 50 Miles o f  South \2'cyntouth .'lavrtl ,Air - Stit;ttiorl h y  - I  own 

Swampscon. MA.  
Wenham, MA. 
Hudson, NH 
Nashuk N1-i. 
Atkinson, NH. 
Plaistow, NH.  
Salem. NH. 
Seabrook, NH.  
Windham. NH 
B a m n g t o s  RI 
Bristol. RI 
Warren, R1. 
Warwick, RI. 
Little Cornpton, RI 
Middletown, RI 
Portsmouth, RI 
Tiverton, RI. 
Cranston. RI. 
Cumberland, RI 
Foster, RI 
Lincoln, RI. 
North Providence, R1 
Pawtucket, RI 
Providence. RI 
Scituate, RI 
Woonsockct. R1. 

Total Count 1,503 
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Naval Resenri.clts Located Within SO Milcs of Brunswick N a v a l  Air Station bv 'Town 

Norway, ME 
Paris, ME 

ly R l h . h l E .  
Rowdo~nham. ME 
Ph~ppsburg, ME 
Richmond, iMI: 
Topsham. ME. 
Riddeford. ME 
Kemebunk, ME 
Newfield. ME 
Saco. ME. 
Damariscona, ME 
Ncwcastlc, ME 
Wiscasset, ME. 
Rockport, ]ME. 
Augusta. ME 
Ch~na, ME 
Gardiner. ME 
Hdlowcli, ME 
Lltchfield. ME 
Manchester , ME 
Monmouth, ME. 
Randolph, ME 
Wlnthrop. ME 
Brunsrwck. ;ME 

Cape Elizabeth, ME 
Cumberland, ME 
Falmouth, ME 

Portland. ME 
Scarborough ME 
Westbrook, ME 
Windhan~ ME. 
Yarrnouth, ME. 
Auburn, ME. 
Durham, ME 
Greene. ME 
Lewistoq ME 
L i u b o ~  ME 
Mechanic Fails, ME 
Turner, ME 

Total Covnt 
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Location of Naval Reservists 
Atlached to the South Weymouth 

Naval Air Station 
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6 " '  NAS Brunwick ME N60087 

" 
Reserve Mobile 
Construction 
Battalion Reserve X '  X X X X 

4th Marine Div. 
Reserve Rifle Co. Reserve X X X X X 

For each of these other reserve NavyIMarine Corps units at your air station, provide the number of 
authorized billets and the number of personnel actually assigned to the squadron for the past three fiscal 
years. Provide this information in the format below for both Selected Reservists (SELRES) and Training 
and Administration of Reserves (TAR) Navy rrservistslFull-Time Support (FIS) Marine Corps reservists. 
Explain differences between authorized and actual manning in the remarks section. 

Remarks: Recruiting personnel of the proper ratelrating continues to be the single largest 
problem for unit readiness. 

problem. 

iy 
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MA ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
AT SOUTH WEYMOUTH NAS 

1 
I 

MA Arnmy National Guard Proposes to: 

- Locate 1 Field Artillery Battalion wit11 associated 
vehicle maintenance at South Weymoutl~ NAS. 

- Battalion consists of: 
>> Towed 155mm Howitzers and associated 

vehicles and equipment 
- 

>> 650 authorized personnel 

>> 45 full-time administrative and maintenance 
personl~el 

- Battalion is a high priority continguncy pool unit 



MA ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
AT SOUTH WEYMOUTH NAS (cont) 

Benefits: 

- Allows MA ARNG to station the entire Battalion 
on one site allowing for increased readiness of the 
unit 

- Allows for the use of a military airfield for 
deployment and other n~obilizatiol~ exercises 

- Provides adequate space for the unit in a modem 
facility with sufficient parking which is now 
lacking 





AIRCRAET TYPES POTENTIALLY RELOCATABLE TO 
NAVAL AIR STATION-SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

BY 
John C. Yaney 

"Save Our Base Committee" 

NAS South Weyrnouth has the necessary capacity and supporting infrastructure to 
support additional aviation units. In addressing the issue of potential additional 
aircraft types to relocate to NAS South Weymouth in order to reduce excess capacity 
and to help assure the future of this base, a logical approach is to examine existing 
squadrons and their aircraft types at bases which have a lower military value. For bases 
within the Reserve Claimancy, two locations were determined in the most recent 1995 
analysis to have a lower military value than South Weymouth. These bases are NAS 
Atlanta (Military Value = 51.14) and NAS Fort Worth (Military Value = 60.94). 
Accordingly, presented below is a tabulation of squadrons at those bases and the types 
of aircraft which they currently operate. 

NAS Atlanta NAS Fort Worth 
VR-46 C-9B VR-59 C-9B 
HMLA-773 UH-IN / AH-IW VF-201 F-14A 
VFA-203 F/ A-1 8A* VMFA-112 F/A-18A 

u VMFA-142 F/A-18A* VMGR-234 KC-130T 

Given these aircraft types, below is presented a discussion of several of them which 
would appear to be most operationally feasible to station at South Weymouth and 
which could be readily accommodated in existing facilities there. 

C-9B aircraft are very frequent visitors to NAS South Weymouth and operate from there 
with no difficulty, either to destinations throughout the United States or overseas. 

C-9B aircraft require a Type II hangar, with NAS South Weymouth having two hangars 
of this class. Hangar I is presently occupied by only VP-92 and its P-3C aircraft. That 
hangar can accommodate three or four P-3C and/or C-9B aircraft simultaneously. 
Ramp space surrounding Hangar I can easily accommodate a C-9B squadron, or 
another P-3C squadron for that matter. Historically, until the recent demise at HSL-74, 
this hangar has traditionally accommodated two squadrons. Thus, with VP-92 as its 
sole occupant now, C-98 aircraft could be maintained within it with no difficulty. 

*These two squadrons, presently located at NAS Cecil and directed by BRAC 93 to 
relocate to MCAS Beaufort, are now proposed by the Navy to be redirected by BRAC 
95 to NAS Atlanta. 

+w 
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Hangar 2 at South Weymouth is presently occupied by VR-62 and its C-130Ts. 
Supporting a C-9B squadron in this hangar and its accompanying ramp space would be 

w difficult unless VR-62 were to be relocated to Hangar 1, a feasible option since Hangar 1 
and its ramp space could readily accommodate that squadron, along with VP-92. 

Manning a C-9B squadron at South Weymouth should pose no problems due to the 
very large number of airline personnel based in the Boston area. It is also important to 
note that the NAS South Weyrnouth area rated #1 for demographics in the 1995 Reserve 
Air Station Military Value Matrix. 

During the current BSAT/BSEC deliberations, the scenario of moving C-9B aircraft from 
NAS Atlanta to NAS South Weymouth was discussed. A cost of approximately $8-9 
million was assumed for that move, consisting of a 1000-foot runway extension and for 
a new training building. It can be reasonably argued that the runway extension is not 
required. Specifically, as stated previously, C-9B aircraft operate frequently from South 
Weymouth now, using either the 7000-foot Runway 17-35 and even more often the 
6000-foot Runway 8-26. It should also be noted that DC-9 aircraft (the civilian 
equivalent of the military C-9B) are among the most common aircraft using Washington 
National Airport and Laguardia Airport in New York, and do so with no difficulty. The 
runway length at Washington National is 6800 feet, while that at Laguardia is 7000 feet. 
Accordingly, there would appear to be no reason why the existing runways at South 
Weymouth would not be suitable for day-to-day C-9B operations. 

It should also be noted, however, that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts legislature 
has recently passed a $100 million bond bill, which is available for military construction 
should NAS South Weymouth remain open and the DOD transfer additional units 
there. Thus, this bond money could be used to fund the cost of the training building 
and the runway extension, resulting in no cost to the DOD for either of those projects. 

UH-INIAH-IW 

HML-771, A Marine Air Reserve helicopter squadron, was based at NAS South 
Weymouth until 1994, when the squadron was deactivated and its assets transferred to 
Camp Pendleton, California. At one time, this squadron operated up to 12 UH-IN Huey 
helicopters, sharing South Weymouth's Hangar 2 and associated ramp space with 
VMA-322, also now deactivated. The deactivation of HML-771 ended an approximate 
40-year history of Marine Air Reserve helicopter operations at South Weymouth. 

Should VR-62, the present occupants of Hangar 2, be relocated to share Hangar 1 with 
VP-92, Hangar 2 could once again support a Marine Air Reserve helicopter squadron, 
specifically an HMLA squadron equipped with both UH-IN and AH-IW types of 
aircraft. This type of squadron is typically composed of a total of 18 helicopters -- 6 UH- 
IN and 12 AH-IW. All of these aircraft could easily be stored and maintained within 
Hangar 2 without the need to keep any outside. 

There has been some question in the past as to whether the AH-IW Cobra gunship type 
of aircraft is suitable for operation at South Weymouth. We do not anticipate any 
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difficulties. Specifically, AH-I Cobra gunships are already commonly used in the 
general area, and frequently visit South Weymouth. Area users of AH-I gunships 
include the Rhode Island Army National Guard at nearby Quonset State Airport and 
the Massachusetts Army National Guard at Westover ARB. South Weymouth provides 
an ideal location for basing this type of aircraft, since over-the-ocean/beach flying 
training, the most realistic environment for the Marines, is readily available. NAS South 
Weymouth is the owner of 640-acre No Mans Island target range, located only 53 
nautical miles from the base. Although only inert firing is permitted on this range, it 
does provide very valuable training. For those few occasions where the firing of live 
weapons is required, AH-IWs could easily travel to Fort Drum in New York, as the 
Army National Guard Cobra gunship helicopters now do. The Warren Grove range in 
New Jersey is also available. 

Manning a Marine Air Reserve HMLA unit at South Weymouth should not present any 
difficulties. HML-771 was always able to be manned, with many of its former Reserve 
personnel still living in the immediate area. Also, the demographics of the South 
Weymouth/Boston area are superb, as noted previously. 

It should be noted that the BSAT/BSEC originally proposed a scenario transferring an 
HMLA unit from NAS Atlanta to NAF Washington, with both MCAs New River and 
NS Mayport being considered later as a potential home for this unit. We strongly 
question why South Weymouth was not considered as a site for this squadron, since 
both hangar and apron space are available at essentially no cost and South Weymouth 
has a long history of Marine Air Reserve helicopter operations, including the H-1 type 
of aircraft. Marine Air Reserve helicopter squadrons have never been based at 
Washington, New River, or Mayport. 

The F/A-18 is another type of aircraft which could logically be based at NAS South 
Weymouth. 

Until VMA-322 was deactivated several years ago, South Weymouth had a history of 
operating tactical jet aircraft of many types for almost 40 years. VMA-322 operated the 
A-4M aircraft at the time of its demise, and it had been originally planned to transition 
this squadron to the F/A-18. 

VMA-322 was housed in Hangar 2 at South Weymouth, sharing that hangar with HML- 
771 for many years. As explained earlier, if the present occupant of Hangar 2 were to be 
relocated so as to share Hanger 1 with VP-92, Hangar 2 would then be available to 
house and maintain F/A-18 aircraft. Hangar 2 and its associated apron is believed to be 
of sufficient size to accommodate two squadrons of F/A-18s if need be. 

There are many advantages for basing F/A-18s at NAS South Weymouth. Several are 
briefly discussed below: 

wlv 
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(1) Several over-the-ocean "Warning Areas" (W104, W105, etc.) are located very 
close to South Weyrnouth, permitting short transit times to and from these areas 
and, thus, allowing maximum training time within the areas. 

(2) Two military operating areas (Condor and Yankee) are located in nearby New 
Hampshire and Maine. VMA-322, when it was based at South Weymouth, made 
frequent use of these MOAs. The Syracuse MOA is located nearby in New York. 

(3) Nearby South Weymouth-owned No Mans Island target range is available for 
use with inert weapons. Live weapons can be employed at locations in New 
York (Fort Drum) or New Jersey (Warren Grove). 

(4) Opportunities abound for Dissimilar Air Combat Training (DACT) with other 
Massachusetts and New England-based tactical jet aircraft. For example, the 
Massachusetts Air National Guard operates F-15 aircraft at Otis Air National 
Guard base, located only 30 nautical miles from South Weymouth. The 
Massachusetts Air National Guard also operates A-10 aircraft, as does the 
Connecticut Air National Guard. F-16s are flown by the Vermont Air National 
Guard. The dual fighter/attack roles of the F/A-18 make the availability of these 
DACT training opportunities and nearby MOAs and warning areas of critical 
importance. 

(5) Practice in-flight refuelling opportunities for the F/A-18s are plentiful in the area. 
For example, the Marine Air Reserve operates a squadron (VMGR-452) of KC- 
130T refuelling aircraft at Stewart ANGB in New York, a base located only 
slightly more than 150 nautical miles away from South Weymouth. That 
squadron frequently supported VMA-322 operations in the past. The New 
Hampsire Air National Guard operates KC-135R refuelling aircraft at nearby 
Pease ANGB. The Maine Air National Guard also operates KC-135 aircraft. 
These squadrons make frequent use of the refuelling tracks located off the 
Massachusetts coast. 

(6) As opposed to the single-runway Reserve bases such as NAS Atlanta, NAS 
Willow Grove, and NAS Fort Worth, for example, NAS South Weymouth has 
two runways oriented at 90 degrees to each other. This configuration almost 
guarantees that the allowable crosswind components of small tactical jet aircraft 
are never exceeded, thus improving safety and permitting operations to occur at 
all times. Flights are never cancelled because of wind conditions nor are landing 
aircraft required to divert to other airfields because of wind conditions. This fact 
is of critical importance for the F/A-18 with its narrow-track landing gear. 

(7) The climate at NAS South Weymouth permits pilots to be trained for operating 
conditions that may be encountered at any potential location throughout the 
world, including conditions of heat, cold, rain, or snow. Pilots must be well 
prepared to operate in any of these conditions, as no one can tell where the next 
world crisis requiring the activation of the Reserves will develop. 
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Concern has been expressed by some about operating F/A-18s in wintry 
conditions. This should not prove to be a problem at South Weymouth. For 
example, F/A-18s are currently operated by Canada, and soon will be operated 
by both Norway and Switzerland. These three countries are among the coldest 
and snowiest in the world. If they can operate F/A-18s under those conditions 
successfully, there is no reason why F/A-18s cannot be operated in less harsh 
conditions at South Weymouth. As stated previously, tactical jet aircraft of 
several types are currently operated successfully in New England. South 
Weymouth itself did so for 40 years. 

(8) F/A-18 engines are manufactured by General Electric in nearby Lynn, 
Massachusetts, only 20 miles from NAS South Weymouth. This closeness 
assures strong and timely product support from the manufacturer, with its 
employees providing a likely source for recruiting squadron maintenance 
personnel. 

F/A-18s, while currently not based at South Weymouth, are very frequent visitors there. 
They can be found on the transient ramp almost every weekend. Again, these aircraft 
do not experience any difficulty in operating from either of South Weymouth's existing 
runways. However, as stated previously, there is an option to extend Runway 17-35 by 
1000 feet, with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts potentially picking up the entire 
cost of that runway extension. 

The Department of the Navy is currently proposing a BRAC redirect which would 
result in two Reserve squadrons (one Navy, one Marine) of F/A-18s originally 
proposed to be transferred from NAS Cecil Field to MCAS Beaufort now being sent 
instead to NAS Atlanta. We would suggest that NAS South Weymouth be considered 
as a site for one or both of those squadrons. Another potential source of Reserve F/A- 
18 aircraft for NAS South Weymouth relates to a Congressionally-mandated study of 
how many Marine Air Reserve F/A-18 squadrons are necessary to fight two wars 
simultaneously. It is conjectured by some that the number of Marine Air Reserve F/A- 
18 squadrons may have to be increased by up to two to meet this requirement. If so, 
South Weymouth would be an ideal location for such basing. In fact, the Marines have 
previously made a committment to South Weymouth with this regard should these two 
squadrons stand up and South Weymouth remain open. 

Manning F/A-18 squadon(s) at NAS South Weymouth should, again, not prove to be 
difficult. Many of VMA-322's Reserve personnel still reside in the area. And, as stated 
previously, the area's demographics are superb, rating first in the 1995 Military Value 
matrix of Reserve bases. It should also be noted that during the 1960's before the 
reorganization of the Reserve Forces, NAS South Weymouth was home to two Marine 
Air Reserve jet attack squadrons (VMA-217 and VMA-322) as well as two Naval 
Reserve jet attack squadrons (VA-911 and VA-912). This fact conclusively demonstrates 
the strength of the area's demographics. 
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' 
This type of aircraft could theoretically be supported at NAS South Weymouth, using 
Hangar 1 and its available apron space, sharing these facilities with VP-92. However, 
the logic of stationing a VMGR squadron at South Weymouth is not strong, given the 
nearby siting of VMGR-452 at Steward ANGB in New York. 

Due to the complexity of this aircraft type and the fact that only one such squadron is 
operated in the entire Naval Air Reserve, its relocation to South Weymouth is very 
unlikely. 

Although not based at either of the two locations listed at the beginning of this text, F 
3C aircraft are ideal for basing at NAS South Weymouth. This type of aircraft is 
currently utilized by VP-92 at South Weymouth. As stated previously, Hangar 1 and its 
associated aircraft parking apron have the ability to accommodate another VP squadron 
flying P-3Cs. 

GENERAL 

Discussion to this point has indicated several aircraft types which could individually be 
accommodated within existing facilities at NAS South Weymouth. However, it is 
important to note that extensive additional development would be possible at the base 
to serve even more units. Specifically, the so-called East Mat area, once used for the 
outside mooring of blimps, is an area of over 40 acres on which at least two hangars and 
accompanying aprons could easily be constructed. These facilities could serve several 
squadrons, either Reserve or Active Duty. 
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WOUSE '3F REPRESEN 14TI'JES 

ST4rE d C L 5 E  ;IOSTCN 5 3 , 3 3  1CC4 

P A U L  R HALEY 
REPRESENTATIVE 

J r r  UCRE.3LA 2lS741C- 

- A l a n  Dlxon, C h a l r m a n  
The Defensc Base Closure 

and Realignment Commisslon 
1 2 0 0  So r th  Xoore St., Sulte 1425 
Arlington, V.A 2 2 7 0 9  

Dear C h a r m a n  Dison: 

I am sending further ~ n f o r m a t i o n ,  f o r  your consideration, 
pertalnlng t o  t h e  demographics of NAS South Weymouth. 

1 feel t h e  Lssue of dernographrcs deserves c a r e f u l  rcvlr.* 1 : ;  ~;rc!c: 
t o  m a k e  a n  impartla1 and lnformed determrnat ion about  the E l l t . 1 1 r r  

of 3 A S  South Weymouth and t h e  Naval Reserve's presence l n  N e w  

England. I hope you wlll find thls addltlonal ~ n f o r m a t l o n  t ~ z e f u l  
In your dellberatrons. 

Chairman, 
S a v e  the Base Commrttee 



Demographics. The Navy's Future, Our Nation's Security 

Introduction 

We helreve the Navy s dealsion fo  c!cse the South Weymouth Naval Alr Std11or1 

was carried out wrthcut :he ilxamrnat;on or csns~derai~cr~ of all eertrzent dc.n~,c;~-?or, ,  

data. This documentaticn tncludes irndings generafsd !nrernally dur~ng ;he 5asc 

clasuro and reallgrrent orccess soec:trc~~lly 'Se "J;I*P/ s owri dard CSIIS 3;lr: 9,= 1,; 

testlrncny Addrt~onally, more support~ng ev~dence has been galhered using the nos1 

recent census data and an rndeaendent. "Best Citles Study", conductatf in 199:; z y  

the respecfed management firm of Moran. Stahl and Boyer for the November edltror~ (:I 

Fortune Magazine. To ignore this rmportant demcgraphic data amounts to the 

surrender of the Navy's gosrtion In the Northeast and will lead to the eventual 

dis~ntegratron of the New Engla~d coctrngent of the Naval Reserves 

Navy Demographics 

Throughout the process the Navy has the~r own demographic findings P!ease 

review the dernagraph~c section contained in the Reserve Air Station M~litary Value 

ktatr~x Pes~onses ~;Scoring). dated 2-27-95 (See Chart $1) South Weymouth s score 

of 7 82 (See Chart #2) was the hlghest rn the reserve alr statlon category But 

throughout the process, there are references to the "demographrcally r~ch"  Allanta 

area. A s  an example, the followlng remark was made by Mr Charles Nernfak~s The 

followlng cs an excerpt from Sectron 5a. of the BSEC dellberatrons dated 3 February 

1995. 

Mr. Nernfak~s: 5a. South Weymouth. NAS Atlanta actually had a lower 

milita y wlue score than South Weymouth, but NAS Atlanta could not 

close because of demographics. 



klany slrniiar references to the "dernographrcally product~ve and demogra[~tl~ca[l\/ r 1(:t1 

Atlanta area", from a variety of sources. are lrtterwd thrcughout ? ~ I H  ?roccss Yct ,   it^^ 

Navy's own standard of measurement places A:lanta last in derncgraphics Ttlese 

reterences are mrsleading and weaken :he credibllity of :he Navy's stlnc!usians. 

in tact, Navy aata Calls faii to define rnea~ingful statis:ics as ! h e y  re:aiE ;lemcqrapl:ics 

ic Naval Fieserve Recrurting. To do so, ycu must first :dentrfy :he swrces !or iccru~ting 

qualified .hiatfaj 3eser1ftsts. .A varlet!/ ,2i prsgrams ?XIS \  !ha de!lne ;Fes? scLrc;;.s 

NAVET, CISVET. APG, SAM, CSAM and Direcr Commlssicnrng Lz! us ~ x a r n i r ? ~  i.nc:tl 

in turn. 

1. NAVFT: The NAVET Program focuses on honorably discharged, physically 

qualified Naval Veterans who have earned a favorable re-enlistment code 

2 PSVET The  OSVET prcgrarn targets 3hysically olialified Zthcr Sarvrcc Veterar~s 

w ~ t h  Honorable Drscharges and favorable re-enlrstrnent codes Add~i~onally, their 

Mii~tary Occupattonai Specialty (MOS) must convert readily to Naval Enlrstcd Ratrrrgs 

w or Naval Offtcer Desrerators 

3. B: APG enlisted recrults are assessed directly from crvrlran occupations wh~ch 

can be converted to advanced paygrade level navy ratings These personnel must 

demonstrate proficiency by successfully completing the prescribed ~rofessional -- 

leadership and rating correspondence courses and passing applicable leadership 

and advancement exams within prescribed timeframes to make their advanced 

paygrades and ratrngs permanent. 

4. wand The Sea and Air Marrner and Gfficer Sea and Air Marrner 

programs focus an high school and college jracuates respectively. After an initial 



active duty tralnrng perrod at boot camp or Offrcer Candrdale School, these recrulrs art: 

ass~gned to further protessional tralnlng at A & C Schools for enlisted, or Si~rtace 

w Warfare Schocl and 'o l lo l~-on sea duty fcr atf~cers i locn ampletrcn ot 1t11:; ~r!tt~..~l 

trarnlng. these reservists are :eleased ircm ac!ive duty and assrgned !o rcser-~e ~ i r i ~ l , ;  ! r ~  

a abllgor status These 3 r c ~ r a r n s  create a pccl of lunlcr levei reserl~~sts 

T 5. w a m m i s s g '  I his 7rogram targers selec:ed =rciess;cnal r:c:ri-pr~(!r 

service civilians with skills directly convertible io specific Naval Officer Designators 

and Naval Officer Billet Codes. 

In ail of these programs, a reservfst must be able to complete twer~ly (20) sal~stacrorv 

years of servlca prror io reachlng age slxty (601, or high year tenure :n thwr partrcular 

paygrade. Further. they must fall w~thin !he criterra specrtied untler RAMOS 'or 

enlrsted personnel ar;d ORAMOS for officers. They must also meet i he  Reserve 

Functional Assignment Substrtutlon Codes for the billets to which they will be 

assigned. 

The numbers of personnel listed ~n Data Cail 16 as awarting S~ilet asstgnments are 

meaningless, because the Data Call fails to answar the followrng quest!ons. 

1. For Pilots: How many are fixed-wrng qualified? How many are rotary-wing.' 

qualified? How many are single-engine rated? How many are rnultr-eng~ne rated7 

2. For NFO's. How many are familiar with each type of aircraft on board the station? 

How many are familiar with each type of aircraft projected to be !ransferred i r !  to l t~ t :  

station? 



3 For Other Offtcers: What is thelr d~strrbutlon by Deslgnators, NCBC's and 

paygrade? How does t h ~ s  relate to the ORAhlOS Crit~cal List and projecterl avarinble 

w Srllet s7 

4 =5r Enllstea 'Nhat 12 !Pelf t ~ s : r ' t = t , i , ~ n  3 y  q a t l r ~ s  T i !  YiEi3 3 3  +cw aces !PIS e i l ~ i  : 

:o !he 4AbIOS Critical List and 2rsjeded ava~iable 51llets'~ 

Navy Gata Calls for NAS Atlanta have historlcaily shown tha t  thrs siatlurl has 

tc maintain a level or ;eservo manning that allcws its assigned urliis lo 

maintarn an R-1 Readiness Rating. As dustrated by Chart X3. In m a n y  cases, units tall 

to rna~nrain a personnel manning that would allow ihem to be designated as a 

rnobilizable asset for meeting contingency operations or a state of emergency o r  war 

It must also be fernembered :hat nore than 71i0ts are required to safely operate 

arrcraft. Fully two -thirds of a reserve squadron IS made up cf reservists. The enlisted 

portion of these units is tasked wtth the demanding duty of repalring and mainta~nirq 

'(Y the many iechnlcal systems that allow a glven airframe to operate sarely NATOflS 

prescabes the requlred maintenance schedules, and prudence demands that i hey  o~ 

followed to the letter to ensure the safety of the aircrew, the contrnued efficient service 

life of the aircraft, and the continued ability of the unit to successfully complete its 

assrgned missions in support of National Policies. For unlike many Naval St~rlace 

Reserve Units, the Naval Air Reserve is tasked with operational missions. It cllrrcnrly 

provides 100% of the Logistics Support Squadrons and 24% of the Maritime Patrol 

Squadrons (Table 2-2 Reserve Corn ponen t Programs M 1994 Report of 

the Reserve Forces Policy Board). Inability to adequately man these units will 

have a detrimental effect on the Navy's overall abiltty to perform these missions 



Funher contradictory evrder~ce can be found in the mosf recerif senskis data i~r ld  !tic? 

1993 independent study cclnducted by Moran. Stahl  and aoyers for Forturi;? 

u blacjar~ne's, Plovember 7 993 "Qes;  G;t~es''artrc!a 

Census and eest Cities Data 

'Nhen !he +jemcqraphic jars is ccrnparzc; anc s::a!yz?d ,t s acli;r,!ly i n e  3,)~lth 

VVeyrnouthiGreater Boston area :hat !s Drove9 'c be 2erncgrapn i~ l ly  :IC? arid 5esi 

surtad :a supDcrt :he rnlssicn 3 i  'he Navai ;iese!\ies. 

The I993 VS&8 stc;dy conducted icr fortune Magazine ranks the South 

Weymouth/Boston statrsiical ares as a ieader in the areas ~f eaucat~onai spportunll~es. 

college enrollment. and skilled workers. Combined ~ t h  the diverse rnlnority poo!, the 

South Weymouth/Boston area should be \/rewed as one at the richest resources tor ihe 

Navy. The study published in Fortune Magazine supports the Navy's cwn 

demographic dccumentaticn ihat ranks South Vfeymouth/Greater Sostor: at the rot) :~i 

the Nation. Overall. the study ranks : he  Boston area 3rd. ~ t i h  t h e  iirsf :wc spots J O I F I ~  

to RaleighDurham and New \/ark The study reveals that there are more ihan a 

quarter of a million students in the greater Boston area. Cf the srx metropolltan areas 

that play host to s Naval ,?eserve 3lation, 3oston ranks first in educatiorl. As charts 

and #4 illustrate, 28.8 percent of the population holds a fcur year ,degree or higher 

whlle 11.2 percent of the people age 25 or alder h a w  aarned a graduate degree. 

NROTC programs exist on the campuses of Boston Unlvers~ty, Boston Coilege. 

Harvard University. Tufts Un~vers~ty, Northeastern University. Massachusetts Institute 

of Technology (MIT). NRCTC programs also operate in !he City Of Worcester, 

approximately 35 miles from Boston at the College of the Holy C:sss. Worcester 

Polytechnic Institute, and Wcrcester State College. Al l  of :he preceding scnoors are 

reccgnized nat~on-w~de as the finest educational institutions rn the country, the pertect 

breeding grcund for future reservists. Boston ranked 2nd in the category ot !our year 



college enrollment. 8th In the avarlabrllty zf a quality labor force, 5th In the ava~labll~ty 

of skrlled workers, 1st in the presence of high quality colleges and unrvers~t~es, c ~ r ~ d  

topped the country as t h e  best cltv for knowledge workers (See Chart QS) 

Reservists Pool 

The popc;lation a f  the Greater 3os:cnEouth \Neymoufh metrcpolrtan stre3 s 

5 392.71 2. In kay sec:ions at :he ,?opulatron considered to be prrme recrl;~t~na tarqet:; 

namely able-bodled \/eterans and seocle w ~ t h ~ n  :he : '-35 35e bracite' Scuth 

'NeymcuthlGreater 3cs:cn easily outalstancs Scth Ailanta and 3runswrck Clf~er 

316,000 veterans call the Greater Boston area nome Veterans ~n the Atlanta area 

number 271.000 whrle Brunswtck records :ust over 82.C00 veterans. Over 4-6 aercanr 

of the populatron base in the South WeymouthiGreater Boston area 1s berwecn f h c  

ages of 17 and 35 The problems with cfos~ng South Weyrncuth are only rnagrirlrctr! 

when you consider !he negatlve affects the current 8RAC plan l~vlll p v o  on rescrl/rsrs 

reassigned to 8 r u ~ s w 1 c k .  Maine, wh~ch IS :ocalad approx~rnalely : 62 miles r ~ o r ! t ~  \,t 

South Weyrnouth. And, like Atlanta. Brunswrck 1s also unable to man exlstrng b~llet 

space. T h e  following response was recorded in the Brunswick data call, "recruitrr~g 

personnel of t h e  proper rzte/rating is already the single !argest problem for uri~t 

readiness." The shortage in manpower is evident, especially when you look at 

NRTSC 791 and NRTSC 191. 

As of March 95, only 29 of 35 billets for NRTSC 791 were filled and in [he case of 

NRTSC 191 only 18 of 33 billets could be filled. In the case of South Weyrnouth-vs 

Atlanta, both are located near a major airport and naturally attract a high number ot 

pilots, but. we have not seen any documentation that detarls the specific abilit~es and 

qualifications of t h e  "rich" Atlanta demographic pool. Pilot qualifications such as, flxetl- 

rotary wing or singlefmul t i  engine NFO qualifications. other officer designators or 

enlisted ratings and NECS have not been documented 5y the Navy But, at South 



Weymouth, as recently as 24 months ago, they were able fully man an A-4 Sky Hawks 

Squadron, VMA-223. While i t  appears the avarlabrllty ot qualrf~ed personnel at Atlanta 

1s in <qi;estron, South Weyrnouth can supcort wllh iocal personnel, a Navy or Mr~r~nf? 

Squadron Additionally, South Vleymouth would still have enough qualified perr;oriricl - 
avarlable to Tan an F-13 Navy Squadron This cc~ l l d  e e  accampl~shed 5 n i ~ t h ~ u t  'PC 

- 
need io airlitt oersonnel 

Farlure :o prodcce d o c z m e n t a t ; ~ ~  :o substanl~ata ' h e  c:losurf, c?t Socl[h 

\Neymouth is not the Navy's only mrstake There are some iooss ends, nowtlerc, 111 ;tie 

pian does the Navy mentron what *ill happen to South Weymouth's 545 A I ~  

Reserv~sts These reservists need to dr~ll at an alr station, yet thelr future has never 

been addressed. Action that would move these reserv~sts to Brunswick would be met 

w~th the reality that Brunswick, according to data call responses. has inadeqaate 

hcuslng and space needed to make such a move ieasible. In essence t h e r e  IS nc: 

plan 

Another factor affecting a move by reservists to Maine IS the dlstance they w~l i  

have to travel 11 they intend to continue serving in the Navy Reserves. As you can see 

In maps 1-3 , the overwhelming majority of reservrsts affected by the decrslon i ~ v e  

outside of the SO mile border set down by the Navy as the distance that determines 

whether or not a reservist must be compensated for housing during reserve activities 

The problem with the distance raises two important questions. what will be the 

messing and berthing cost to the Navy for reservists traveling from outside the 50 rnile 

radius and how will the distance affect the attrition, retention and recrurtmer~t ot 

reserv~sts? It IS our contention that the traveling d~stance wlll have a serious adversc. 

affect resulting in the loss of many highly skriled reservists, as well as ~ n c r s a s ~ d  

difficulty in recruiting qualified reservists. The bottom line, no other reserve NAS 

facility can match the people resources wrthln the South Weymouthi'Greater Boston 



Recruiting Goals 

In July of 1994, as reported in the .4ugust i 8 t h  ed~tlon of Ine  Navy  Tirnes, ~N,?vy 

Secretary John Dalton announced his tlrst rnajcr squal zpccrtun~ty initrative. he 

announced then that by ihe :urn of i h e  century, h e  wants the nal~al services sr:r::cr 

ccras to ':.?,tlect soc~ety' ue went 2n tc say ;hat by 'Pe year 2000. :he nurnker 01 

mincrity officer accessions into the Navy and iLtar~ne Corps should in some (:asst;, 

almost trigle. 

While these future goals should be lauded. if should 9e noted that the Navy tlas 

failed to mee! current minority recruiting goals. Let's put thls in !he canted of testrmuny 

from Secretary Dalton durlng the March 6 .  1995 Oefense Closure and Realignment 

Commrssion Cpen Meeting. Secretzry Gallcn noted that reservtsts play an irnpcrtanr 

role in :he area of iecruitment. iie sad, "W9 askad our reserwsts to assist in 

recruiting". At the same time, he conceded that new recruitment targets wll be difficult 

because the American public is under the rnts~mpression that :he draw down rnearis * (he Navy isn't hlrlng. We make a s~mliar ccr;c?us~on. a ;ack of presence hy the Navy in 

the South Weymouth/ Greater Bcstor; area \ ~ t l l  further contribute !o the Inlpressron ihar 

the "not hiring" sign is hanglng in the Navy's door essentially closrng out the richest 

recrultment area in New England and arguably the whole country 

Conclusions 

Admiral Jeremy M aoorda explatned during the March 6 th  Open Meeiing that i t  

is ~mportant to put our Fleserve centers where there are Reserv~sts of rhe r~ghl skill 



levels and qual~ty tor us to have in our force. Additional support comes from the  

Reserve Offlcers Associatron of the United States ~n ~ t s  test~mony to the I-iouse and w 
Senate MILCON Subcomm~ttees. "If the BPAC 95 :ecommendations are appro\lcd, Itif:: 

Naval Reserve arll be reduced to less than 200 air and surface fac~lit~es natlunwlde 

Thrs amounts :c the smallest number of demographrc centers for Naval fiescr\~c 

actlvtty srnce \Norld War I1 and one third fewer than Jvere in oceratlon in 7978   hen tho 

- 
numcer of dr~lllng 3eserv1sts was apprcxlmately :he same as ~t is ioday' I t)i>, b e ~ r ~ g  

the case, then the Navy cannot afford to lose South Weymouth. 

The documentat~on generated 5y the Navy and other sources dernorlstrate or) a 

consistent bas~s that South Weymouth IS rrch In demographlcs provldlng high qual~ty 

recruits and reservists who are invaluable to the Navy and ~ t s  rnrsslon Unlike cthcr 

facilities, South Weymouth IS capable of handling rts current mlsslon and 11 the need 

arlses, an expanded mission 

The Navy's demographic case IS s~mllar to the one presented rn 1993 They 

have made statements that cannot be substantlatad. The Navy has wrongly l r l t iar~d 

the demographic lmportance of other Naval Bases and Air Stat~ons while ignoring the 

value of South Weymouth. Deviation from the facts amounts to a dev~atron from the 

process 



Nava l  Kescrvi.rts Locatcd Within 54) ~ViIcs of South Wcvmouth Yaval  .Air Sta t ion  bv *f'c,wn 

Arfinytcr~ MA.  

Belnonr. .MA 
Bi~lenca, .V.4 
Bo~borough. MA 
3 u r : i n ~ o n .  V,\ 
Camondye. .LlA 
Carl~sle. MA 
Chc:rnsford, MA 
Concord. MA 
Dracur. 12A 
Everdt. ,MA. 
Frarnrn~ham. ,MA 
Holhsron, b U  
Hooktn[on. MA 
Hudson. MA. 
Le.xington, MA. 
Lincoln, MA. 
Lowell, ;LtA 

,Maiden. MA 
%tarlborough. MA 
Mcdford. MA. 
Ve!rose. M A  
;\.latick ~bi-4. 
Sewon. MA. 
Reading. &LA 
Shirley, MA. 
Sarn-llc M A  
Stoneham, MA 
Stow. MA. 
Sudburv, MA. 
Tewksbury. LUX. 
T.yngborough MA. 
Wakefield. MA. 
Waitham. M.4. 
Waraow-q MA. 
Wayland, MA. 
Westford. MA. 
Wenon ,MA. 
Wilrnmgton IMA. 
Winchester, MA 
Wobun~. h.lA 
.Avo& M A  

Ueilinghatii, Vi\ 
Bra~nrrcc. M.4 
Brookline, M A .  
Canton. MA. 
Cohassct. XI,\. 
I3edharn. M A  
r?nvtr. M A .  
Faubarou~li. X1A. 
Franklin. C l h  

klolbrook, \I,\. 0 
.Wcdticld. ,MA b 

Wed\vay. A.l.4 9 
Xl~llls. ,\1A I 
Ll~lton, M.4 I0 
Nerdham. X1A > 

Uorfolk. M.4 J 

Lorwr:ocl. LIA 19 
Plainv~llt.. Ll.1 4 

(Iu~ncy. 41.4 -w 
Randol~h. 11.4 1.1 
Sharon. 11 ,\ I 

Stoughton, b1.4. ( 4  

Walpolc. %1.4 Q 

Wellzsicy. b1.4 i l 
West wood. > U 4  S 
Weyrnourh, .MA . - 

.-I? 

Wrentham, MA. S 
.Ab~ngon, MA. 9 
Bridgewater. ,CtQ I 5 
Brocktoq M A .  3 7 
Carver, %W. > 

Duxbury. .31A I i 
Halifax. ;MA 
Hmover. JIA. I1 
!+anson. h.14 I4 

biingharn. MA. 6 
Hufl, MA. I I 
Kingtan,  \W 3 
Lakeville. .%LA. 7 
biarshfield. .MA. 1 1  
bliddlcborouyh. MA. 12 
Nonveil. M A  9 

Pernbroke, MA. i 9 
Plymouth, .M.-\. 20 
Rochcsrer, MA. 7 

Rockland, .MA 16 
Sc~tuate. M A  b 

Wareham. MA. 7 
Whitrnan. bfr l  10 
Boston. :MA I;U 
Chelsea. M, l .  6 
Rcvcrc, M A  ' 
Winthrop. ,MA. i 

Auburn. MA I 

Blackstone, MA. J 

Clinton. M I  1 

r]ouylas, M A .  I 
Grafton. %I:\. I 

Hamard. M A .  I 
Holden. M.\ 7 
ktopcdalc. M .\ 3 - 
Lcomlnstcr, \IA ? - 
L1cndon. '(1 .A -, 

tli ltbrd. M A  

.W~llbuq. M A  

\~wrhbnd!;e. U .\ 
Oxford. \!,A 
S l ~ r e w ~ b ~ ~ r v .  bl,\ 

Srerlin~, bt.4 
9ur:on. Ltr\ 
L'prdn, .Ll.A 
Wcb3trr. bIA 
W c s i h c ~ r r j u ~ t ~ .  I 1  .\ 
Worcester \ I  ,\ 
Riims~ahlc. \ I  ,\ 

Bourne. .MA 
Falrnou~ t ~ .  U A. 

Mashpee. V A .  
Sandwich. M 4. 
i\c;tishnet. M A  

Arlleboro. MA. 
Danmourh. M.? 
Easton. .MA 
Farhaven. .22.-1 
Fall River. M A .  
,blanslield, LIA 
Yew Bedtbrd. Lf I\ 

Sonon. M.? 
Raynham bL.\ 
Rehoboth. MA 
Seekonk. MA 
Sonierset. Ma.\ 
Swansea. M A .  
f aunton. \lA. 
Westport\ ,MA 
.Amesbury, hlA 
hndover. ;LtX 
Beverly. MA.  
Bo,dord, %I A 
Danvers. .\I.\ 
Essex.SL4 .- 
George~own. %I.& 
Hamrlton. .W4 
Haverhlll. ht .A 
Ipswich. M,.i 
Lawrence. V A  
Lmn. Mi\ 
Lynntic!,!. \I:\ 
Lfarlrlehcnd. %I ,A 
:Ue!huen. M A  
Xahanc. Lf.1 
Vewourypon. \,lA 
Penbody, M A  
linlvley. \,lA 
S~lcm if A 
5n11;bur;. cl -1 

Saugt~s. \ I , \  



Swampsco~.  MA. 6 
Wenham. M A  2 
Hud.wn, Y H  4 
Sashua. NH.  1 0 
Atkinson. NH I 
Plaistow, NH. 2 
Salem. NH. _s 
Seabraoh, N H  I 
Windham. VH I 

Bamngos R1 Y 
Bnstol, tU 5 
Warren. RI. I 
Warwick, RI. 16 
Linle Cornp to~  RI 4 
Middletown. RI I I 
Portsmouth, EU 7 
Tivenon. IU. 4 
Crans~on Rl. 1 

Cumberland. R1 1 
Foster. RI I 
Lincoln, RI 5 
North Prowdence. RI 5 
Pawtuckel, RL 5 
Prowdence. RI 16 
Sclruare. fU 6 
W O O ~ S O C ~ C ~ .  R1. j 

Total Count 1,303 w 



Naval Raen#i~ts Located Within 50 .Vilcs of Brunswick Nava l  A i r  Station bv 'Town 

Norway. ME.  1 
Paris, ME. 4 

Phlppsburk ME 
kchrnond. .ML 
Topshani. 1%. 

Biddeford. bfE 
Kcmebunk, ME. 
Newtield. .LIE. 
Saccr. ME. 
Darnariscottq ME. 
Ycwcast!e. ME. 
Wiscasse~ ,ME. 
Rockport. ME. 
.4ugusta. ;ME. 
Chtnq !ME. 
Gardiner, ICE. 
Hallowell, ME. 
L~tcirtieid. ME. 
%larichester, M E  
:Monrnouth, ME. 
Randolph. ME. 
Winthrop. W-, 
Brunsbv~ck, ME. 
Cape Elizabeth, .ME 
Cumberland, :ME. 
Fahouth ME. 
Frcepo~ .ME. 
Gorham, ME. 
Ponland. ME. 
Scarborou& ME 
Westbrook, ;ME. 
Windham ME. 
Yarmouth, ME, 
Auburn. ME. 
Durham, :LIE. 
Greene, .ME. 
Lewistos  'WE. 
Lisboq ,ME. 
.Mechanic Falls. ME 
T u m ,  .ME 

Total Count 1 6 1  



Location of Naval Reservkfi 
Attached to the South Weymouth 

Naval Air Station 



Confidential 

South Weymouth NAS in the 1995 BRAC Process 
A Desctfptive Analysis 

In its 1995 analysis, the Department ofNavy rcco- the d o m e  of NAS South 
Weymouth, Massachusetrs, and and reIol0c;bion of its aimaft and neasslny pexsmm1, equipment, 
and support to NAS Bnmswick, Mains. It also recommended tho co1190Lidation of s e v d  local 
reswe ecntern at rhe Naval Resave center, Quitlcy, Mzssachm. hviously. the Navy's 
analysis of reserve air stations had recommended mention of NAS South Waymouii~ The 
scparat.~ analysis of opmtional ah stations recommended closure of'NAS Brnnswick. However, 
at that point, the Commander-ininchi& U.S. Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT) apparently 
expressed a dcpirc to tradd-off the r c m  station at South Weymouth to g r c s e ~ ~ e  the operational 
station at Bnrnswiclc 

The Navy's analysis, however, was flamd and deviated sharply from established policy. W e  
we do not diEplde the importance of th ClHC's input in base closure d e l i b ~ o n s ,  we tsk. 
serious issue with the last-minute combining of Rcsuvc and O p d o n a l  Naval Air Stations. 
This represented a significant departure fiom the segmented analysis tbat is the foundation for 
the Department of  Defme (I)oD) base realignment and closure (BRACI selection p m m ,  as 
msndated by Cong~estidnal le&Iation and subsequant policy guidance ism& by rh. Navy and 
mC Office of th. Secretary of Defense (OSD). The lack of material documenting this Mitical 
tramition contributes lo the strong perception that Coa Navy process c i r cumvd  offlcial OSD 
policy guidanct and the d&on must thmfom be ovcrmard by the Comndssion. 

It. ANALYSIS 

we concerned about two 3pecih breakdowns inthe Navy BRAC analytic pmcas: the 
camparism of rmliLc facilities mid-way through the process, and thc lack of d o c u m ~ ~ i o n  
detailing this ctitical switch. 
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The Comparison of Unlike Facilities 
(lY fhc~c&c~sseClosrm,and~g~1entActof1990,~li~La~IO1-51~ 

- 4  - 'des thc 
crimiato b e u s e d ~ C l o s u r e  and- -. g 
base realignments or c l ~ s .  This law claims lo mate "a fair process that will result in the 
M y  closure and mdignm~ of military ~ l ~ c s n s  inside the United states."' Ihe &t 
maodatcs that the DoD zccommend M e s  for realignment or closure based on two critsia: the 

&,;Li,b I /  .long-term furce sfructure plan, which is the basis of ~~g instidlation . 
2 sL\L;'\ a,*p , sdtction crkxia, which are applied to rank bass  in categdes wh- i s z g  A@ - l- - .,-- 

I - 

The foundation for the selection crikh is the comparison of one hA i t y  in a particular category k0- 

ainst others in . On January 7,1994, thts Deputy Secretary of Defense 

must follow in selecting bases for realignment n c l o d  In cstabhhing the D&Dkgdby 
guidance for recornmen- potential bstahhm f a  closure or realignment, the memorandum 
rcquircdthzlt: 

The studies must be b a d  on analyses of thc bast stnrcturc by l i h  catenaries of buses 
using: objective m- for the selection criteria., when possible; tbc force 
plan; programmed workload over the FYDP [fuhrn years defense plan]; and military 
judgment in selecting bases for closure and realigmnent [emphasis added]. 

The Navy, in tmn, dc&ncd its selection process to ensure that like installatim were compared 
to one another fir analysis. The Navy's k t  seep in the base closure process, far example, 
imrolvcd categorizing and aggregating hstalMons into five majm categories: Operational 

j Support (which included Reserve and O p e r a r i d  Ah Stations). IoQlstrial Support, Teclmica.1 
Ce-dts, EducationaI/Training, and Personnel S ~ O i h c ~ .  These categories were 
firrtha divided into 27 subcegories to "allow evaluation of activities that wexe truly alike 
without making the divisiom so stnaIl as to be meaningless. rff 

For Bnalytical purposes, NAS South Wcymouth ww grouped with five other insiallations as 
Reserve Naval Air Stati011s. NAS Brunswick was separately grouped with 19 other installations 
as Naval Air Station/Marine Corps Air Stations. By its own account and methodobgy, therefore, 
the Navy detamhed that the activities of R s s m  Naval Air Stations a d  Opemtiond Air 
Stations were dm- enough that they warranted separatt categorization, and thus separate 
evaluatioa 
In ht, by ths Nrrvy's own admissian, the comparison of mili.tnry value across categories is 
virtually meaningless: 

'Ihe score for a particular installation is a relative measure of military value within the 
c m k c t  only of the subcategory in which that i n d k i o n  is being analyzed ... Fudmmm, 
the score obtained by an activity in one subcategory has ur rtlevance for comparison to 

'US- CQngcest. "Wsim of Law Relating to Base QPsma and Rdgmms,- Public Law 101-510, as amended, N d i n d  
WWC A u t k k t i m  Act* F L  Y w  1991 (approved 5 Navemba 19901 s d o n  2901(b). 

' tbfd, Seerion 2903(8)@). 
3 D m c n t  oTDciQrr, Bam CI- and RdiEpMd Much 1995.4-1. 
'Dqnulmcnt of ~cfaue. Basc Mosm and ILnllgnmcnr Rcpolr to the Commission Dcp~rtnsnt ofthe Nw: Analms and 

f y a h  IY). March 1995.19, 
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the score obtained by an activity in another subcategmy, since the qvesiiom and w quantitative scores were different for each matrix.' 

Despite this emphasis on separating Reserve and Operational Naval Air Stations, the BSEC 
evenblally saw fit to measure NAS South Weymouth against NAS Brunswick i.n an effort to 
meet the CIN(ZUWFLT's =desiren to have a M y  mpable air station north of Norfolk This 
comparison resulted in a serious deparhuc fiom BSEC's iuitial findings: NAS B d c k  had 
been marked for closure dudng BSEC's initial coniigmation model output fin Operational Air 
Stations, and NAS South Weymouth had been ''kept openn during nimilsr phases in the Reserve 
Air Station analysis. Mareover, tihis camparison is out of sync with the iniemal control 
pr0-s set faah by Secntary Perry's January 7,1994 memorandum, stating that the accuracy 
of BRAC data collection and analyses depends, at a mjnhnm, "on d m  guidance ddkhg 
data nquirements and sources.'" 

While we do not challenge the CINChWTFLTs desire for a M y  capable air statim north of 
Norfolk, it is clear that BSEC's subsequent combhiq of the fac'ities was an inappropriate 
nsponse. Again, the DoDas policy guidance m#norandum states that the overall consideration 
for base closure or realignment is the analysis of the base stnmm by like categories of bases, 
with the additionid criteria subsumed under this guidance. M o r e ,  while the use of military 
judgment in selecting basts is certainly acceptable, if not vital, it is intended to be a root in the 
d y s i s  of like Miitits, rather than the decisive War in choosing among unlikz Mties. The 
Navy, however, chose to incorporate the C I N W L T ' s  input by dismissing its own analysis 
and Launching a cornpatison of apples and oranges 
E v a  if the Commission were to dcteminc that the comparison of naval and operational air w stations was soxnchow justified., thc inccmshten~y of thc p m a s  employed by the Navy xrm~ 
macccptablt. Ifnaval and opaational air stations could be easily and logically compared, why 
was this wnfigmticm not utilized at the outset? The last-mjnute methodological shiR on the part 
of BSEC looks like an attempt to justify the CINC's expressed operational desires by presenting 
an eitherior a l m v e ,  under which any Reserve Naval Air Starion, regardless of its m k h g  
within its own subwtegory, would by definition lose to the Operatonal Station, regardless of tht 
Operational Station's rehive ranking. 

Undocumented Decisions 
Apparently, the BSAT conducted a series of delibedive sessions with various ClNCs and 
compiled Upoficy imperatives" based on those discussions- The senior Navy leadership then 
~ v i c w e d  them and rnsrde decisions regadhg the appropriateness of inco~parating the 
i m e v e s  in the BRAC recommendations. Such a critical step in the process is surely warthy 
o f  written public record, and yet we have been Mable to uncover my related documentatian. 

Under the Base Closurc Act, the Secretary of Definse (SECDEF) must include with his 
r e c o m m ~ o n s  a slzmmary of tht selection process that resulted in the recommendation for 
each instahion and a justification fix each recommendation, as well as certification of the 

5D4wrtawd of f.k Ncy.- A ~ r u r d ~ o ~ ~  ( V o h  1 0  Manh 1995, p. 25. 
' I l e p m ~ ~ ~ t  of Dctnw Memomndmn, OBla of the Deputy S m m y  of Dcfarq Y995 BW Rcalignmmts and C~OSUW 

( B U C  9s): Policy, P m d u r q  A&ritiu, and R c s p o l l u i ~ "  J m u a y  7,1994,Q- 
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accuracy and completeness ofthe infixmation on which the reco '0x1s are based7 
fireover, the Navy supposedly employed inkmil c011tro.l me= "ensme the aecmcy, 
completeness, and integrity of the information upon which the Secretary of the Navy's 
recommendatom for closure and na1ippnen.t would be based.' However, &spite numemu9 
attempts, we have been unable to obtain documentation concerning either tbc CINCLANTFLT'S 
request for a single air station north of Norfolk, or the BSEC's response. Again, while we do n ~ t  
challenge the C M C ' s  s t m q i c  mtionde, this correspondence should be made available to 
communities fix indepedent analysis. 

The a p p m  application of military j u d g m  without supporting documdm or analysis has 
cancemed many analysts in previous rounds of the Navy base selection process. In its 1993 
analysis of the military services' selection process f a  closures and xealignmmts, for example, 
the U.S. GcntI.al Accounting Office (GAO) found that the Navy's process, in several cases, 
relied heavily upon the acceptance of c d n  ammpti0n.v and military judgments? For example, 
in the case of the Navy shipyards, a GAO analysis of tk Navy's data was critical of the Navy's 
zssumpticms abm the need for a certain amount of capacity to handle an estimated nuclear work 
load- an assumption which led to the recommended closurc of a shipyard, wen though it was 
F e n  to have a higher military value than other bases that remained open. 

The Navy process, which stresses the reduction of excess capacity without due regard for 
facilities with higher m i h r y  values, prompted the GAO to "question. . .the reasonableness of 
specific Ir\ravy] recommendations." The GAO fisrther recommended that the Base Closllre and 
Realignment Commission closely a n a l p  those Navy recummendations where (1) the base 
mmnmmded far closure had a higher rated military value than bases scheduled to remain open; 
d (2) judgments and assumptions about the fimm were critical to the reoommendation~.~ As 
the Nzlmt m u d  of closings i n d i m ,  the Navy has not taken these recommendations to heart. 
NAS South Wcymm~th is targeted for closure dwpitc having ranked 4th among 6 Rescwt Naval 
Air Stations in total military value. 

Ill. CONCLUSION 

One of the primary tasks of the Base Realignment and Closurc Commission is to review the 
means by which the Services arrived at their respective recommend&m. The methodology that 
the Services employ is as impartant as the actuaL zecommendations thw produce, because it is 
the BRAC process that inspirts public fllst in, and u l t i m a  acceptance the final decisions - 
despite the hardship that base closure inevitably places on a wmmuni~. In short, if communities 
b l  hi the BRAC pnxxss is clean and aboveboard, they will be better able to deal with the 
outcome. If they feel that the process was inherently &wed or manipulated to suit the Services' 
parochial desires, they will distrust each and every fecamnendation put forth 

' Depainnen~ ofihc Navy: W~SU and bcamman&tims Pdm N), March 1995, p. 10. ' ibid. 
'U.S. Gah* I  A ~ ~ l i a g  O W  M d f ~  Bares: Bnalysu cfDoD's ~ ~ o t t s  a d  Sledion Protw for Claws and 
R2dlgnn~m UAOMSIAD-93-173.4. 

I' ibid, 55. 
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Hmin lies the most disturbing aspect of the Navy's final recommendation to dose Sonth 
Wcymouth: The process by which the dedsion was made appears to violate several of the 
statutes, public laws, OSD &ce, and policy statements, which cumulatively form the 
foundation of ths pnrccss. We feel that the Commission must make every effort to leinstill public 
faith in the process, and, in doing so, encourage c o m t i e s  to come ta terms with the final 
&ion, b w i n g  it was a product of just methods and motives. 

W~th regard tn South Weymo* we are con& that the recommendation was tht d t  of a 
last-mirmmtt attempt to justify the desires of the Ccmmmdcr-in-Chief, US Ai;laatic Flcet 
(CMCLANTFLT). While we do not dispute &c CINC's experthe in deciding the natun of his 
operational needs, or the ckhbility of his input on these matbers, we have found that in this 
particular cast, the CINC's fiat resulted in two breakdowns in the Navy's analytic process. The 
first breakdown is evidenced by the fact that the CINC's stabxmt of need is nowhere in the 
public record. We have been unable to unearth any documentation of com=spondex~cc between 
the CINCLANTFLT and the BSEC --which we deduce to have taken placc between November 
18,1994 and February 21,1995, but which we are unable to coxhn. 

This gap in infixmation is d h r b g  because it requires cornmunitieg to simply trust that the 
Navy correctly ini#prcted the CINC's reques~ If the CINC's input holds more weight than any 
other aspect of the process - and particularly if that input is not assigacd a procedural weighting 
or lanCdng in importancR -then it stands to xeason that there should be a Itcmd of that input and 
that it should be available to communjtits. Indeed, if- ~ ~ o n s  depend solely on - 
and caa be jMficd by- a single missive from a Commnder-in-Chi& why not dispeme with w the emirc analysis before that point? 

The second breakdown arose when the Navy, in an attempt to justify the undocumented request 
of the CINC, forced a simple comparison between two different types &Naval Air SfatiQILTi- 
Opexdonal arui Re- -very late in the process. Once the Cn\lC's recpirement was made 
~ W I L ,  the combining o f  all naval air stations was undertaken by the Navy. We do not take issue 
with this in principle (although we M that it b t s  violate Pablic Law I 0 1-5 1 01, but w e  do 
believe that ifthe Navy inkuhd to conduct this type of combined analysis, it should b e  done 
so fimm the very begbhg. Anything else is iacansistent and unfiiir to the base and thc; 
community that supports it. 

We have attempted to reconstruct the analysis using a combined matrix to  demo^ ths radge 
of possible outcomes had the Navy's analytic process been &ent throughout. (See Appendix 
I for greaccr detail). Granted, this matrix on its own is as flawed as the rnafrices the Navy ended 
up using, because, of course, the questions wert not uniformly asked of each type of air station 
and the questions that wsre common between thrm w m  often given d i k n t  -. But in 
neither of the most extreme forms (those biased wholly in fay01 of either operational or resaxe 
stations) docs the combined matrix recommend the closure of South Weymbuth based on 
military value. In ht, there are several operational air stations that fire mrse than South 
Wcymouth, This combid matrix should serve solely as an example of the kind of matrix the 
Navy might have developed, had it been h t e d  in following a consistent methodology. 
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In transmitting the DoD1s laommendations to the 1995 Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, Stsetmy of Defense Perry states that ' ' p a s s  bas h a s d  well so far, and we 
have followed it to the letter." The base closure process as it has applied to NAS South 
Weymouth, however, can hardly be c h a r a c t e ~  as an example of careful analysis using rigid 
criteria. NAS South Wcymouth was not treated with like activities in a consistent manner, thus 
removing a level of objectivity that is criticat to the base closure and realignment process. W e  
hope that the Cammission will address these concerns in its own d y s i ~ .  
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Table 1.2 above presents the initial resnltn fium the "combined matrix." Applybg a wmt -c~sc  
scenario (one that f m  the mahadology used to rank operatbal air zmions) NA3 South 
Weymouth nmIu 21 st of 26 fkilities. Applying a bestease d o ,  with a met.ho&logical bias 
to- mxxve ~btdations, South Weymouthraaks eighth among nU naval air statiom. While 
we have aaEmptcd to find a middle gmmd with tbs difkmtt weiveighting mms accorded to 
operational and active dr -&ous, the milimy value ~nnlysis for reserve stutions was a i g i d l y  

V 
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expanded in a m s  o f  particular concern to the reserve conxmuniQ (e.g. dexnographics), and 
((yJ reduced in areas of moxe concern to the active f o r a  (cg. sbip bcrtbjng). Marcover, while key 

arcas in the miIitary value assment were training zqedairspaca and air station 
W t i d i ,  BSEC considered mobilization to be more important for reserve air 
stations than neat term readiness (the r e m e  being trut for active air staiiors), and weighted the 
criteria accodbgly. We therefart would have to further adjust the weighting system to 
campcnsatc for the different criteria It is our theory, hawevw, that such a mairix would place 
South Weymouth somewhere between our "best-" and "worst-case" rankings. 



I \ 
NAS Brunsuick ME N60087 

For each of these other reserve Navylhlarine Corps units at your air station, provide the number of 
authorized billets and the number of personnel actually assigned to the squadron for the past three fiscal 
years. Provide this information in the format below for both Selected Reservists (SELRES) and Training 
and Administration of Reserves (TAR) Navy reservistslFul1-Time Suppon (FE) Marine Corps resentists. 
Explain differences between authorized and actual manning in the remarks section. 

I 
- 

t mm hmm~ L P ~  h*wrnb- k*tm-sk- k h p - m b l ~ ~  b h p i i  1 
I- 1 . .  . , i L I ! ! !  0 I l 2  I 
i: 052~:: i / 3 ! 1 z  1 c I l z  I G I ~ ,  5 

1 ! 
Enlisted , ZE ! ' O I I i O [ t 6 I  

b 
0 1 1 7  0 1 3 8  1 I 0 [ 2 C  0 - 

K e m z i :  Recruiring personnel of the proper ratelrating continues to be the single iargm 
problem for unit readiness. 

I I I - 
Enlisted 4 2 1 0 1  32 0 19 0 35 0 33 0 

kcmarks: Recruiting personnel of the proper ratelrating continues to be the single largesr 
problem. 



THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133 

(61 7) 727 -3600 

WILLIAM F. WELD 
GOVERNOR 

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI 
LIEUTENANT.GOVERNOR 

May 3, 1995 
The Honorable Joe Robles, Jr. 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear General Robles: 

On behalf of Governor Weld and the citizens of Massachusetts, I want to thank you for 
visiting Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth. 

As you are now aware, we have serious reservations concerning the Navy's failure to 
document their decision and their neglect of NAS South Weymouth's superior military value, 
particularly the region's demographic richness. Although the Co.nmander of the Atlantic Fleet 
may indeed have operational reasons for preserving NAS Brunswick, the Navy failed to consider 
other scenarios that would have reduced excess capacity without weakening the quality of its 
Reserve Air Stations. Therefore, attached you will find an analysis done by knowledgeable 
members of the South Weymouth community that lists several scenarios for reducing excess 
capacity at NAS Brunswick without closing NAS South Weymouth. We strongly believe that 
the Navy's recommendation to close NAS South Weymouth and to disperse its Reserve units 
deviates markedly from the base closure selection criteria by diminishing the readiness of the 
Reserves, weakening the ability of the Navy to mobilize in the New England region, ignoring 
future manpower requirements of the Naval Reserve, and reassigning units to substandard or 
non-existent facilities when superior facilities exist at NAS South Weymouth. 

I know your task is a difficult one. We appreciate all your efforts to strengthen our 
nation's security. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

&Az%&L Argeo Paul Cellucci 

Attachment 

1, 

Lieutenant Governor 



ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS FOR NAS BRUNSWICK 

TO: 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

w FROM: Committee to Save Naval Air Station South Weyniouth 

The Navy has proposed that NAS South Weymouth be closed and its aviation assets be 
relocated to NAS Bnrnswidc in order to help address the excess capacity situation at the 
latter base. This memorihdum discusses several alternatives to that pro~osal, ail of 

W ~ ) L E M U ~ ~  to remain w, with its squadrons remaining at 
South Weymouth. 

Pelacation of VO-2 to NAS 8- 

Fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadron Two (VQ-2) is employed in the electronic 
monitoring role. It t.t.tilizes the EP-3E aircraft, the same airframe as the P-3Cs stationed 
at Brunswick but having a different interior. The squadron is based at NS Rota, Spain, 
but operates throughout the Atlantic area. 

The Navy recently relocated this squadron's Paafic counterpart (VQ-1) from NAS 
Agana in Guam back to the mainland U.S., specifically to NAS Whidbey Island in the 
State of Washington. The squadron now deploys detachments throughout the Pacific 
where and when needed, as appropriate. The Navy apparently believes that, due to the 
reduced threat level, it is no longer necessary to permanently base this squadron 

Cy overseas. 

We would suggest that a similar strategy could be employed in the Atlantic theater of 
operations. That is, VQ-2 could be relocated from Rota, Spain to Brunswick, Maine, 
with this squadron, in turn, sending aircraft detachments to various locations when 
needed. Meanwhile, the bulk of the squadron would remain at Brunswick- Such a 
strategy would save the Navy money by reducing the need to maintain family housing 
overseas, while improving morale of squadron personnel. It is also very likely that 
airaaft maintenance effiaencies and cost savings would result by maintaining these 

airaaft at Bnmswick, since Brunswick has a11 of the capabilities for such maintenance 
already in hand. 

If this pattern of operation can be successfuily implemented in the Pacific by VQ-I, it 
would seem logical that i t  can be duplicated In the Atlantic. 

R e l o c a m  of an Active Duty VP Squadron to N M  B ~ n s w i c k  

Active-duty P-3C squadrons are presently homeported at Brunswick, Maine; 
Tacksonville, Florida; Whidbey Island, Washington; and Kaneohe, Hawaii. It may make 
sense to relocate a P-3C squadron from one of the latter three bases to Bruwwick, with a 
squadron-lle perhaps being the most likely candidate. , 

cY 
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The Navy originally planned to dose Brunswick and move its P-3s to Jacksonville. 
However, these plans changed when the proposal was made to send NAS Cecil Field's 
S-3s to Jacksonville rather than to Oceana, Virginia. Moving 5-3s to NAS Jacksonville 
will result in that base being home to P-3s and S-3s in addition to H-3/H-60 anti- 
submarine helicopters. The combination of turboprops, jets, and helicopters will result 
in crowded conditions at NAS Jacksonville, both in the air and on the ground. In fact, a 
new hangar to accommodate the needs of VP-30, the Navy's P-3 training squadron, is 
presently under construction at Jacksonville. 

Given the situation described above, the logic and potential efficiencies of moving a P-3 
Squadron to Brunswick from Jacksonville in order to relieve the crowded conditions at 
the latter base should be investigated. 

ReIocation of VR-46 to NAS B r u n s a  

At Ieast one scenario studied by the Navy with regard to the possible closure of NAS 
Atlanta resulked in the proposal by the Navy to move squadro~  VR-46 and its C-9B 
aircraft from Atlanta to NAS Brunswick. Should Atlanta be dosed and South 
Weymouth be kept open, new homes would have to be found for all of Atlanta's 
aircraft. Certainly, South Weymouth would like to obtain as many of those aircraft as 
possible. ~ o w e k b r ,  if the ~ a v ~  is adamant that the ~ r u n s w i i k  area can support 
Reserve operations with its demographics, relocate the C-9 squadron to Brunswick and 
the remaining Atlanta aircraft to South Weymouth, 

Of the squadrnns presently at or proposed to be located at Adanta (C-9s, AH-1 /UH-Is, 
FA-18~1, the C-9 squadron is likely to be the smallest in terms of required personnel and 
would, thus, have the greatest chance for success at Erunswick. Brunswick claims in its 
data call that it can locate a C-9 squadron in one of its hangars for only $100,000. 
Brunswick also has 8,000-foot runways which the Navy prefers for this type of aircraft. 

# 

South We--, on the bhand. would +n hause fhp FA-7% a n d e  
UH-1s. South Weyrnouth is a perfect location for these aircraft, given its strong 

demographics, nearby over-the-ocean training areas, available target range at Nomans 
Island, etc. 

Relocation of Atlanta's squadrons to South Weyrnouth and Brunswick would allow 
Atlanta to be closed, thus saving the Navy between $200 and 300 million, while keeping .,- 

open a Reserve base (South Weymouth) with significantly higher military value than 
- 

Atlanta and with significantly better demographics than Atlanta. The issue of 
Brunswick excess capaaty would also be addressed through the transfer of VR-46. 

Realim NAS Brunswick to NAF Brunswick 

This scenario would involve the r e a l i a n w  of 0 A Naval 
Air F a c i l i ~  Brunswick, similar to proposals currently being considered by BRAC95 for 
NAS Key West and NAS Corpus Christie. 

Alternative Scenarios for NAS Brunswick Page 2 of 3 



Under this scenario, the airfield and associated facilities would be retained for training 
purposes, access to nearby ranges, airspace, etc. Its strategic location would be 
preserved, with the base's facilities available for use, as required. All or most of the 

w existing aircraft at  the base would be relocated elsewhere. 

While the savings associated with this scenario can not be estimated at this time, they 
could be expected to be considerable. 

These scenarios represent only a sample of those which could potentially be deveIoped 
and are meant to be representative of a range of possible options. Others, of course, are 
possible and should be developed by the Navy for evaluation, with the goal being to 
both keep South Weymouth open while maintaining the strategic presence of 
B u s w i c k .  

w Alternative Scenarios for NAS Brunswick Page 3 of 3 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

MAY 6 1995 

The Honorable Gerry E. Studds 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Studds: 

Thank you for your letter of April 18, 1995, to the Secretary 
of the Navy, requesting information on the Department of the 
Navy's 1995 base realignment and closure process for reserve air 
stations and, in particular, Naval Air Station (NAS) South 
Weymouth, Massachusetts. I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

As you know, the Department of Defense recommended to the 
1995 Base Closure and Realignment Commission that NAS South 
Weymouth be closed. This and all of our base realignment and 
closure recommendations resulted from a careful, in-depth and 
objective review of our infrastructure, consistent with a smaller 
force structure and based on criteria established by the Secretary 
of Defense. 

Since the 1993 round there have been significant reductions 
in naval aviation forces. For instance, we have retired the A-6 w attack aircraft series, reduced the maritime patrol aircraft 
inventory by about one-third and have eliminated approximately 
fifty percent of the Navy's F-14 inventory. Additionally, the 
Naval Reserve stood down an entire carrier air wing. 

These significant reductions in Naval Aviation forces clearly 
indicated there was excess capacitv to w r t  aircraft at East 
Coast ~ a v a ~ ~ i r  Stations. Initial scenarios and Department of the 
Navy Base Structure ~ v a u a t i o n  Committee (BSEC) discussions 
focused on closing NAS Brunswick and moving the P-3 squadrons to 
NAS Jacksonville. However, during BSEC iterative discussions with 
major owner/operators, CINCLANTFLT addressed the need to keep the 
most capable air base north of the major fleet concentration in 
Norfolk. Considering the fleet commander's needs and the 
demographic concerns which militated against closing NAS Atlanta 
to reduce reserve air station excess capacity, the BSEC decided 
the best Total Force answer was to close NAS South Weymout-h. This - 
%?elution would reduce the excess capacity at Reserve Air Stations, 
_kee P o s t  capable air station in the Northeast while more 
fully utf and  r~1-p rese 

# .  

rve assets t r o m m  
South rew~runswick milits- 
construction expenditures. 
/ 

At the time the BSEC decision was made to recommend closure 
of NAS South Weymouth, the data call response submitted by 

il(Y Commander, Naval Reserve Force indicated the P-3 squadron at NAS 
South Weymouth would be decommissioned. Later, the Naval Reserve 



decided to move the P-3 squadron from NAS South Weymouth to NAS 
Brunswick, Maine and decommission the P-3 squadron at Naval Air 
Facility, Washington, D.C., instead. Therefore, we have no 
demographic information (certified or otherwise) concerning this 
move. However, as recently as April 19, 1995, my staff has been 
advised by COMNAVAIRESFOR that sufficient demographics are 
available in the Brunswick area to support both a P-3 and a C-130 
squadron. 

As to administrative support squadrons, the BSEC decided 
while finalizing the configuration model, not to allow more than 
one administrative support squadron (VR squadron) to be stationed 
at any one air station because a decentralized force could better 
support the organic air transport needs of the fleet 
concentrations. 

Although not discussed as part of the base closure process, 
the Naval Air Reserve did play a valuable role in support of 
contingency operations. For the operations you specified, Bosnia, 
Somalia, Persian Gulf and Haiti, the Naval Air Reserve 
contribution totalled 25,170 hours and 3,943 sorties. 

There were two principal procedures used to ensure the 
accuracy, completeness, and integrity of the information contained 
in our 1995 Base Structure Data Base: data certification and 
inde~endent validation bv the Naval Audit Service. The 
certification procedures*ensured the data forwarded for use by the 
Secretary of the Navy was reviewed and updated, as appropriate, at 
each level in the chain of command responsible for certifying the 
accuracy and completeness of such data. Independently, the Naval 
Audit Service examined and validated the accuracy of the data 
gathered and analyzed. Through their review, the Secretary of the 
Navy was apprised that the established internal controls were 
effective and that the certified data used in the process was 
reasonably accurate and complete. The opinion of the Naval Audit 
Service was reported to the Secretary of the Navy before he 
forwarded his base realignment and closure recommendations to the 
Secretary of Defense. A copy of the audit report is provided to 
show the procedures employed by the Navy auditors to validate the 
accuracy and reliability of the data. Furthermore, the General 
Accounting Office (GAO) observed and assessed the verification 
efforts of the Navy auditors. The GAO reported to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission there was no basis to 
dispute the conclusions of the Naval Audit Service. 

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. As always, 
if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

w# 
Attachment 



COMMITTEE TO SAVE SOUTH WEYMOUTH 
February 10, 1995 

On June 26, 1993 the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
unanimously voted to remove NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts from the 
Secretary of Defense's list of recommended closures. 

In doing so, the Commission noted that the Navy did not accurately project the 
costs associated with closing South Weymouth or keeping it open. These figures 
were modified in a manner which supported the Secretary's list. Specifically: 

The Navy contended that over $20 million in MILCON was necessary 
to  bring NAS South Weymouth up to  operational capacity. However, 
it was determined that the Weymouth facility only required $1 00,000. 
The Navy did not accurately calculate the cost of relocating units 
based at NAS South Weymouth to  other bases. Additionally, it 
ignored over $50 million in MILCON to  construct two  new Naval 
Reserve facilities in Pennsylvania and West Virginia. 

The Committee contested these figures and the independent analysis of BRAC 
confirmed these miscalculations. 

The Commission's 1993 Report to the President states: 

"The Commission found several inconsistencies between COBRA analysis and data 
call submissions regarding personnel accounting, and military construction costs for 
receiver bases. The inconsistencies tended to inflate savings and deflate costs in 
favor of the Secretary's recommendation." 

This point was also raised during the June 26, 1993 hearing: 

BRAC STAFF: "..looking at South Weymouth, the initial COBRA did not reflect the 
construction costs for either Martinsburg for Johnstown." 
"...NAS South Weymouth indicated $3.1 million of construction would be saved i f  
we  closed the base. It made no mention in the COBRA, first of all, of migrating 
anyone to  Johnstown other than in the recommendation." 
"... when we pulled up the data on Martinsburg, it had numbers that 
were.. .extremely low." 

The Commission unanimously agreed to cease the further construction of Naval 
Reserve facilities at Johnstown, PA and Martinsburg, WVA. 



We argued against the Defense Department's recommendation was flawed based 

w on the following points: 

NAS South Weymouth is the only Naval Air Reserve facility in the 
Northeast. Closure of this facility would effectively eliminate the 
region as a source of Naval Air reservists. 
The Navy did not adequately take into consideration the unique 
demographic and operational needs of Reserve facilities. 
By the Navy's own analysis, NAS South Weymouth is rated one of the 
finest facilities in the Naval Air Reserve system. 

These opinions were echoed during the June 26, 1995 Hearing: 

BRAC STAFF: "The cons to [closing South Weymouthl would be a loss of the 
Reserve Naval air operation activity in the Northeastern United States, at least in 
any significant form; lowered demographics at the receiving sites in terms of 
numbers of people available; a loss of readiness on the unit ... You would be closing 
a base that was rated the third-highest military value of all Naval Reserve air 
stations." 

COMMISSIONER STUART: "I was tremendously impressed with their presentation 
in Boston, and I also am impressed with the logic of maintaining a Reserve facility 
which we already own, and it looks like a superb facility that is available to the 
Northeast, where there are a lot of Reservists operating ... I think we have to keep 
in consideration that all parts of the country need to  have facilities available to 
them, that we get balanced military support across the country." 

Also the Commission's 7993 Report to the President states: 

"Demographics for the purposes of force recruiting at proposed receiver bases 
were not considered in relocation of squadrons ... Impact on contributory support to 
the activities components, mission capability and readiness were not adequately 
considered by the Navy." 



The Commission also voted to  adopt a recommendation of the Committee to close 
the Naval Reserve Centers at Quincy and Chicopee, Massachusetts and the Naval 
and Marine Corps Reserve Center at Lawrence, Massachusetts and transfer their 
activities at NAS South Weymouth. We argued that this consolidation was both 
cost efficient -- in that it would close three smaller facilities -- it would also expose 
reservists to a the broader range of training options available at a larger facility. 

Both Commissioner Bowman and Chairman Courter stated that this proposal should 
serve as a "national model" for the consolidation and cost savings in Naval Reserve 
operations. 

The Commission's 7993 Report to the President states: 

"Consolidation of these activities at the existing facilities at NAS South Weymouth, 
would preserve reserve unit manning levels ...[ and] reduce overhead costs for three 
separate associated messing and berthing costs.. . and dispose of three older 
facilities." 



ADVANTAGES OF RETAINING SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

1 LOCALE OF SOUTH WEYMOUTH = BOSTON, MEDICAL, HIGHER EDUCATION 
INSTITUTIONS,  MWR, QUALITY OF PERSONNEL. TRANSPORTATION = H A I L  WITH 
A NEW STATION NEXT TO THE WEST GATE I N  1996 ,  MAJOR AIRPORT, 
ENCOMPASSING INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 

2. COMPARISON = ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES OF RETAINING NAS SOUTH 
WEYMOUTH RELATIVE TO NAS DALLAS, NAS ATLANTA, NAF ANDREWS, NAS NEW 
ORLEANS Z< NAS WILLOW GROVE. CONSIDERATIONS: OPERATING COSTS ARE 
LOWER, HIGH TECH INDUSTRY BELT, HIGH QUALITY DRAW OF SELHES 
RESERVISTS FROM THE TECH ?< AV IAT ION INDUSTRY, QUALITY OF TRAINING, 
FOUR SEASON OPERATION S U I T S  ANY CL IMATIC  CONDITION VS F A I R  WEATHER 
TRAINING FUR READINESS. 

5. COSTS FOR TRAINING SELHES RESERVISTS VS ACTIVE DUTY I S  7 TIMES LESS 

Y THAN THE ACTIVE FORCES, THUS DURING PEACE TIME THIS  THE MOST V IABLE 
ECONOMIC ASSET. I F  THE REDUCTION I N  THE RESERVE FORCE CONTINUES, 
OUR DEFENSE MOBIL IZAT ION ASSET DECLINES. 

4. THE STRONG ZOMMUNITY SUF'PORT FROM THE FOUR LOCAL TOWNS THAT SURROUND 
NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH. T H I S  SUPPORT WAS EXPRESSED DURING THE 93'  ERAC 
PROCESS FOR RETAINING OUR INSTALLATION. RELATIVE TO THERE SUPPORT 
VR-62 CHRISTENED I T S  FOUR C-130 AIRCRAFT THE CITY OF WEYMOUTH, C I T Y  
OF ABINGTON, C I T Y  OF ROCKLAND AND THE C ITY  OF HINGHAM I N  A CEREMONY 
A T  NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH ON JANUARY 21, 1995. 

5 .  1993 BRAC, COMMISSICIN RATIONALE TO RETAIN NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

COMMISSIONER BOWMAN STATED THAT THREE PRIMARY CONSIDERATIONS PLAYED 
A PART I N  THE VOTE. THE COMMISSIONERS FELT THAT; 

A. RESERVISTS FROM NEW ENGLAND AND NEW YORK STATE SHOULD HAVE THE 
RIGHT TO CONTINUE TRAINING AS F L I E R S  AND MECHANICS U N T I L  THE NAVY 
PRESENTS A CONVINCING PLGN DEMONSTRATING OTHERWISE. 

E. THE EASE I S  I N  "SUPERB" SHAPE, WITH WELL-MAINTAINED RUNWAYS, 
HANGARS AND U T I L I T I E S ,  AND COULD EASILY  HANDLE MORE THAN I T S  CURRENT 
THREE SQUADRONS OF AIRPLANES AND HELICOPTERS. 

C. THE NASrY D I D  NOT PROVE THAT SHUTTING DOWN THE WEYMOUTH BASE WHILE 
BUILD ING THE WEST V I R G I N I A  AND F'ENNSYLVANIA BASES WOULD SAVE MONEY 
AS HAS BEEN CONTENDED. 

uvr 
D. THE COMMISSIONERS ALSO S A I D  THEY WERE INFLUENCED BY A PRESENTATION 

MADE BY THE LOCAL EASE'S SUPPORTERS AT A FORMAL COMMISSION HEARING 
I N  MAY. 



BRAC 95 DATA CALL 11/09/94 

1. The f e a s i b i l i t y  of NAS South Weymouth t o  rece ive  a VR squadron 
c o n s i s t i n g  o f  3 C-9 a i r c r a f t  and a c t i v e  duty  cont ingent from NAS 
A t l a n t a  Georgia. 

2. NAS South Weymouth response t o  data c a l l :  

a. 1 The runways, taxiways and parl::ing aprons w i l l  support t he  
a i r c r a f t  

b. 1 The a i r c r a f t  hangars w i  11 support t he  a i r c r a f t  

c. ) The f a c i l i t i e s  w i  11 support t he  personnel 

3 .  To compliment t h i s  scenario NAS South Weymouth requested the  
f o l l o w i n g :  

cY a.) A 1 ,(:)O0 f t  runway extension w i t h  a displaced th resho ld  f o r  the  
approach end o f  runway #17. The present runway leng th  i s  7,000 
f t .  The government est imate f o r  the  displaced th resho ld  i s  2.7 
m i l l i o n .  

b .  1 A 2(:1,00(:) sq -ft t ra in ing/admi  n i  s t r a t i o n  bcti l d ing .  The government 
es t ima te  i s  2.0 m i l l i o n .  

4. Personal comments: 

a . )  Navy C-9 a i r c r a f t  a re  f requent t r ans i en t s  t o  NAS South Weymouth. 
Runway leng th  does not  seem t o  b e  a f ac to r  s ince the  ma jo r i t y  of 
l and ings  and takeof fs  of C-9's are on runway #26, which i s  our 
s h o r t e s t  a t  6,000 f t .  A 1,000 f t  runway extension w i t h  a 
d i sp laced  th resho ld  f o r  t h e  approach end o f  runway #17 would 
b r i n g  our runway length  up t o  today 's  accepted standard of  8,000 
f t .  

b. ) The demographics of  t h i s  area w i l l  most d e f i n i t e l y  support the  
SELRES manning f o r  t h i s  squadron. A good example o f  t h i s ,  i s  the  
5O l o c a l  area p i l o t s  t h a t  app l ied  f o r  VR-62's SELRES manning. 
The Boston Massachusetts area i s  an exce l len t  resource f o r  VR 
p i l o t s  and espec ia l l y  f o r  C-9 a i r c r a f t ,  s ince the  DC-9 i s  the  
common commercial c a r r i e r  out of Logan I n t e rna t i ona l  A i r p o r t  i n  
East Boston, Ma. 



m m  PAW CEtUlCCl 
u I t n w -  

February 8, 1995 
The ~onorablo John R. Dalton 
d e o r m w  of the Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350-1000 

Dear Secretary Dalton: 

Thfe let-r i s  t o  Pollaw up on our reaent phone conversation 
concerning Naval Air Station (HAS) South W e m a .  

As we discuseed, the Massschusettm National Guard is impressed with 
the facilities at  NAS South Weymouth and, with the Navy's approval, 
is interested in loaating a unit onto the barre, Specffiaally, the 
Ouatd is interested in moving a f i e l d  artillery battalion totaling 
4s full time and 600 part time Guardsmen as well as their trucks, 
h~it~er., and other equipment. I h i m  La a new, high priority unit 
t h a t  is aerigned to t;he.@Contlngency Porce Pool." 

Locating t h i s  unit onto NAS South Weymouth would require the 
construction of two buildings, one of 85,000 .quare feet to house 
the military units, and one of 12,000 square feet for the 
maintenance OF their equipment. ~o we dlocussed, the state could 
Pund such construction frm a $100 million capital improvement fund 
intended for the atate's military fnrtallations. Moreover, the 
Stat.  would willingly negatiaee with the Navy to fun4 the 
improvement of other facilities or infra~tuuature at NAB South 
Weymouth that would be u ~ e d  j o i n t l y  by the Guard and Navy 
personnel. &a 1 mentioned, the Leglelation auworircing thi5 
capital improvement fund rpeoiiiee that state funding is available 
only if NAS south Weymouth is e n h a n d  or exlyndd under the 1995 
base closurr process* - 

If it ia all right with you, I vould like t o  send my staff to 
Wa~hington to disou8e this posalble option w i t h  your Lnetallation 
eprts. Your otaff can contact Jim Kana in my office a t $  (617) 
727-3600. Thanks very nuch for your consideration. 

William. F. We14 



RESERVE AVIATION LAYDOWN 
PROJECTED BY M99 
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Oeatloa 1A.  to prwld r  fo r  tho projoctr and oxprndltureo providod for l a  

thlr rc t ,  tha rocrl tary of rdr in l r t t r t Ion  and flnrnee lo hrreby ruthotlred t o  

rpend t k  rum r e t  for th in mution two for tho reverrl pUtpO@@# of thlr rat ,  

subjoot to t h e  condltloru apoaiiled berein an4 subjoet to the provisions o t  

h w  togutatlnp tho dloburr4unt  of pub118 fund0 and the rppfoval thotoof. 

6tCTIm 3. Item 1599-8000 of reetion O oL r r ld  ehrptot 300 Lr heraw 

amended by lnaertlag a f t e r  tha w r l  *Po~~thbrIdgo~, In llno 3, the f o l l o u ~  

word61- or for o r p l t r l  projootr to mh.nco or exp~nd other Onlted Btr t rr  Do- 

partrent of Dofenre f a e l l l t l e r  In tho comonvralth. 

80CPIm 4. h i d  item lS9Y-8000 of raid roorlon 2 o l  r r ld  chrptor 300 la 

horrby further rwnded by inrecting r t t e r  tho vord ' r b q u l ~ e w ~ t ~ ' ,  La 1Lnb 7, 

th. tol lovlag wordat- , or other Doglrtlcnt of Dofan80 rrqultemrntl. 

BETION I. Sold i t en  1SS9-8000 of raid arction 2 of r t i d  ehrptot 300 Ia 

hereby further amondo4 by lnurtlng after  tho vbrd *60uthbr14gem, in  l ino 16, 

. 
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f i w  bare ~ l o r o r r  dnd rorlignwnt psoeosr. 
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purporer of thlr rot. 
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r f t e r  the word a f r ~ l l l t l o a g ,  in l lno  4, tho follouing uordac- or netits- 

er t lon by tho United l t a tor  Daprrt8mt of OILon~e to the baa* oomundor oc LI- 

e l l i t y  adnfnlrtfator of r Qepartwnt o i  G f e n r a  Caciltty th r t  tk taol l l ty  fur 

beon rolreto4 far  onhracrc~nt or oxpmrlon a8 the rorul t  of th. aimtoea h e  

drrd md ninety-five btre elorura and r a r l i g n ~ n t  procorr. 

SBCFIOll 9. 8116 raotion 4 ot ra id  eh.gter 300 18 hereby Cutthor urnded 

by inrertlng rf toc tho vord *requir.untr., in  l ine ll, the Loltorlng 

wrdra-  or otber Unitod I t r t e r  mpartnant 01 Defenre requirermtr. 

8SC9Io1 10. #aid rretion 4 of r r i d  obrprer 300 1, herrbp Lurthrr auadod 

by inserting after  the vord 'B.rvloor~, i n  l l ~  23, tho Cotloulng uocdrl- or 

other m f t d  Stat08 Deprftqnt of Dofmro requl rennt r .  

8ltCTIOlI 11. 8eCtlOn S of raid chaptot 300 i r  horoby anrnded by l n r r r t l q  

after the vard atacllirlrr ' ,  in l i ne  7 ,  t). LollwLng wrdr l -  or  prlor to cM 

n o t l f i a t l o n  by the 'Onltrd l t r t oa  Department o l  b.fm*o that t r o l l i t l o r  k thr 

-0~1th hrvr beon ioloctrd to r  onhrncnmmt o t  oxpanrlon, 

I#CTr(ll 12. Bretlon 6 at r r l d  cbapter 100 18 hrroby rlwndcd by inaactlrg 

r f t o t  tho wrd  gQworn#nt@, in l i ne  4, tb. Lelloulng wocdac- , or to my 

ml tod  Btr t rr  Drpartnmt o t  Dotonre centeretor perfornlng vork far r Depart* 

m n t  of mfonro frei l l ty .  

l#?rZm 13. #retion 7 of r r l d  obaptoz 300 ir  horbby amendad by Inrer tbg 

a t t a r  the vord *8rrv!qosg, in l ine I, tho t o l l o u h g  ward81- , the m p r r t m t  

at Dofonre fae i l i t io r  that hrvo born r r l ~ c t a 4  to r  enhancement or exprnrlonr or 
I 

0.par tnn t  of Dofrnro oontcrctor porformlng work for  Doprrtarnt eC Defmro 

Laeillty that hrr been releetod for tnhanaownt o r  expdnrlon. 
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the governor froa tfm to tino, but aot excedhq,  la the aggregate, tho rtn: 
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b.prrtwnt of k f m w  to loorto or16 tlnuror md Aacauntlng Iervloar t r o l l l t p  

ln the tw of &uthbcld9e o r  'aftor tml approor1 by tho Unitad @Ute8 Con- 

grarr  of  4 reoowcndrtlon fzom tbo United #tator Dotonre Bare Clorure and k- 

a l l p u n t  Conelorla  t o  enlynoo or  expand *hat Dllted #tator  h p r r t ~ a t  01 

Defenre f r o i l l t i e r  ln tho corsonvoalth. A l l  boadr ierurd by the w a w w r l t b ,  

a r  rfororald, rhrll be derignatod on their fa-, tetbcrl TrcLlitler Itnhrau- 

w n t  Act of 1995, and r h r l l  bo losurd tor  ruch naxlmum term of yoarr, not ex- 

oeo6ing t h i r t y  yeaerr 0s the governor my rooa#rnd to the grnoral owr t  pug- , 

ournt t o  #ration 3 02 Article LXII of tho Amtndmento t o  tho Conatltutloa of 

tho Corsanvoalthr pcovl6.4, howevor, t b r t  811 such bondr #halt  bo pry8blO not 

l a t e r  than brmmboc th i r ty - t l t r t ,  tuo t h o u r ~ d  md th l r ty .  Watvithatanbinq 

any othor provirlon of t h i r  act ,  bond*, an4 tho intererr  thocoon, irauia undrr 

tho authority of thlr rection rhal l  b. general abllgattonr o l  the oou6a- 

wealth. 

Sectlos 88. The r te to  troarutot may borrow from t lno t o  tlaa on the c r r b  

it of the ccmmonuaa1th much .urns OF koney u my bo n e ~ r r a r y  for  tho purpomr 

of aeeting prpmentr rr ruthos1z.d by t h l r  ro t  and my i r ru r  a d  c r a w  f r a  

t l ao  to  t lao notem of th. aoaaamrrlth therdor.  h r c l a g  inticoat payable a t  

ruoh t i r e  and a t  luch rator u r h r l l  bm flud by tho r t r t r  trerruror.  b o b  

notra r h r l l  be iarvo4 md ~y bo renew06 mo or more t1mms tor rucb torn, not 

I a m o d i y  w year, am tha paernor  my r . a u n 4  to tbe ~ o n o r r l  w r t  in  r I I 
crordrnea v l t b  k o t i k  3 .of Artlolo tXIt of the Amandwntr to  the Conrtitrtloa 

of tho Counonvoalth~ but tho f i na l  ~ r t u t l t i a r ' o t  such natrr ,  uhe tk r  origin81 

or  renewel.$ #hall not b. l r t o r  than June thlrtlmtbr two thourmd and revon, 

Notwlthrtrndlng any other procrirlon of t h i r  re t ,  note8 and lntorar t  thrtoon 

irroob under tho ,eutherlty ot  thsr act shall  8o general obllprtlonr oL the 

ooraonverlth. 
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rumt to thl# rot .  

Prrarble adoptad, , Pcr#llmt. 

B i l l  prrrrd to b4 rnlotrd, 

In 6mrte, rrbrurry 

d i l l  parrd to ba r n i o t r ~ ,  

/ 
e ' c ~ e e ~  ~ n d  3) minutas. P .  H. 

Covrrnar , 
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May 15, 1995 

Subj: RESPONSE TO KOBEKT B. PIKIE, JK., LTK LITD MAY 6, 1995 

(a) Naval Audil Scrvicc Audit Rcporl 026-95 dtd 28 Feb 95 
@j DON LTK LT-0706-F14 BSATRH dtd 5 May 1995 
(c) BRAC-93 and BRAG95 Certified Data 
(d) U.S. Census Bureau and U.S. Deparlment of Labor Sta~istics 
(c) Report of BSEC Dclibcrations on 29 Dcc 94 
(f) BUYEKSINST 1001.39 (ser) 
(g) COMNAVKESFOKLNST 1001.5 (ser) 

1. The subject letter raires additional concerns that need to be addressed regiuding 
the Navy's analysis of Nwal Air Stations and Ndvd Reserve Air Stadom. 

2. If the premise of closing Nwd bases b predicated upon Total Force Structure, 
and reducing excess capacity without compromising overall Military Value of any 
subcategory of bases, the process has been flawed for two reasons in the case of NAS 
South Weymouth because decisions have been based upon 

(a) anecdotal cvidcncc and conjccturc, not upon facts; and 
(b) attempting to compare bases in two separate subsategories. 

3. The subject letter (para. 4) discuses CINCLANTFLT's "need to keep the most 
capable air base nonh of the major fleet concentration in Norfolk" open. Thus the 
recommendation to retain NAS Brunrwick, an Operational Air Station. Immediately 
following is "the best Told Force answer. . . to close NAS South Weyrnouth," a 
Rcscrvc Air Station and a diffcrcnt subcategory of base. This sarnc scntimcnt of 
confusing operational and reseme activities also appears in the BSEC Deliberations 
on 9 February 1995, and in the DOD @. 5-52) and DON @. D-4) recommendadons 
to close NAS South Weymouth. 

4. Givcn thc Navy's ccnificd data, if wc comparc Opcrariond and Rcscrvc Air 
, Stations, consider the following Military Vdues on the generic category "Air Stations 

North of Norfolk": 

ACLlVITY KfLITARY VALUE TYPE 

NAS BRUNSWICK 61.06 OPERATIONAL 

NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH 6137 RESERVE 

NAS WILLOW GROVE 64.36 RESERVE 

NAF WASHINGTON DC 65.16 RESERVE 

Using Military Value as tho criteria lor dctcrmining thc "most capable" air station, 
NAS Brunswick, under the "Total Forcc" Concept would rank last. However, we 



reject as inadequate any comparison bctween Rescrve and Active Bases beaube of 
Ihe diffcrenccs in mission, and diffcrcnccs in the way ques~ions in the dam calls were 
weighted to calculate military value. Addi tiondly, if opcrariond missions cotnplc~cd 

w by Nilvdl Air Reserve squadrons wcrc not a pan of thc configuration, what is the 
justification lor invoking the T o ~ a l  Force' concept which implies that Reserve 
conuibu lions are in~cgral to the Navy's overall mission accomplishments. "AJ though 
not discussed as part of the base closurc process, the Naval Air Rcscrvc did play a 
valuable role in support of contingency operations." (para 7, subj. ltr.) 

5. Regarding the issue of dcmographia, 
(para. 5, subj. Jtr.) "thc Naval Rcsclvc dccidcd to move the P-3 squadron from 
NAS South Weymouth to NAS Brunswick . . . we have no demographic infor- 
malion (cenilied or otherwise) concerning this move. However, as recently as 
April 19, 1995, my staff has been advised by COMNAVAIRESFOR that suffi- 
cient demographics are available in b e  Brunswick ares . ." and 
(para. 4, subj. ltr.) 'demographic conccrns . . . mitigated against Closing NAS 
Atlanta. . ." 

upon what information did COMNAVAIRESFOR base his conclusions? Reference 
(a) (p. 13) states "Specifically, DOD Dircctivc 1225.7 rcquircs that thc Rcscrvc 
Component "shall review the rniu~power potential of the area to dctcrminc whcthcr it 
is adcquatc to mcct and maintain thc authothcd strcnglhr (approvcd manning lcvcls) 
of its Kcscrvc Componcnt units." Spccitiwllv. sincc DON has "no dcmopraohi~ 

rr 
RESFOR to assert that thc rclocatcd rcscrvc unirs can bc morc odcauatclv manncd 

the JXQQQS~~ r- 
. . .' 9 Consider the following chart based upon references 

(c and d): 

E O d  'A3Q 3NIBXVH I t l U 3 N l f ) *  MY 8 C O I  S5 ' L l  'SO 



Rcfcrcnce (c) allows that The BSEC dctormincd that those publications that were 
published by s cognizant federal agcnq a standard sourcc documents (likc ccnzus 
data. . . .) wcrc sclfse~fyiny documcnts and their usc as such is conristcnt with past 
practices.' (para 2)  This chart clearly shows an historic inability of NAS Auanta to 
maintain satisfactory manning levels for the commissioncd units assigned LO it. 
Refcrenw (f) (para 202.2) and (g) (para 202.1) rcquirc that Naval Kcsclvists bc 
assigned pcr unit manning priorities, and commissioncd units take priority ovcr all 
other units. Failure to meet at lcart 90% penonncl manning of both officer and 
enlistcd billccs for the p a t  fivc ycars as demonstrated by BRAC certified data calls 
indicates that COMNAVAIRESFOK's bclief ha t  NAS Atlanta is in a 
demographically rich recruiting ilrw cannot bc supportcd by the facts. 

Thc chart above also illustrates a much smaller populalion from which to rccrui~ 
q u d X e d  pcrsonncl in both the Atlaota and Brunswick statistical me~ropolitan arcas, 
further casting doubt on the conclusions drawn by DON in its analysts. 

6. Regarding reliancc on ihe GAO and thc Naval Audit Senice validation reports. 
inconsistencies also arisc. GAO barely mentions consideration uf Naval Kcscxve 
Activities, and does not provide much of r narrativc of its validation techniqucs to 
confirm DON analysis with rcspcct 10 lhese activities. Naval Audit Senice does 
addrcss thcm in reference (a), but in lumps Operational and Rcscwe Air Stations 
together in one subcategory in i ~ :  W i t  A Ir also slates (p.13) that "DOD 
Directive 1225.7 requircs that the Reserve Component "shall review the manpowcr 
potential of the area to dctcrminc whether it is adeqLatc to meel and maintain thc 
authorized strengths (approved manning levcls) of its Rcserve Components. 
&ordin- us with covics 01 the N M D S  rcDorls showing U 

re of thc a k t e d  units for past fivc vcars. Ad-. providc us with 
S) for these th the Reserve Unit Mannin~ Docu-AD c currcnl 

month same  revl lo us m t o b c r  Rcporll less sccurily 
numbers so -te kivacv ~ c t  c , Provide & a 
DODI)ir_ective 12252. 

7. Reference (a) also indic-dtes that '. . . Naval Air Reseive Activity closurc 
recommendations will result in the rcdignmcnt of allilialed Reserve units ro rhc 
nearest Naval Reserve Component, which we determined to be within normal 
commuting distancc from the closing Resemc Campound site. Since rxruiting will 
bc drawn from the same local community after the recommended closure action, we 
determined that DOD requirements arc no longcr applicable.'' This statement 
contradicts long-standing Nay directives regar- the dcfinition of "reasonable 
commuting distances" per refercnccs (f) (para 209) and (g) (para 304.4.b) whish 



dcfinc reasonable commuting distances as originating from thc rcsenists home in dl 
ascs cxccpt with tbosc rescnists asigncd to NRF ships. Thc longcs~ permissiblc 
distance is 100 milcs or   no^ exceeding that which can be kavelcd by automobile 
undcr average condjtions of traffic, wcather, and roads within a period of thrcc 
hours.' Undcr thc sccnario proposed, there is a distance in excess of 150 rnilcs 
between NAS South Wcymouth and NAS Brunswick. In some instances reservisls 
may bc forced lo commute over 250 mile to drill. Given weathcr conditions, traffic, 
and roads in the Northeast qulrdrant of ihc U.S. these distances arc clcarly outside 
prescribed norms and will adversely impact on thc Nay's ability to meet tho 
requirements of DOD Dirtctiw 1225.7. 

8. PLccordinyly. we ucst YOU - ~ r o d d e  us W c n a r i o  that Clot;eb; N- 
and moves its H e l i f o o t c r d r o n s  and Fiehlor S& to NAS South We- 
b avoidiw 67 million-w %vcr. and  laci in^ here 
units h d & a o ~ l c x  thal ~ e r  r e f e r c d c )  and (d\ has th* t a c d  ca~rrbility - 

~f m a n n u  _wnits tof m. In kccping with the Navy's 
prcference to w-locate reservc units with active sites, thc logistics squadron at NAS 
Atlanta can be relocated at NAS Jacksonville, and a cantonrncnt area for augmenting 
units can bc maintained at Dobbins AFB preserving joint activity and thc capability 
to expand for futurc contingencies in Atfanta. 
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FAX 

TO: Doyle Reedy, BRAC Staff 
FAX: (703) 696-0550 

FROM: Bill Smith 
1_-----------__------------~------------_-IC-______--___-_----k---------- 

Doyle, 

Please fmd a letter from Governor Weld to Chairman Dixon concerning NAS South Weymouth. 
"e  hard copies have been sent by mail. As you will notice, a copy has also been sent to 
General Robles. Given the delays involving the mail, I would appreciate it if you would provide 
the General wiIi n copy of this faxed vcriioil a the ~arliesr convenient time. l f  you have any 
questions, please give me a call at: (617) 727-3206. 

Thanks. 
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May 22, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, V A  22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writ ing t o  share wi th  the Commission correspondence I have received from 
the Navy with regard t o  its decision to recommend the closure of  Naval Air Station 
(NAS) South Weymouth, Massachusetts. 

First, I want  t o  thank the Commission for voting to consider alternatives t o  the 
closure o f  NAS South Weymouth and review the merits of  NAS Atlanta. As you 
know, I have been working closely with the local "Save the Base Committee" and 

1 w e  believe there is a very compelling case to keep open the Weymouth facility. 

I wrote t o  Navy Secretary Dalton in April to request several items wi th  regard to 
the Navy's base closure process. Earlier this month, I received a response from 
Navy Assistant Secretary Robert Pirie. Copies of both letters are enclosed. 

Unfortunately, rather than illuminating how the Navy reached i ts recommendations, 
these replies have instead raised serious new concerns with the Navv's decision- 
makinsprocess. - It would appear that the decision t o  close the South Weymouth 
facility was based on entirely on anecdotal -- and undocumented -- information and 
conjecture which, ultimately, resulted in the inappropriate comparison of bases in 
t w o  separate subcategories. 

In m y  letter t o  Secretary Dalton, I requested that the Navy provide me with the 
documents that would support its claim that NAS Brunswick could demographically 
accommodate the reserve units which were being relocated there from NAS South 
Weymouth. Assistant Secretarv Pirie responded that the Nmy- . . h a s 0  

demoqraphic informat-ted or nthP_rlECiSe) concerningllxs move." Instead, 
the Navy Base Structure Analysis Committee (BSEC) staff was "advised" bv tbe 
Commander of  the Naval Air Reserve ICOMNAVAIBBhSEthat therewece 
sufficient demographics available at &u[!swick. - 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED Fl8ERS 
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The absence of a formal demographic study suggests that the Navy did not  
adequately consider the ramifications of its recommendations. Both BRAC and the 
Navy recognize the national security importance of the Weymouth facility in 
attracting qualified Naval reservists. Two years ago, the Commission removed 
NAS South Weymouth from the Secretary of Defense's closure list in order to 
preserve it as the only reserve facility in the Northeast. Furthermore, by its own 
analysis, the Navy ranks NAS South Weymouth first in demographic value. It is, 
therefore, difficult to understand why the Navy would jeopardize its ability to 
recruit and retain reservists in this region by neglecting to fully determine the 
impact of moving Weymouth's reserve units to a remote location in Maine. 

Additionally, according t o  the Navy report to the Commission, it apparently decided 
to  "trade-off" NAS South Weymouth and NAS Brunswick after the Commander-in- 
Chief, Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT) expressed the "operation desire" to  have the 
most "fully-capable" air station north of Norfolk available to support his fleet. This 
recommendation was apparently made during consultations between BSEC and 
CINCLANTFLT. 

!have requested the records of these discussiong so that we -- and BRAC -- can 
examine-the assumptions, justifications, and merits of the "policy imperatives" 
developed during these meetings. I have not received this information and -- after 
this and numerous other attempts -- can now only assume that it does not exist. 

This obviously raises serious concerns about the integrity of the Navy's 
recommendations. The complete documentation of all information used in 
formulating recommendations, including relevant deliberations, is one of the 
foundations of the base closure process. However, it would appear that the 
factor which led to the Navy's decision to close NAS South Weymouth is both 
uncertified and undocumented. Furthermore, it would appear that the Navy gave 
greater weight to the "desire" of one individual than the rest of its empirical data. 

The CINCLANTFLT1s recommendation resulted in a comparison between an 
operational base (Brunswick) and a r e s e n m h s m l S o u t h  Tm d e w  . . n 
-- which may violate D e f w O e o a r t m e n t e s  -- suggests that the Navy 
ignored its own analysis that distinguishes between reserve and active duty 
missions and capabilities. The data calls for reserve and operational facilities are 
not compatible. Similar questions are weighted differently and, in some cases, 
entire subcategories are omitted. In fact, following the Navy's logic, a comparison 
of the military value scores for the four Naval Air facilities north of Norfolk (NAS 

w South Weymouth, NAS Washington, NAS Willow Grove, and NAS Brunswick) 



Chairman Dixon 
May 22, 1995 

(CI Page 3 

would reveal that NAS Brunswick ranks last. In short, the Navy has compared 
apples with oranges. 

I have enclosed information prepared by the "Save the Base Committee" that 
further details our concerns with Assistant Secretary Pirie's letter. In mv view. this 
analvsi s stro n a 1 V j - A ~  ted from its select i~n 
griteria in recornme& NAS South I request that the Commission 
give this material its full consideration. 

I applaud the efforts of the Commission to date and look forward to working 
closely with you in the coming weeks to ensure that the national security merits of 
the Navy's recommendations are fully scrutinized. 

With kind regards. 

Enclosures 
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April 18, 1995 

John H. Dalton, Secretary 
Department of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20350 

Dear Secretary Dalton: 

I am writing to request several items with regard to the Navy's recommendation to 
close Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth. I am working closely with the 
local community to examine the national security merits of this decision and we 
will be presenting our case to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (BRAC) in the coming weeks. 

In its recommendation to  close the Weymouth facility, the Navy has indicated that 
it will transfer the Naval Air Reserve assets (specifically a Reserve P-3 squadron), 
equipment, personnel to NAS Brunswick, Maine. Please provide me with the any 
demographic data and analvsis used in formulating and iustifving this scenario. 

The Navy's Analysis and Recommendations (DoD Base Closure and Realignment 
Report to the Commission, Volume IV) states that "the Commander-in-Chief, 
Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT), expressed the desirability of having a fully-capable 
operational air station north of Norfolk, Virginia." (p.0-4) 

Please pro vide me with the minutes of the BSEC/CINCLA N TFI T_dliscussions with 
regard to the recommended -- closure of NAS South We~m& and the retention of 
NAS A tlanta and NAS Brunswick. Also, what "policy imperatives" lDoD Report to 
BRAC, Vol. IV; p. 12) were developed and justified during these discussions? 
Additionally, please provide me with the minutes of any BSEC/COMNA VRESFOR & 
COMNA VAIRRESFOR deliberations on the same subject. 

The Navy's Configuration Analysis with regard to Reserve Air Stations states that 
"only one administrative support-type squadron. (e.g., C-9 or (2-130) canhe 
assigned to any station." (DoD Report to BRAC, Vol. IV; p.D-3) Please detail the 
ra tionale for this restriction, 

w 
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Secretary Dalton 
April 18, 1995 
Page 2 

Wv 
In recent years, the Naval Reserve personnel and units have played an important 
role in overseas operations. Please provide me with information detailing the 
number of sorties conducted by the Naval Air Reserve in support of operations in 
the former-Yugoslav Republics, Somalia, the Persian Gulf and Haiti. 

With regard to the SECNA VNOTE of December 8, 7993, what procedures were 
approved for the BSA T's "Internal Audit Control Plan" (Do0 Report to BRA C, Vol. 
IV; p. 70) to ensure accuracy, completeness, and integrity of the information upon 
which the Secretary of the Navy would base his recommendations for 
closure/realignment? Furthermore, what procedures were emplo yed by the Naval 
Audit Service to validate the accuracy and reliability of data provided b y  
Department of Navy activities? 

Due to the time restraints involved in the base closure process, I would respectfully 
request a immediate response to these requests. 

I appreciate you attention to this matter. 

3 With kind regards. 
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(INSTALLATIONS AN0 CNVIRONMENT) 
(000 N A W  PCNTAGON 

WASHINGTON. Re 2OJM)-(000 

The Honorable Gerry B. Studde 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Studds: 

Thank you for your letter of April 18, 1995, to the Secretary 
of the Navy, requesting information on the Department of the 
Navy's 1995  base realignment and closure process for reserve air 
stations and, in particular, Naval Air Station (NAS) South 
Weymouth, Massachusetts. I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

As you know, the Department of Defense recommended to the 
1995 Base Closure and Realignment Commission that NAS South 
Weymouth be closed. This and all of our base realignment and 
closure recommendations resulted from a careful, in-depth and 
objective review of our infrastructure, consistent with a smaller 
force structure and based on criteria established by the Secretary 
of Defense. 

Since the 1993 round there have been significant reductions 
in naval aviation forces. For instance, we have retired the A-6 
attack aircraft series, reduced the maritime patrol aircraft 
inventory by about one-third and have eliminated approximately 
fifty percent of the Navy's F-14 inventory. Additionally, the 
Naval Reserve stood down an entire carrier air wing. 

These siqnificant reductions in Naval Aviation forces clearly 
indicated there was excess capacity to support aircraft at East 
coast Naval Air Stations, Initial scenarios and Department of the 
Navy Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) discussions 
focused on closing NAS Brunswick and moving the P-3 squadrons to 
NAS Jacksonville. However, during BSEC iterative discussions with 
major owner/operators, CINCWWTFLT addressed the need to keep the 
most capable air base north of the major fleet concentration in 
Norfolk. Considering the fleet commander's needs and the 
demographic concerns which militated against closing NAS Atlanta 
to reduce reserve air station excess capacity, the BSEC decided 
the best Total Force answer was to close NAS South Weymouth. T h i s  
solution would reduce the excess capacity at Reserve Air Stations, 

L_r_ 
__I--- 

keep open the most capable air station in the Northeast while more 
?ully utilizing its capacity, and r m t e  reserve assets from NAS 
South W e m t h  

T--r--- -- 
to NAS ~runswick witTout r-iring milltg ---- ... 

construction expenditures. " -II 

At the time the BSEC decision was made to recommend closure 
of NAS South Weymouth, the data call response submitted by 
Commander, Naval Reserve Force indicated the P-3 squadron at NAS 

w South Weymouth would be decommissioned. Later, the Naval Reserve 



decided to move the P-3 squadron from NAS South Weymouth to NAS 
Brunswick, Maine and decommieeion the P-3 squadron at Naval Air 
Facility, Washington, D.C., instead. Therefore, we have no 
demographic information (certified or otherwise) concerning this w move. However, as recently as April 19, 1995, my staff has been 
advised by cOMNAVAIRESFOR that sufficient demographics are 
available in the Brunswick area to support both a P-3 and a C-130 
squadron. 

As to administrative support squadrons, the BSEC decided 
while finalizing the configuration model, not to allow more than 
one administrative support squadron (VR squadron) to be stationed 
at any one air station because a decentralized force could better 
support the organic air transport needs of the fleet 
concentrations. 

Although not discussed as part of the base closure process, 
the Naval Air Reserve did play a valuable role in support of 
contingency operations. For the operations you specified, Bosnia, 
Somalia, Persian Gulf and Haiti, the Naval Air Reserve 
contribution totalled 25,170 hours and 3,943 sorties. 

There were two principal procedures used to ensure the 
accuracy, completeness, and integrity of the information contained 
in our 1995 Base Structure Data Base: data certification and 
independent validation by the Naval Audit Service. The 
certification procedures ensured the data forwarded for use by the 
Secretary of the Navy was reviewed and updated, as appropriate, at 
each level in the chain of command responsible for certifying the 
accuracy and completeness of such data. Independently, the Naval 
Audit Service examined and validated the accuracy of the data 
gathered and analyzed. Through their review, the Secretary of the 
Navy was apprised that the established internal controls were 
effective and that the certified data used in the process was 
reasonably accurate and complete. The opinion of the Naval Audit 
Service was reported to the Secretary of the Navy before he 
forwarded his base realignment and closure recommendations to the 
Secretary of Defense. A copy of t h e  audit report is provided to 
show the procedures employed by the Navy auditors to validate the 
accuracy and reliability of the data. Furthermore, the General 
Accounting Office (GAO) observed and assessed the verification 
efforts of the Navy auditors. The GAO reported to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission there was no basis to 
dispute the conclusions of the Naval Audit Service. 

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. As always, 
if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

w Attachment 



May 15, 1995 

Subj: KESYONSE TO KOBEKT B. PIKIE, JK., LTK DTD MAY 6, 1995 
CY 

Ref: (a) Naval Audit Scrvicc Audit Rcpori 026-95 dtd 28 Fcb 95 
@) DON LTK LT4706-F14 B S A T U  dtd 5 May 1995 
(c) BRAC-93 and BRAC-95 Certified Data 
(d) U.S. Census Bureau and U.S. Deparment of Labor Svc~tistics 
(c) Report of BSEC Dclikrations on 29 Dcc 94 
(f) BUYEKSINST 1001.39 (ser) 
(g) COMNAVKESFOKWST 1001.5 (ser) 

1. The subject letter raises additjowl concerns that need to be addressed regarding 
the Navy's analysis of Naval Air Stations and Naval Reserve Air Stations. 

2 If the premise of dosing Naval baser k predicated upon Total Force Structure, 
a d  reducing excess capacity without winpromising overdl Military Value of my 
subcategory of bases, the process has been flawed for two resons in the case of NAS 
South Weymouth because decisions have been based upon 

(a) anecdotal cvidcncc and conjccturc, not upon facts; and 
(b) attempting to compare bases in two separate subate~orics .  

3. The subject letter (para. 4) discusses ClNCIANTFLT's "need to keep the most 
eap~ble air bare nonh of the major fleet wncentrdtition in Norfolk" open. Thus the 
recommendation to relain NAS Brun,wick an Operational Air Station. Immediately 

1 following is 'the best Total Force answer. , . to dose NAS South Wtyrnouth," a 
Rcscrvc Air Station and a diffcrcnt subcategory of batc. This samc scntimcnt of 
wnhrsing operational and rerelve activities also appears in the BSEC Deliberations 
on 9 Febrvary 1995, and in the DOD @. 5-52) and DON @. D-4) recommendations 
to close NAS South Weymouth. 

4. Givcn thc Navy's ccnificd data, if wc compare Operational and Rcscwc Air 
Stations, consider the following Military Vdues on the generic category "Air Stations 
North of NorfoW: 

Using Military Value as chc criteria for determining the "most capable' air station, 
NAS Brunswick, under thc "Total Force" Concept would rank last. However, we 

w 



reject as inadequate any comparison bctween Reserve and Ac~ive Bases beaube of 
the differences in mission, and diffcrcnccs in thc way questions in b e  dara calls were 
weighted to calculate military value. Additionally, if opera tianal missions cornplc~cd 

w by Naval Air Rcscwe squadrons were not a part of the wnliyuratiun, what is the 
justification for invoking the Total Force' concept which implies that Reserve 
contributions are iniegrai to the Navy's overall mission accornplishents. "Although 
not discussed as part of the base closure process, the Naval Air R e ~ l v e  did play a 
valuable role in supporl of contingency operations." (para 7, subj. Itr.) 

5. Regarding the issue of demographics, 
@am. 5, subj. Itr.) 'the Nivid Rescm decided to move the P-3 squadron from 
NAS South Weymouth to NAS Bmnswick . . . we havc no demographic infur- 
mation (cerdlied or otherwise) concerning this move. However, as recently as 
April 19, 1995, my staff has: bccn advised by COMNAVNRESFOR that suffi- 
cient demographics are available in b e .  Brunswick area. . ." and 
(para. 4, subj. ltr.) "demographic wnccrns . . . mitigated against Closing NAS 
Atlanta. . ." 

uDon what infomation did COMNAVAIRESFOR base his conclusions? Reference 
(a) @. 13) states "Spccificdly, DOD Dircctivc 1225.7 rcquircs that thc Rcscmc 
Component "shall review the manpower potential of thc area to dctcrminc whcthcr it 
is adcquatc to mcct and mainlain thc authorkcd strcnglhs (approved manning lcvcls) 
of its Rcscmc Componcnt units.' S~ccifiwllv. since DON has 'no dcmoaaphic 

iu'ninu & 
3! "at pp 

- 

ation. upon what were the conclusivns baed that . Jllowcd . DON and COMNAVAIR- 
RESFOR to mcrt that thc rclocatcd rcscrvc units can bc morc adcauatclv rnanncd 

d 1- 
. . .' 9 Consider the following chart based upon references 
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Rcfcrcnce (e) allows that "The BSEC dettrmincd thru those publications that were 
published by a cognizant fedcral agency a standard rourcc documents (likc ccnsur 
data. . . .) wcrc self-certif'y daumcnts and their use as wch is consistent with past 
practices.' (para 2) This chart clearly s h m  an historic inability of NAS Allanla to 
maintain satisfactory manning levels for the commissioned units arripcd to it. 
Rcferenccs ( f )  (para 2022) and (0) (para 2021) rquirc that Naval Kcscmists bc 
assigned pcr unit manning priorities, and cummissioocd units cake priority over all 
other units. Failure to meet at lcart 90% personnel manning of both ofiicer and 
enlisted billcts for the past five ycan as demonstrated by BRAC certified data d l s  
indicates that COMNAVAIRESFOK's bclief Lhal NAS Atlanta is in a 
demographically rich recruiting area cannor bc supporltd by thc facts. 

Thc chan above also illustrates a much smaller populalion h m  which to rccruil 
qualified pcrsonncl in both the Atlanta and Brunswick statistical meuopo1ita.n areas, 
further casting doubt on the conclusions drawn by DON in its analysts. 

6. Regarding reliancc on the GAO and thc Naval Audit Scnicc validation reports, 
inconsistencies also arisc. GAO barely mentions coderation of Ndvd Kcscrve 
Activities, and does not provide much of r narrativc of its validation tcchniqucs to 
confirm DON analysis with rcspcct 10 these activities. Naval Audit Sewice does 
address thcm in reference (a), but in lumps Operational and Rcscrve Air Stations 
together in one subcategory in its Exhibit A It also s ~ t e s  (p.13) that "DOD 
Directive 1225.7 requircs that the Resem Component 'shall review the manpowcr 
potential of the area to dctcrminc whether it is adeqiatc to meet and mirinkin thc 
authorized strengths (approvcd manning levels) of in Reserve Components. 
Accordindv. ole- us with cooics - or the NMD& rcwrts showing b m  
W c  of thc a k t e d  units for b . . 

past fivc vcan. ~ d -  providc us with 
iht Unit Mannin~ D o c u e  A D S )  for these . c currcnl 

m r l o c i a l  sccuri~y 
~ u m b e s  so k t  we ate. Provide &g a 

e 1225.7. 

7, Reference (a) also indicates that '. . . N a d  Air Reserve Activity closurc 
recommendations will result in the realignment of afEliatcd Reserve units ro the 
nearest Naval Reserve Component, which we dctermincd to be within normal 
commuting distancc from the closing Reserve Compound ria. Since rccruitinp will 
bc drawn from the YMC local community after the recommcndcd closure action, we 
determined that DOD requirements arc no longcr appllrblc.' This statement 
contradicts longstandin8 Navy directives regarding tbc dcfinition of 5easonble 
commuting distances" per references (f) (para 209) and (g) (para 304.4.b) whish 
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dcfinc reasonable commuting distances as originating fiom thc rcrenibts home in dl 
cases c q t  with thusc reservists assigned to NRF ships. Thc longcs~ permissible 
distance is 100 miles or 'not exceeding that which can be tzavcled by automobile 
undcr average conditions of tmftc, weather, and roads within a pcriod of h z c  
h ~ u r s . ~  Under the scenario proposed, there is s distance in e x c w  of 150 milcr 
between NAS South Wcymouth and NAS Bmnswick. In same instances rcservisls 
may be forced to commute over Z O  mile to drill. Given weathcr conditions, trtaffx, 
and roads in the Northeast quadrant of thc U.S. these dhtanccs arc dcarly outside 
prescribed norms and will adversely impact on the Navy's ability to meet the 
requirements of DOD Dhxtivt 1225.7. 

8. ~ o r ~ v -  we raucst vou - ~ r o i d e  us a rcbnrrio that sorer - .  NAS 
and movcs its He1-drons and Fighter S w  N . . . .  AS South W& & avoldw-truction costs at M C W  Rivcr. and ~ l x i n ~  . - 
VOD~CX Lhal oer r e f e r e m )  and (d) h a m t c d  ca~abilitv 

units to thc m i n w  of 90%. In kccping with the Navy's 
prcference to cu-lucate resetvc units with active sites, thc logistics squadron at NAS 
Atlanta can be relocated at NAS Jacksonville, and a cantonrncnt area for augmenting 
units can bc maintained at Dobbins AFB preserving joint activity and tho capability 
to expand for future contingencies in Atlanta. 

5 0 6  ' h 3 a  9 N I X d V W  9W83N39* W'd 8 E : O I  9 6  ' L ' I  'SO 1 













Generation of ~lternatives 

Model allows the generation of three solution sets 
Best solution-for a given set of constraints and data 

Next best-obtained by excluding the first solution 

Third best-obtained by excluding the first two solutions 







Air Station Characteristics 
1 

Station 
South Weymouth 

Tvpe I 

Willow Grove 2 

Washington, DC .8 

Atlanta 1 

New Orleans 2 
Fort Worth 3 

Tvpe I1 MILVAL 



Aircraft Squadron Characteristics 

AIRCRAFT 
F- 14 
EA-6 
FA- 1 8 
AV-8 
E-2 
P-3 
HS 
HSL 

MODULE AIRCRAFT MODULE 
C-9 
C-130 
C-20 
H- 1 
H-46 (USMCR) 
H-53 (USMCR) 
H-53 (USNR) 

All reserve squadrons receive 100% in port factor 
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Reserve / tation Military Value 
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Reserve / tation Military Value 

42 Does the airspace overlying and adiacent lo the air station have the caoadty lo supporl addlionat wort& 1 0 1 0 7 1.02 1 1 0 1 1 1 

, " It is wqjeded that fliaht operations will remain unaffeded by meior &Nan air traffc structure h the rea 1 0 1 0 7 1.02 0 0 0 1 0 1 

No unusual t i i t  panem w approach restridions exisl at this air station? 1 0 1 0 6 0.87 0 0 1 0 1 1 

52 The AIMWMALS supports all TIWS aircran stationed at your alr stalbn? 1 1  1 1  6 1 . 4 0  1 1 1 1 1. 1 
53 This a t  statlon has an Airaah Accouslical Enclosure (CCN 21 1-01)? 1 1 0 0 5 0.70 0 0 0 0 0 1 

This at station has a Corrosion Conlrd Henr)ar (CCN 21 1 -03)7 1 1 0 0 6 0.83 0 0 0 0 0 1 - * Thls air station has an Enaine Test Cell (CCN 21 1-81)? 1 1 0 1 4 0.71 0 0 0 0 - 1 1 

. M, Wealher does no( have a sbnificanl i-d on maintenance schedules? 1 0 0 1 2 0.25 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Can the air slalion berth CVslCVNs in a cold iron slatus? 1 1 1 0 2 0.39 0 ! x u - -  

10.07 
60 Does the air slation meneae (schedule and oon(ron an outkm landing Reid? 1 1 1 0 5 0.08 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' ls~MRPmorethen1.7%ofCWoverthepesl7yean,(88-94) 1 1  1 0  7 1 . 3 7  1 0 0 1 1 0 

U2 Cepltal ImKovementS kom 88-94 exceeded $1 1.5M. 0 1 0  1 3 0 . 2 8  0 0 1 1 0 0 

cedlal im~cwemenls hwn 8884 ex~eeded $ 1 ~ .  0 1 0 1 - 6 0.53 1 0 0 0 0 0 
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Cakr 

1 

2 

3 

64 

66 

67 

, 69 

. 70 

, 71 

- 72 
73 

74 

75 

76 

78 

" 

* 

82 

83 

- 88 Are rrditarv survelknca owmllons am%cled frwn the alr station? 1 1 0 0 1 0.14 1 1 1 0 1 0 '' Alr slation dirautv s u m  are8 a)nlroYsuweillance mission (e.~.. FACSFAC)? 1 1 0 0 1 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 
90 ~ l r  station k home station to other DODtxmments? ' 1 1 o 1 3 0.53 1.. 0 1 1 1 1 

A t  sta~km or tenants have daniikaid ageements to support other DoD, govt or &Ian adhrlb? 1 0  0 0 1 0 . 0 9  1 1 1 1 0 1 
Q2 Does the air station mlde alraall SAR suPport to the dvllian mmrunky? 1 0  0 0 1 0 . 0 9  0 0 1 0 .  0 1 

L w D o ~ d k e d U t V p e r s o m e l h a v e ~ ~ t o ~ d ~ t a l ~ ?  -- 1 0  0 . 1 ,  3 0 . 3 8  1 0 0 0 0 
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Weigh 

0 

Matrix Question 

Planned non-BRAC w i t a l  improvements horn 94-97 < 10% of CPV 

Do c u m t  ebninktrslive support fadlitleg Omvlde capaMlity for ~ u r e  e m s b n ?  

Does available PW. aas. eledrk and sewer sum exceed peak demand? 

Area cost fador k less than 0.9 

Area oost fador k between 0.9 and 1.0 

Can this air station ~perale 24 hows a day? 

Runway. taxiway and ramp webht- bearlna ~apad*/ accmmodates all DON aircraft? 

Runway, taxiway and ram, wei&l- bearinq ca~acitV ammnodates all MAC aircraft? 

Hanqar Capacity at thk air station k at lead 5 modules? 

H-r Camcity at this air station k at least 8 modules? 

Less lhan 107. of the hangarhmhtenance facilities are h inadeauale condition? 

Less than 10% of the fuel storage facilities are in inadequate condiion? 

The air stalion has more than one NAVAIO used by USWSMC airman? 

A t  station's parW or dual ottset runways petmii dual IFR flimt operations 

The air slation has tulklengh taxiways? 

The alr statbn has one runway at least 8000 feet long. 

The air station has a aosswhd runway7 

The BEQ has svaca for 40% of enlisted population 

Use of off base storam at this air station is nd required? 

There is at least 1 runway you control uO*h has C U  lmtin(l (FCLP)? 
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1 0 . 1 1  
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0.44 
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0.29 

0.98 

0.47 
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0.62 
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4 0 . 2 0  
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1 0 1 . 9 6  
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Matrix Question 

IS the air station's location of stratedc milw value? 
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implementation arc S27.4 million \;.it]! a rcturn on in\.eslr!~c.nf cxpected 111 one year. The 
net present \,slue of thc cost5 and ?;a\,lngx o\.cr. 211 !,ear> I S  a xii\.ings 01' S ?  15.7 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Co~nnlunitics: as sum in^ no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result i n  a max imun~  potential reduction P:' 1343 jobs (936 direct 
jobs and 507 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the E -  ex-Middlesex-Suffolk- 
Plymouth-Norfolk Counties. Massachusetts econoniic area. \i~iiich is 0.1 percent of 
economic area employmen:. Thc cumulative econoniic impact of ail BRAC-95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions i n  the economic area over the 1993- 
to-7001 period could result i n  a ma.ximum poie:ltial decrease equal to 0.1 percent of 
employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any rec~i\~ing installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NAS South Weymouth will have a 
positive effect on local 'air quality ir! that a source of \'OC arid NO); en~issions will be 
removed from an area that is in severe non-attainment for ozone. NAS Brunswick is in 
an area that is in attainment for CO and PM-10 but is in moderate non-attainment for 
ozone, which may rkquire a conformity determination to evaluate air qualir) impacts. 
however. it is expected thai the addirional functions. personnel, and equi~menr from this 
closure recommendation xrill ha\.e no significant impacr on air quai i t :  an2 airfield 
operations at K.AS Brunsu.ici;. L:.'arer s~?pi!. 295 v:.xtsteurare: rrea:mer;: .cT2i:ei arc 
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Chapter I 

sC 
1 

the Naval Air Station ('VAS), Glenview and 

Naval Air Station South Weyrnouth, 
Massachusetts 

Category: Rcscrvc Air Station 
Mission: Support for Rcscrvc Units 
~nc- t ime cost: NIA 
Savitzgs: AT/A 

Annual: N/A 
Paybacl:: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

eqnipment and support & Raval Alr Stations 
Brunsirlck, hl.?lne, Kc\\ Orleans, Louisiana, and 
Naval Statlon Lla)port, Florlda The Marlne Corps 

te rn D m  
Neck, Vlrglnla, Johnstown. I'ennsylvania. Camp 
Pendleton. California. and N A S  Willow Crr(~vc, 
L n s ~ l v a n ~ .  . 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval air forces :ire being reduced consistent 
with flect reductions in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. Projected forcc lt\,els for both active and 
reserve aviation cleniL::ts leavc the Department 
with significant excess capacity in the reserve 
air station category. The greater operational utility 
of active air stations and the decision to relv on 
i-eserve aviation elemcnts In support of actlve 
operatlnp forces 13lacc a hlgher military valuc 
on locatlng reservc aviatlnn elements on active 
operating air bases to the extent possih!e. 
Closure of N A s  South M'evnlouth a l l o ~ s  the 
relocation of restlr1.e P-3's to the malor P-3 
active operating base at NAS BI-u??swlck, h4E - 

and distributes other assets to the activc operat- 
ing basc at Ma).port, FL and to a rcservc air 
station with a higher military value. In arriving 
at the recommendation to close NAS South 
Weymouth, a specific analysis was conducted 
to ensure that thcrc \Eras demographic support 
for purposes of forcc recruiting in the areas to 
which the reserve aircraft are being relocated. 

COMMUNIA' CONCERNS 

The community stated NAS South Weymouth 
Gas the only operational Naval Air Reserve 
Acti\~ity in the New EnglancVNew York area. The 
closure would preclude active participation 
by aviation qualified Naval Reservists in the 
northeastern United States, since reser\rists are 
geographically connected to the area of t!~eir 
domicile and-civilian occupations. The commu- 
mty further stated thc Nan7 mllltan value ranked 
h'AS South Wevmouth third of e ~ g h ~ ,  well above 
ISAS Dallas (proposed for realignment), NAS 
Atlanta and NAF Wash~ngton. The cominun;Jq 
emphas~zed the combined h31l~7 educated tech- 
nical workforce and large poFulation of qualificd 
veterans in the Boston area support recruitment 
for both the current missii.:l and any expanded 

2 

operational role. The proximity to wetlands and 
community zoning ordinances prevent land 
encroachment on alr operations and furthcr 
enhance NAS South Mci.mouth's al-~il t \  t~ 
assume ex panded n~~lsi lons 

The cominunlty questioned the n'a\r?~'s pro- 
ramnicd new construction in Martlnsbur~, Li7est 

&ir lnia (fcr a C-130 MediumIHeavy A~rlift 
- 

&ni: ;i&Johnsto\vn. Pennsvlvanla (for a 
~ e l i c o ~ t e r  ~ G a d r o n ) .  These fac;litics would 
cost over $55 million, with an additional $50 
million in initial set-ur, costs. I t  asserted N.45 
South \"\eymouth had adequate facilities and a 
trained manpower pool to assume the proposed 
missions for these sites, and indeed has facilities 
and equipment already on board for support of 
the C-130 aircraft. Further. i t  indicated NAS - 
South Wcvmouth \va.- closer to operating and 
potentla' thrcat arcas for Antl-Submarlnel 
Anti-Surf~ce 14-arfare and to cai-rler battle group 
operations than any other Rcscrve Naval .Air 
Station and mo- -s .  

The community conducted 11s o\vn independen: 
analysls of the certiiicd data provided to the 



Base Structure Analysis Team and raised serious 
$oncerns about the validitv of costs and saving 
projected by :he COBRA m&ls developed by 
the Navy. In addition, it indicated the proposed 
closures of Reserve Naval Air stations were 
predicated on nine Reserve Maritime Patrol 
Squadrons, not the t-- 
ted by the FY93 Defense A- 

. . 
. I t  

questioned the wisdom of such unprecedented 
cuts in view of the fact that both ~ b n ~ r e s s  and 
the Department of Defense have not yet defined 
the role of the reserves. 

Regarding the cumulative economic impact, the 
community asserted New England employs onlv 
P/o of the Department of Defense, but had to 
ibsorb 33% of recent defense cuts. The com- 
munity argued the closure of additional bases, 
including  AS South Weymouth, would have a 
heaw impact on an economy already struggling 
under the burdens of coping with prevlous 
defense cuts. 

(r COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission f nunrl several inconsistencies 
between the COBRA analysis and data call 
submissi~ns reearding r count inn, and 
m i l i t a ~  c o n s u m o n  costs for receiver bases. 
These inconsistencies tended to inflate savinqs 
and deflate costs in favor of the Secretary's 
-recommendation. Additionally, it appeared demo- - 

raphics for the purposes of force recruitinqat 
Froposed receiver bases were not considered 
?n relocation of squadrons attached to thls 
2ommand. There was no evidence current and 
future mission impacts were considered with 
respect to the retention losses that could result 
if squadrons were relocated several hundred to 
over 3000 miles away from the reservists 
currently assigned billets in these units. Addi- 
tionally, no plan was proposed to retain incum- 
bent reservists or to expedite recruitment and 
training of replacements. Similarly, impacts on 
contributory support to the active components, 
mission capability and readiness were not 
adequately considered by the Navy. 

YII 
COMblISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commiss~on finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force structure 

lan and criteria 1, 3, 4, and 5.  Therefore, the 
eommission recommends the followine: Naval 

Chapter I 

Air Station, South Weymouth will remain open. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

avaVMarine Corps Air Facility 
oint Aviation Facility) 

khns  town, Pennsylvania 

'\ 
None. The Comfyission added 
installation to the \ ist of 
mended for closure \ r realignment. 

\ 

The community 
proposed 

COMMISSION FINDINGS /\ 

ommission finds the Secretary of 
substantially from criteria 4 and 5.  

the Commission recommends the 
close (halt construction OD the NavaV 
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BRUN&ICK, ~ a i n e  - Inside 

the :.cavernous Hangar 5 at the  
Brunswick Naval Air Station, three open the most capable ba&':in..the 

And that left South Sy- 
submarine-hunting planes loom over 
their maintenance crews. ing head-to-head. . * with , -. 

. . . . .  

Despite their 100-foot wingspans, 
P-3C Orions still fit easdy into Y hangar -.with 30 feet to spae ;  

between wingtips. Tn an adjacent. 1' 
room, four more planes sit ready for,' . . . . .  repairs. ' 

The hangar is the largest of five on .. 
the Brunswick base. And it is one of 
the reasons the Pent igon sees, a 
brighter future for ,  the .Maine base Slephen kM'l3e Patmt Ledger 
and the end of an era for the South . ' erceived ability to handle South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station- . the S o u t h  W9eymouth resenre base: %eymouth's two aviation squddrons. 

"Qrunswick (Naval Air Stat ion)  is iwo g ,oo~- foo t  parallel runways, a The  Nay .  believed it.,would be 
a significantly more capable air s i a -  ~ o - ~ s p o n s o r e d  inteiiigence cen- more difiicult for Sguth Weymouth. 
non then bouth ~Veymouth." the ter,  e n d  a bb.'; million Y-3L Unon  to  accommodate tirunswrck's four 
Pentagon stated in its base closGg f i lght  simuiatzx, And with viriuallv active-duty squadrons, with a to& of 
r ~ o r t  last month. 66.000 square niiles of unhindered 36 planes, OF its reserve groun-d 

Qddition to hangar space, &flying time a t  Bmnswick is not a -battalion squadron and special p p  
Brunswlck; .a:322l-acre actwe duty concern. jects squadron with three planes!' {..I ' 
base 120 miles north of Boston, has . .  . 

- ::.. - 
. In preparing its list of recommend- 

several features that surpass those of ed closinns. the Xaw initially con- ' Please see CLOSING 2' Page 13 . . . .  '-7 . '  . . - . . - .- - -.- - -  
..: \ -. .L' L .. 
1:- - ;,-. 

4'  



I 
I Vavy officials consider siz-6 
w 

Continued from Page 1 . * 

T ~ o ~ i n ~  South Weymouth's assets to Maine, the 
llQaw maKes better use or costlv. unused mace at  

# . -  . v .  - ' ~ - - -  
Brunswick and keeps a Northeastern l a c i ~ l ~ r a i n  
New England reservists, Navy officials said. 
:' , . "If they closed this facility, there might have been a 
GD th8t could not have been easily covered." aaid Cmdr. " ~ .  - - - - -.~ - 
Jerry ~rawn,~chief  etaff officer fa; patrol wing 5 at 
Bmnewick. "And it would have cost a lot of money to .. 

yeinvent the capability that we have here." 
; South Weyrnouth, straddling the towns of WemouQ,  
Rocktand and Abinwn,  is smaller because it serves . I &sewists, who t r a i n  primarily on weekends. The 1.442- 
cre bkse has two runwavs. 130 buildings, and 270 family . . l-'ourS 

e n .  South Wevmouth smoortsrs must 
cbmrnission' reverse the 

recommendation..The commission will make 
to President Clinton by July 1, 

Clinton must approve or deny the entire iist of proposed 
base dosings by July 15. 
] Base supporters say they still are preparing arguments 
on South WeMouth's military value, but they expect to 
f h s  on the demographics of the surrounding 
cbmmunities. : Brunswick may have a variety of facilities, but for a. 
rtserve squadron, a large pool of talented people is 
x+eded, said state Rep. Paul Haley, D-Weymouth. 

r Haley, chairman of the committee trying to save the - 
1 S u t h  Weymouth base, said the lu'avy should have 

c6mpare.d reserve bases only with reserve bases, as it has 
dgne in deciding previous closures. In those scenarios, 

Weyrnouth ranked above two other baees in . - . r litary value.. G3 
'Facilities are not going to help if they don't have the - 

p+bple," Haley said. "The reserve unita should be where 
tde people are. We have this area rich with talented 

.-.a pdople." - 
;And base supporters dispute the Navy's assumption 

that, reservists will make the 2lh.hour trip from Boston 
I '  - to Maine for their monthly training. . ' ' 

, But Lt. Cmdr. Chris Smirl of South Weymouth's VP- 
squadron, which flies P-3Cs, said an informal poll 
wed that 90 percent of the 250 reservists are willing to 

've to .Brunswick. The trip is not the same for all: w 
j about 60 percent of the reservists are from the Boston 

, area; the others come from as far south as New York and 
as far north as Brunswick. 

, , "It would be an adjustment, but it's not I 
- - ineurrnountable," Smirl said. 4 , 

The Brunswick Naval Air Station is the home of the 
NATO-sponsored Tactical Support Center, which 
coordinates fleet exercises and operationa. Personnel in 
the center collect classified information from 
headquark'rs in Norfolk, Va.. and Washington to prepare 

I the squadrons for their missions. 
L- ----m, , - -. -- .-,' ,, --. 
---At the center, whhh &ws'liihited a~&td,'~tke&%a~ .f 
can analyze missions, comahunicata directly with the -v ., 
plane0 regardless of distance, and set up a communicat~on :; 
<network anywhere in the world. CYC . 

Across the road from the center ie a training facility 
t 6,.* 

kith a P-3C flight airnulator. Crews can practice t&g;$ '.; 
'offs, landings and ;rashes in the sirnultar;which  COB^-::^ 
ionly a.few hundred dollars.ta nm;compared with $3,0062 
4 * for an actual training.flight,-&id John J&Z d i r  of;! 

1 public affairs for the base. The simulator also provides 2 
weapons training.? i - -. .-,-. A,, 7.71 '3 
- The five hangars on thc'bhe can holdb23 E!,-3&:Jamee J 
said. Hangar 1 is undergoing a $4.5 millionLoverhaul~ 2 
;, One of South Wejbouth's hangars can hold fouz,P-3Ci 
planes in tight quarters. 'R ie  second liangai,.can,h;iildtwo$ 1 $2130 transport planes, which are slightly larger tm theg) 3 P-3Cs.'But togetherithe harigamdon't equal the size of 'd 
Brunawick'a Hangar.5,-which James k id  ia th6 thM1" :. 
bigest'hangar on the East Coast. It was built in ths 
1980s.- 

- - - f  
The extra hangar room makes a big difference when ':; 

working on the planes, aaid LL Cmdr. Chip Walter of the: 
VP-10 squadron, which flies P-3Cs in Bmnswick7' 

Walter said the hangar space, ramp space to parEthe 2 .  
, planes, parallel runways and unfettered air space dl booeGl 
1 Bmnswick's desirability. The runways allow the p b e a  
1 to train simultaneoriirly, he said, and if one mwaxpeeds';: 
repairs, the other stays open. +. 
r Smirl aaid pilots at the South Weyrnouth base h&e to:: 
follow constrained, pre-determined routes because of the<. 
crowded s ir  space in the Boston area, mainly because of :: 
Logan International A i p r t ;  '"- .... ' ' 3  

And once in the air, pilots must carefully-watch for . f 
commercial and private planen, he said. 4 

, Air space in Brunswick ia virtually empty. On a receng; 
afternoon, four P-3C planes circled the base, while t 

another pilot practiced touching down on the NnWay an& 
q taking off immediately. . a 4 

"Brunswick is really the best secret in the maritime :j I community," Walter said "If South Weyrnouth closes,' '; 

the people who are down there should feel comfortable' p 
coming up here." -. 
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\Question I of demographics 
1 
Haley: Navy officials contradicted themselves 

I 

. . 
Cy Sandra Oliynyk 
The Patriot Ledger 

WEYMOUTH - State Rep. Paui 
say6 Navy officials have . 

~ntradicted themselves in trying to 
justi*,~ recommendation to keep, 
ojxn a reserve naval air station in 

tian$instead of the one in 
heyinouth. 
.,, -~a i$$ ,  D-Weyrnouth, said that . '  . 

althou Ir'the Navy last month 
praise 'f the  Georgia base for its 
outstanding dcmographics it had 
\ranked the base last in that category 

?ebniary. 
q w ~ l l , t , h e ~  weretiupposed Lo have pn 

I their side was demographics, and , . .. . 
they 'don't even have that," said ... ;--..A,.. 

Haley, chairman of a locd committee- 
wing.m save the base. ? :. - 58. . %n - 

Q ~uBut:Navyofficials say the'latest . 
a3aiysiF;'supports their decision to '.. *:.: 

i 'rrcommend thpt the South .,. .:,':. , j$$ 
i Whymp~ith Naval Air Station be the; ; 
1 bbe. that closes. . ,. . . . . .  

. . I - 1  " 

and aviation specialists live in the 
area. These people are considered 
strong candidates to serve as - 
reservists, Hendrix said. . 

-, Atlanta rated poorly in the initih 
computer atialysis because the 
program defined demographics as 
the number of reservist slots 

! 
f 

available, Hendrix said. I 
At the time of the analysis, the 

Navy had transferred one of ita 1 
squadrons from the base, which left 
open some reserve 610tb. At the same 
time, the Marine Corps had just " 

I transferred a squadron to the base . 
and did not f i l l  it irnmed~ately. The 
large number of empty reservist slots 
resulted in the poor demographic 
ranking, Hendrix said. 

But  after speaking later with * 

Marines, Navy officials said, they 
'realized that Atlanta actually was an 
easy place €0 recruit qualified . : 
reservists. That belief helped keep 
the Atlanta bask open, although , t 
South Weymouth,had scored the i s -  

highest in demographic value. ' " -  

;a1 consideration for the re=& Hendrix iaid Atlanta and south : ' 
mmunity." , . , , , '., , ,.. , - . Weymouth are considered equally : 
~owe;er, when :, a ,: strongdemographically. But when'$ 

5 .. numerical values to criteria, such as facto+g in the Atlantic fleet .? ' - ' demographics, quality of life,.air - ..,. ,, commander's reqiest to keep open 
pansion possibilities, and We strongest base in the Northeast, 
cture, the Pentagon ranked. ,.-the Favy it made more sense 

. to close South W e h + t h  rather: : orgia base last in ,. . . .. , . , 

ographics among-the sir re&rv~ thai ~ h k ~ v ~ - d ~ ~ ~ r u ~ c k ? \  . % >', ~5; gL "lV"NaVd . - & s h t ; b ' q ; i i ] ; ~ ~ ~ ~  ilitjes in the:.&-Wt~~~~eNaw~~,.~;~ :.+--. Gd-,25i  ,.+$- - *, 
efmes d e m o ~ p h i ~ 7 q t h ' e . p ~ ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~ + 1 ~ , ~  independen€ d-&i$p:7. 

pk0~1e in h a r k a . a f i e d t d . ~ ~ 4 + ~ $ @ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  pentaiibn'8xw%& 
r~aervi& botxpilo't$;&d, . -& ,.: .: s.-3+,. ZF~?&qr%.metided . . liat;~&d*. 

. m a i n t e n i c e a y s ~ ~ ~ q : ,  ..: , . .  ..I.v. ,$q:-i@$;.* -~w&jrmauth,~ mb wbqs 
rdl :: ' N B V ~  em&. ~ i l l i a m - ~ e n d r i x  k i d -  .. - . +ill Gtikfenad ,t$ BiunnGickT- -1 
a1.X Atlanta is con side red^ :: :: ::. L:;;s.r.,:;:, ;. . , In the Navy's last analysis cif the 
e t":. demographically rich because jt'+-..- ;,;. : country'6 six reserve bask, doon&. 
g . the hub airport for DeltaAirline6 and ,.. Feb. 22, SouthlWeymouth'ianked. 
: 5:- many. pilots. maintenance workers fourth and the Georgia base last?' ' 



into expected ,. savings ..+. r 

1 The Patrlot Ledger, Thutr., March 23, 1985.. 3 s  

1 By Jennifer S. Thomas 
Scrlpps Howard News Service 

the review of another 
round of military base 
closures gets under way, i t 's  
becoming increasingly clear 

that shutting the old installatio'nii~ia costlier 
and more . . . .  time-consuming .- - than originally 

. - '  --,. .̂.<.. -.--... tho~ight. . ..- .- ,-,- . - .. . ..&,A&--. . -..- 
'The'Pentagon estimates it will &st 

rs $17 billion to shut the bases . . 
d in three previous rounds of closures : .. 
trim the 146 more included'on the -.-. 

shaped t h e  Pentagon's 1995 ; 
b. 28, to eliminate or realign 

d 90 smaller facilities. 

enough, said this time around the Pentagon 
1 aimed for a.quicker return with lower shut-., 
j down COB~S. . . 

. . . . -  . . .  . 

I The 1995 proposal is expected tocoat'$3.8 ; 
billion and the projected six-year aavings,ias:: 
$4 billion. Supportere point to the long-term:,. 
sevings as evidence of the efficacy ofthej;;,::i-;. 
process.'The Pentagon expecta to iavenearfy.;. 

1 $5'7 billion as a result of shutting d6$d;baaes:$ 

.,-. . ! ' !'Savings 'do oubtrip costa eve&a]y,'l;.-:';i' . -. 
I said Carol. Lessure o f  the Defense Budget, -,iT. 
i Project, a-Washington think ti&.' !'It iia? ;:,: 
questionof when you hit the break-even' . . ;, Fs 

: pbint:.But ntentiid]y-you acj&& .$, .. & n i @ $ X ~ : -  nJ 

i* 
., 

substantial aavinga.? . 
-, - . ~~, t+~+$,&3,q , . ; ,  1 -.. 

Con*Gl:appm+ed the base;+108iii~'$&~~ 
ipmcgad&,it wig becoming iir;i;&hcthat2;:- 
U.S. military infrastructure e~+iaed'~dst??[ I . .  . . ., ,... . . .  . 
Cold War defense needs. ~ o t  trusting 
themeelves to make politically unpopular 
decisions to close baees, lawmakers created 
the independent Base Closure and 
Realignment Cornmimion. Once the 

.. commission comes up with its final list, it 
cannot be modified, only accepted or 
rejected. The 1995 round is the fourth and 

1 final one authorized under the base-closing 
j ' law. 

Last fall a private organization of business 
:.. executives released a report that was critical 

of the bw-closing process. The conclusion: 
y b&s,don't really cloae. . .  . 

:..Acioiding to thcBuincsa ~xecut ivk  for . 
dional.S&ty.ahdy, of 67 base8 slated ::' 
r clostq' iii the  mt three rounds, one- 

5 third either never cloaed or reopened with a .. 
: b e e  or function. The group estimated 
; theie bas& could cbst taxpayem $15 billion':, 

. . 
iconornic securig. 

! . .  
i programs for the 6rganization, said it boils 
do- to a political sbeil game,-with the :' '; ' 

Pentagon closing or paring bases back one 
year and then'beefing them up under . 



%.. \- ,; i . preaaure from local \a-&era in foUdaring ;nvironrnantal cleanup activitiss appears to 

I years. be shrinking. Tbe Houee recently passed a'- 
Defenders insist that  the process.is bill that would rescind $400 million set arride 

accomplishing its goal. . for environmental reatoration in fiecal 1995. 
I "Bases are being closed," mid Leaaure of The GAO found that delays i n  , u 

I the Defenee Budget Project. "The question is environmental cleanup at cloaed bases due .: 
whether they are being reused and who is are slowing plans to transfer base Ian& to- . 
getting to reuee them." private owners. Since private interest+ a r e  in 

Lessure points out that often, local, state line to assume ownership of nearly 4 out of 10 
and other federal tenanta take over closed acres on bases in the 1988 and 1991 rounds, 
bases. As a result, the land ie not available for this could sjgnificantly affect the eavings,the 

4 
. - 

,; private development, Pentagon expects. ! ..,, 
:.'" ' And what of the h u e  of funding for 

.\ .-. Defenders and critics agree on one thing: 
. . environmental cleanup? Another round of bass closum will b6 . - ,  ,, - In the f d  1995 budget, the. Pentagon necessary. . . 

estimated that it would need $4 billion to ' 'We need time to absorb t he  db'sure of. 
ciean up the 123 major bases slated for A ' ' 0 ; :  over a hundred,major bases," Peny said&. 

" closure eince 1988. T o  kfely close a baae, . Febmary. 'But each service bas told methat, 
met explosives G v e  to beacareiully durmant~d': IC ultimately, they can db rnore.ll ~ s n y  said-he 

and.removeci. Also, the groundwater at  olderB-- planned to ask Qngrese for another round of 
bme, ""' "'..',' " ' '  ,' .- " .J ' 5 . *..", 

, . bases closings in 1998'ot 1999.r-v -! 
' But a recent report by the General But will politicians agree to anothei,, Liic I Accounting Office suggest3 that programs to painful round? And when? > .+ . . I . - -  

; clean up closed bases are underfunded - "Not right now,!' Lessure said "Enough. 
I perhaps by more than $1.4 billion. politicians have gotten burned by cuts-to- ,- .z 
1 And the pool of money available for their facilities." . 

r - .- - .  

Iq:~omrnission . a , member to visit April 13 
. ..., .. .---*.---.." -. - 

f ' WEYMOUTH - A member of the indmendcnt $;nate Majority hader,Bob Dole. 
c~~rnisriion on military base closings I6 echeduled to :,', "We're' going to see if we can get one more .. visit the South Weymouth Naval Air Station April 13. commissioner to visit the base," Daly said. 

C. . ,. 
! Joe Roblea Jr., who is senior vice resident and The commiaeion murt recommend to President P ~t chief financial officer/corporate contro ler for USAA Clinton by July 1 which baees to close. CIlnton must 
9 Financial Sewicetr, will tour the base as part of the approve or deny the entire list by July 15. 
:+ commission's p r o w  to decide which military facili- ~ h ,  pe,bg,, recornmended closing South Wey- 

ties should be closed, said Brendan Daly, a spokesman mouth last month. 
8 1  for U.S. Rep. Gerry Studde, D-CohescreL The independent commission also i6 scheduled to 
e" %bles is a retired A m y  major general who served hold aregional hearing lor supporters of the Northeast 
Tor'Z8 years. He was named to the commis6ion by bases on May 5 in New York City. ". I-. 

p ' ..' 
, I  

U. S. NAVAL AIR STATION 
wmsaxcx, uxm 040114000 
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Slze: 3,221 acrss, with 12,446 acies In.Range&, Malne for cold wagther tralnlng of Navy's Survival, . :. .. - . -. . . .  Escepe, Resist and Evasion school. . ; ,,I . .. - . . . . . . .  

~ ~ ~ h : , ~ , 5 5 d a c t i ~ e  . ,.. d&,.fficial., ~t~i>&?rvlrta.a~id B35 . . .  sivlllanr (ad!. duty bare) 
L . '  .... I-' '. . .,.. I .  ~conohlc Impact: $1 47 million .- .. I 

. I  

. . . . .  . . . .  . ... ' . I ~ullding8: 400.": . . ....... h .  .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  .. . - . . ... , 
67 . .,.- %...<e ::? :. .- 1.  : . . - .  
: . . ~ ~ ~ $ r s :  Fie, can hold 23 P - 3 ~  ~ri&'submrine . . . . . .  hunting - .. planes.. . . . .  ,. - , . 

. . ...... ! - .  . ..- 
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, . -  
: --< gunnery range. . ... . . . . . .  . L -. . . .: ... .- 

2,. .-.-. - - ,  . . . . . . .  
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._, -. .. C , ," . . . . .  . - .:-:.?FB Hangan:T*m. can held $to& . . . .  of lour P 9 C  Orion .ubm&inr huntkg planer. ...e 

:I.': L. .. . . ..*-.I >..;:z:!. H & I ~ &  270 units ol family housing 
.I.-... t+= .... . -  . . . .  ..-. - 

, . . . .  .2: . ! 
, . .  
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. . .  
8 Size: 3.221 acres, with 12,446 a&es In.Rangely, M~alns for cold kathartrelning of News Su~tval,  . :. 

Escepe, Resist end Evesion school. . ; ,' . - - . .  .. - . . . . .  

I .  ~ ~ ~ e : . ~ ~ ~ B ' a c t i v s  . ,...... ,.. CIL& i~ ic ia~s ,  ~dS_rb~rv~sts , . and 835 . , .  cklliana . (ad+ duty b u o )  
t ' '. . . . . . . .  

1' M ~ c o n h l c  impact: $1 47 million .. . ' . 
. .  , . 

. . .  . . 

. . . .  . . "  . . i.. a .  
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.. r- ;p':: I 3ullding.s: 130 - .. . . . .  L i .  
...... . I&-.. . & , .  - *..... . . . -. 

, ,'<'.'* . rr 

. . . .  ,: :C,iz - 
, .  .. Hangars: TWO. c.n hold a t o 4  . . .  c!lour P - ~ C  Orim rubGrine hunt& planer. . .r- 

::...:::;.I H k l n g  27C unks of family homing . , ..a'/ 
.i;.. .. 
.- ..-. - t+= 





PILOT/NFO COMPARISON 

Base 1991 1992 1993 1994 
AutNActual AutNActual AutNActual AutNActual 

Weymouth 83 83 82 79 83 77 86 56 

Atlanta 120 79 120 74 138 112 Not Available 
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GERRY E. STUDDS 
~ E N W  OIST*ICT. ~ ~ ¶ S A C H U M T S  

COMMIlTEE ON RESOURCES 

Svecouwlrrrt ON F ~ C R I L S .  
OCEANS M WnouFl 

RANKING D E W R A K  )*EWER 

SUBCOMMI~EE ON N~TIONAL P A ,  
F o a c n s  AND LANDS 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE 

NEW ENGLAND CONGRESSIONAL CAUCUS 
CO.CHIIRMAN May 9, 1995 

135 W~rrm Srrrs~ Swrr Ml 
S N O u r q  M A  01380 

CAPE COD AND ISLANDS 1-80bBlO-2828 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure Commission 
1 700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, MA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to  submit information prepared by the "Save the Base" Committee 
with regard to  NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts. 

This information responds to a May 5, 1995 letter from Charles P. Nemfakos 
regarding demographic data used by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee and 
Base Structure Analysis Team in its review of the Reserve Air Station category of 
Navy activities. As you will note, we have serious concerns with the measures 
used to  develop scenarios for recommending the closure of NAS South Weymouth 

I respectfully request that the Commission give this information its full 
consideration and again request that the Commission consider alternatives to the 
closure of NAS South Weymouth. 

As always, I appreciate your attention to this matter. 

With kind regards. 

Enclosures 



To: 

Subj: 

Ref: 

Encl : 

CONG STL'DDS DC . 003 

P -  8 2  

May 8, 1995 

CONCERNS FOR BRAC PRIOR TO ADDS BRIEF - MAY 10, 1995 

(a) BSAT Ltr LT-0706-F14, BSAT/LH dtd 5 May 1995 to Hon. Alan J. 
Dixon, Chairman BRAC-95 

(b) DOD Analysis 
(c) DON Analysis, VOL. IV 
(d) Certified Data Calls for NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH MA and NAS 

ATLANTA GA for BRAC-93 and BRAC-95 
(e) COMNAVRESFORINST 100 1.5 
(f) RFPB Report for 1995 

(1) MAM\SMG COMPARISON CHARTS 
(2) DEMOGRAPHICS 
(3) ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS 
(4) SUMMARY 

I. A review of reference (a) raises major concerns regarding measures used to develop 
scenarios for recommending the closure of NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH MA and significant 
deviations from the process as outlined in references (b) and (c). 

2. Specifically, paragraph 2 of reference (a) states that "aggregate unit participation figures 
for 1993 were used'& a "surrogate measure of demographics . . . to determine that all 
reserve air stations had sufficient demographic resources to adequately man their reserve 
programs." Unit participation figures are irrelevant to the issue of available recruiting pools 
because they arc a measure of drill attendance by assigned personnel. They are not a measure 
of either how many personnel are assigned to al l  available billets, or how many personnel are 
qualified and available to fill all assigned billets in each unit. For enmple, a unit may have 
an authorized manning of fifty (SO) billets. If only twenty-five (25) people are assigned to 
this unit, and all twenty-five (25) people complete all assigned drills, the unit participation is 
100 %; however, the unit manning level is only 50 A; and this unit is not, nor can it be, 
mobilization qualified at acceptable levels. 

Bureau. Additional demographics information could have been obtained had the standards 

w Commander, Naval Reserve Recruiting Command uses for the development of demographic 
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w data for orrecnriting purposa been utilized by the BSEC and BSAT in structuring their data 
calls. 

4. Reference (e) specifies priorities in  assigning available Naval Reservist to reserve units. 
The mere fact that commissioned units are undermanned, while augmenting1 sustaining units 
are overmanned does not warrant the conclusion that there are sufficient numbers of qualified 
personnel to fill billets in the higher priority commissioned units. On the contrary, it is 
indicative of a scarcity of quaiifled reservists to fill critical vacant billets. 

5. In paragraph 3 of reference (a) Mr. Nemfakos indicates that MARRESFOR and 
COMNAVAIRESFOR indicated that "no demographic issues would prevent successful 
implementation of a scenario." However, in paragraph 4, we note "Ody two cases, both 
involving the movement of Marine Corps Reservists to MCAS New River, North Carolina 
and Mayport, Florida, were found to be affected by insufficient recruiting demographics." 
Yet, each scenario calls for MCAS New River to be a gaining command for Marine Corps 
Reserve Commissioned units. Enclosure (3) amplifies. 

6. The inherent contradiction in all of this is how logically anyone can conclude that an 
activity that historically has demonstrated an inability to man its commissioned units at 
acceptable mobilization levels can be construed to be "demographically rich." Additionally, 
how can an analysis be conducted that looks at irrelevant statistics and ignores actual unit 
manning, census bureau information, and recruiting demographics that should have been 
obtained from COMNAVRESCRUITCOR. Additionally, if 'at no time did we compare the 
demographics of the losing air station with that of the gaining air station," how can logical 
conclusions as to the demographically rich or poor environments of each respective station be 
drawn? 

7. One can only conclude from the contradictions in reference (a) itself, and in comparison 
with the analytical procedures outlined in references (b) and (c) relative to NAS SOUTH 
WEYMOUTH MA, NAS ATLANTA GA, and NAS BRUNSWICK ME, that these analyses 
are seriously flawed and substantially deviate from the criteria set forth in PL 101-510 and 
10 USC, Sect. 2687. Enclosure (4) summarizes some of the more glaring problems and 
proposes additional alternatives to be reviewed in conjunction with the scenarios at enclosure 
(3). 





RESERVE UNlT MANNING COMPARISON 

NAS ATLANTA-BRAC 93 NAS ATLANTA-BMC 93 I 
UNIT MANNING 

OFF- 

HMA-?73 5;218%39.8% 

VM04 109%%1%6.7% 

VR46 95.095189.4 % 

v A - m  91.1 %/738.8% 

1. NAS ATLANTA HAS SHOWN A HISTORICAL LNABLU'T'Y TO MAN COMMISSIONED 
UNITS. 

2 A REVIEW OF DATA CAUS FOR BRAG93 AND BRAG95 aONTLNUES TO 
1LLUSTRATE SHORTFAUS IN ENLISED AVLATION RATES. 

3. EVEN THOUGH AUGMEKTING AND SUSTAINING UNITS APPEAR TO BE 
OVERMANNED IN THE ENLISTED RATES, ONE CAN KEASONABLE CONCLUDE 

lr)l THAT THESE PERSONNEL DO NOT MEET REQUIRED QUALIFICATIONS FOR 
ASSIGNMENT TO THE COMMISSIONED UNITS DEPICTED ABOVE. 

- PERSONNEL ASSIGNMENTS ARE DICTTATED BY UNIT PRIORITY. 

- QUALIFIED PERSONNEL MUST BE ASSIGNED TO COMMISSIONED UMTS 
FIRST. VACANT BILLET iN THESE UMTS W'DICATE THERE IS A PAUCITY OF 
QUALIFlED ENLISTED AVIATION PERSONNEL 

- SIMUARLY, VACANCIES IN OFFICER BLUETS LNDICATE A SHORTAGE OF 
OFFICERS MEETING DESIGNATOR AND NOBC REQUIREMENTS. 

- ADDITIONAL FISXIBILITY ALIX)WED BY KFAS SUBsITWTlON IN PERSONNEL 
ASSIGNMENT HAS NOT REMED1ATE.D THESE PERSONNEL SHORTFALLS, 

3. OPElWTIONAL READSNESS FOR COMMISSlONEQ AVLATION UNITS IS 00MPKISED 
OF 

- ADEQUATE QUALIFlED PERSONNEL TO FLY THE PLANES 
- ADEQUATE PERSONNEL TO MAINTAM AND REPAIR THE PLANES 
- ADEQUATE ADDITTONAL SUPPORT PERSONNEL 
- ADEQUATE OPERATIONAL EQUlPMENT TO ACCOMPLISH THE MXSSION 
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CO-CHAIRMAN 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, V A  22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing t o  submit information prepared by  the "Committee t o  Save Naval Air 
Station South Weymouth" wi th  regard t o  the siting of  Naval Air Reserve facilities 
and units. 

As you will note from this material, the Navy has always located reserve facilities 
and units close t o  population centers. In fact, every existing Naval Air Reserve 
base or squadron is currently within 60 miles of a major metropolitan area. 

This proximity enables the Navy to  access large pools of qualified reservists. 
Military service is a second job for most reservists and continued participation in 
the reserves depends upon minimizing the disruption t o  their primary occupation. 

However, the Navy is now proposing to  move reserve units from NAS South 
Weymouth t o  NAS Brunswick, an active duty facility more than 150 miles from 
Boston. This is over twice the distance that the Navy has historically allowed. As  
a result, many of the reservists will not follow these units t o  Maine and the 
readiness of these squadrons will decline. 

Additionally, it has come t o  my attention that the Navy did not  study the 
demographic situation at Brunswick and assumptions that it will be able t o  support 
these new reserve units are anecdotal and -- we believe -- unjustified. 

I respectfully request that the Commission give this information its full 
consideration. 

With kind regards. 

w 
Enclosure 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED O N  PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



LOCATIONS OF RESERVE NAVAL AIR STATIONS 

w 
TD. Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

W M :  Committee to Save Naval Air Station South Weymuth 

.. This paper addresses the issue of the Iocatiwu of m e  Naval aviation actiwities in 
relation to the ma* population centers which they serve. 

.. . . 
There ue currently six Naval Air Stations within the Reseme Uaimancy. Thy are 

i .,. .. llrted below h Table 1. Also given kr Tabie 1 £or or& ah srtrticm ia  the major dty which 
;. . it serves, along with the approximate mileage between the d r  stadon md its 

: .') . ' . 
.,. . , . corresponding dty. 
. . . . 
I Table 1 

NASAtlanta ; 16 - - -  

NAS Fort Worth Fort Worth/DaIlas 6/35 
NAS New Orleans New Orleans 9 .  
NAS South ~eyrn0ut.h bstnn 18 
NAF Washiqton wabhingon I2 
NAS Willow Grove .Ph&delphia 2 0  

Reserve aviatian activities are also currently situated at a number of $dive duty air 
stationr. TabIe 2 lists the locations of these activities in thesame as presented in 
Table 1. 

Table 2 

NAS/MCAS Miramar 
~offett  Federal Airfield 
NAS Norfolk 
NAS Natth Lsland 
NAS Oteanb 
NAS Point Mugu . 

NAS Whidbev Mand 

w BRAC actions to date have resulted in the closure of fout Reserve Naval Air Stations. 
- These activities are listed in TabIe 3. Also listed in Table 3 is one active duty Naval Air 



. 
Station which was the location of a luge Reserve aviation activity but which was also 
ordered closed by BRAC. w 

Table 3 

I NAS Dallas 
NAP IDetroi! 
NAS Glenview , 

NAS Mem'phis 

DlflaJ/Fm Worth 
Detroit 28 
mopgo 25 

20 

Rlor t~ the BRAC process, the Navy daed r e v d  Recerve Naval Ah Sb* during . .  
t h P 1 9 7 Q I . T h e 9 e a c t l v i t i a u e ~ h ~ & i e ~ .  .. . .. f a . . c ;  1.. . 

. , 

Table 4 
. i, 

t" . 

ExmMng Tables 1 through 4, the pattern b m e s  immediately obvbur. That is, these 
reserve Navg aviation activities have always k n  louted at g l ? ~  dirtances to the 
popuhtion centers which they serve in order to be able? attract &dent numbers of 
permel  necessary to man the assigned units. 

The Navy is now proposing to relocate its Reserve aviation activities in New England 
from NAS South Weymouth over 150 miles to the north at NAS Bwwick .  If 
implemented, this move would result in these aaivit@ being situated at a loution 

ae as far b m  a major population aenter &'any other base llsted in Table 
//=O% 7 This bng distance when compared with other base throughout the 

~ ~ m t r y  should immediately raise supid& as to the ultimate suaess of this proposed 
move, both in getting existing Rerwktr to make the move and, more importantly, in 
attracting new reauits to the program in the future. The risk to the Navy is great. 
There i s  no precedent to suggest that thb "experiment" will succeed. In fact, given the 
experience with several s m r l l ~ .  Reawe unit3 that have attempted to operate at . , 

B n l n s w i d q r u ~  is UnuCeIy. 



Wnited j5t~tee Senetc: 
WASHINGTON, DC 20610 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 

Washington, DC 

May 22, 1995 

1 am writing to you concerning your upcoming visit to the 
Boston area, on June 2nd and 3rd,  for the Regional Hearing. 

While I am well aware that your schedule is already a very 
demanding one, I would greatly appreciate your considering a 
visit to the South Weymouth Naval Air S t a t i o n .  The base is a 
twenty minute drive from Boston and you would of course be 
welcome to stop by at any time you find convenient. 

I strongly believe that even a short visit would be g r e a t l y  
beneficial to your final deliberations concerning South Weymouth. 
You would see first hand why we believe this Naval Base deserves 
to remain an important component of our United States Navy. 

My staff would be more than happy to assiat in making 
whatever arrangements you would need. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

ohn F. Kerr 
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April 18, 1995 

John H. Dalton, Secretary 
Department of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20350 

Dear Secretary Dalton: 

I a m  writing to  request several items wi th  regard t o  the Navy's recommendation to  
close Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth. I am working closely w i th  the 
local community to examine the national security merits of this decision and we 
wil l  be presenting our case t o  the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (BRAC) in the coming weeks. 

In i ts recommendation to close the Weymouth facility, the Navy has indicated that 
it wil l  transfer the Naval Air Reserve assets (specifically a Reserve P-3 squadron), 
equipment, personnel to NAS Brunswick, Maine. Please provide me with the any 
demographic data and analysis used in formulating and justifying this scenario. 

The Navy's Analysis and Recommendations (DoD Base Closure and Realignment 
Report t o  the Commission, Volume IV) states that "the Commander-in-Chief, 
Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT), expressed the  desirability of having a fully-capable 
operational air station north o f  Norfolk, Virginia." (p.D-4) 

Please provide me with the minutes of  the BSEC/CINCLANTFLT discussions with 
regard to the recommended closure of  NAS South Weymouth and the retention of 
NAS Atlanta and NAS Brunswick. Also, what "policy imperatives" (Do0 Report to 
BRA C, Vol. IV; p. 12) were developed and justified during these discussions? 
Additionally, please provide me with the minutes of  any BSEC/COMNA VRESFOR & 
COMNA VAIRRESFOR deliberations on the same subject. 

The Navy's Configuration Analysis with regard to Reserve Air Stations states that 
"only one administrative support-type squadron (e.g., C-9 or C-130) can be 
assigned t o  any station." (DoD Report to  BRAC, Vol. IV; p.D-3) Please detail the 
rationale for this restriction. 

0 
THIS STATIONERY PRINTE3 O h  PAPER MADE OF RECvCLED FiBERS 



Secretary Dalton 
April 18, 1995 
Page 2 

cY 
In recent years, the Naval Reserve personnel and units have played an important 
role in overseas operations. Please provide me with information detailing the 
number of sorties conducted by the Naval Air Reserve in support of  operations in 
the former- Yugosla v Republics, Somalia, the Persian Gulf and Haiti. 

With regard to the SECNA VNO TE of December 8, 1993, what procedures were 
approved for the BSATfs "Internal Audit Control Plan" lDoD Report to BRAC, Vol. 
/V; p. 10) to ensure accuracy, completeness, and integrity o f  the information upon 
which the Secretary of  the Navy would base his recommendations for 
closure/realignmen t? Furthermore, what procedures were employed by the Naval 
Audit Service to validate the accuracy and reliabi'lity of  data provided by 
Department of Na v y  activities? 

Due to  the time restraints involved in the base closure process, I would respectfully 
request a immediate response t o  these requests. 

I appreciate you attention to  this matter. 

1 With  kind regards. 



C- 

J 0 Tai- aw; 
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