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C Commission
The Honorable Samuet Knox Skinner BRA is

BRAC Commissioner 4 2005
Base Realignment and Closure Commission JUL 14
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 Received

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Commissioner Skinner,

Thank you for visiting NSWC Crane recently. 1 have sent the following as a general letter
to the commiission and to my elected representatives but wanted to insure that you
received a copy. 1 believe the content is worthy of your attention and consideration in
your efforts to save the taxpayers money and still maintain our military capability.

1 am writing this letter as a member of the defense community and as a taxpayer.

I am particularly concerned with the move of the Chemical/Biological function from
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division (Crane Chem/Bio), located on
NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN to the US Army’s Edgewood Chemical Biological Center
in Aberdeen, Maryland. I have several specific concerns as follows:

1. Cost.

The whole goal of the BRAC act was to save DOD money by eliminating unneeded
facilities.

According to the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, Volume
I, Part 2 of 2: Detailed Recommendations dated May 2005 (BRAC Report) , section 8:
Recommendations — Medical Joint Cross-Services Group, “Joint Centers of Excellence
for Chemical, Biological, and Medical Research and Development and Acquisition”
(BRAC report pages Med-15 to Med-19) total twenty year savings for moving a
maximum of 559 direct jObS and 582 indirect jobs from various activities to Aberdeen
Proving Ground were given as $46.0 M.

1 believe that these savings were grossly over exaggerated and that moving Crane
Chem/Bio results in increased costs to the taxpayer to perform the same work.

1 will base the discussion from this point on the MED CR0028R COBRA Results As of 5
May 2005 (Cobra) (Which, by the way, does not agree with the jobs numbers reported in
the BRAC report) and on the reported labor rates for the affected facilities.

A. One time costs.

Cobra reports one time costs for moving Crane Chem/Bio as $3,775,974 (Cobra page 12)
with no one-time cost savings.



Note that Crane Chem Bio’s 49 work years represent 20% of the total CRGS/BT DI "
being moved to Aberdeen. Therefore 20% of the Aberdeen Mil-Con costs are
accountable to the Crane Chem/Bio relocation. JUL 14 2005
Cobra reports one time Mil-Con costs at Aberdeen of $11,911,931. Cmne’s%%cr%‘ggd
would be 20% or $2,382,386

B. Recurring costs.

~——

Cc;bm reports a recurring civilian saiary savings at éMSﬂ)ﬂO. This represents
the salaries of 57 people who would no longer be employed at Crane (or $9,333.33 per
person?)

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary cost at Aberdeen of $831,000. This represents
the salaries of 246 people who would be employed at Aberdeen. (or $3,378.05 per

person?)

Obviously these last two numbers do not reflect reality. Lets look at it based on stabilized
rates which reflect the real cost to the taxpayer for work performed.

Using the FYO07 rates (which are the furthest out that I have access to at this time) Crane
Chem/Bio employees cost $69.92 per hour, For a 1720 hour work year that would equal
$120,262 per man year.

That same man year worked at Aberdeen would cost $155,866 (based on NSWC
Dahlgren’s stabilized FY07 rate of $90.62 as Navy personnel at Aberdeen would be a
Dahlgren detachment working under Dahlgren’s rates. (note that the Cobra civilian
locality pay factor is the same for Dahlgren and Aberdeen)), or $35,604 more per man
year than if the work remained at Crane.

Based on the 49 man years forecasted to be required at Aberdeen that would be a
recurring cost of $1,744,616 per year or $34,892,320 in additional labor costs over the
twenty years of the study.

Also Cobra projects facility savings at Crane. However since Crane Chemy/Bio occupies a
brand new Mil-Con building, it is very highly unlikely that the facility would be torn
down or mothballed. (It would also be a criminal waste of taxpayer dollars.) Facility
savings are not addressed in the above $35M total,

C. Cobra assumption of work year reduction.



While the title of the scenario was Development and Acquisition, the defiBitfod g mission
acquisition included fielding and sustainment. Cobra assumes that of the 57 work years to
be relocated from Crane to Aberdeen 8 can be eliminated due to increased sjjjgrsly (VY. Lis)
efficiency. I take issue with this assumption for the following reasons. Received

1. Crane personnel deal with Army Chem/Bio personnel on a limited basis, interacting
primarily through phone and email contacts. According to current plans Crane Chem/Bio,
and Army personnel would be located in different buildings at Aberdeen so current
business practices probably wouldn’t change. While some meetings do occur most of
these are at contractor facilities and all services representatives travel to that facility to
examine the equipment and or testing being discussed.

2. While all chem/bio systems are already acquired jointly, Navy personnel are focused
on making sure the acquired system meets Navy specific requirements, just as Army
personnel seek to fulfill Army requirements and Air Force personnel seek to fulfill Air
Force requirements.

As an example of why this Navy focused function cannot be eliminated please consider
the following case. Space aboard US Navy ships is at a premium and maintenance of
equipment must take that space restriction into account. Neither the Army nor the Air
Force deal with as stringent of a limitation (space abounds at Army and Air Force bases
for removing and maintaining equipment.) During the initial design and prototyping of
the Joint Biological Point Detection System the designer required access to all four sides
of the equipment for maintenance. While the other services had no problem with this, for
the Navy it was a show stopper. The Navy doesn’t have the internal space to allow for
access to all four sides of the equipment. We needed all access to be through the front of
the cabinet. The representatives of the other services did not consider this as they were
focused on fulfilling the needs of their own services.

Additionally, this space limitation affects intake and exhaust locations and lengths, power

requirements, consumables amounts and storage, interference or interaction with other
equipments etc. All concerns that require a considerable amount of time to satisfy.

Navy requirements are unique enough that the task to track that each system meets these
requirements for the Navy can not be eliminated. Further complexity is added by the fact
that these requirements can vary depending on the ship class, or even within the class.

Likewise fielding (designing the installation and integration of the Chem/Bio systems
into the ship) and sustainment (including fleet support, radiation tracking, training etc) of
these common systems within the Navy must be maintained.

Therefore 1 seriously doubt that these 8 positions could be eliminated. There’s just no
further efficiencies to be gained by moving Crane Chem/Bio as, for the most part, the
work does not overlap. (Note that retention of these 8 needed positions would add a
further $285K per year to the labor cost)



C Commission

D. Total cost above and beyond the costs of performing the work at cm‘?\% relocate
Crane Chem/Bio to Aberdeen

JuL 14 2005
One time cost (Crane) $3,775,974 ,
One Time Cost (Aberdeen)  $2,382,386 Kecaived
Recurring cost (labor) $34,892,320
Recurring cost (8 wy) $5,700,000

Total cost to move Crane Chem/Bio $46,750,680

lsl:member from the BRAC report that the total projected savings for this scenario wers
6.0M.

I1. Joint Center of Excetlence?

While the title of this recommendation leads one to believe-that all Chem/Bio research
development and acquisition would be combined that is not the cace, The Navy’s
sustainment function would be moving to Aberdeen, but the Army sustainment function
would remain at Rock Island, the Air Force sustainment function would remain ar- Warner
Robbins AFB and the Marine Corps Sustainment function would stay at Quantico and
Albany Georgia. The USMC acquisition function would also stay at Quantico.

Why move the Navy’s support functions while not moving the others?

i1l Brain Drain.

The BRAC Report assunes that 37 of 57 Crane Chem/Bio employees would relocate to
Aberdeen. This is greatly exaggerated also. The employees of Crane Chem/Bio are for
the most part native Hoosiers. Their families go back generations in this area. They are
used to low traffic, low cost of living, wide open spaces to live in and play in. The area is
convenient to the big city but far enough away that it suffers few of the big city problems.
A few areas to consider:

A. Housing.

A roughly 2000 sq ft new home in the Aberdeen area costs about $410K A new 2000sq ft
home at Crane costs about $150K. (Good quality used homes on acreage can be had for
not much more). The average Crane Chem/Bio employee will never be able to own a
home in the Aberdeen area.

B. Traffic

It takes roughly 30 minutes to drive the thirty miles from Bedford or Bloomington to the
Crane Chem/Bio building. In this area a traffic jam is defined as 6 or more cars behind a
school bus or tractor. Big urban area traffic is unknown at Crane.

C. Recreation



BRAC Commigssion

Hunting and Fishing opportunities are widespread in the Crane area. Of course the base
itself has 800 acre Lake Greenwood but there are an sbundance of lakes andjfjimipbndi03
throughout the area. There are also numerous huntable woods for deer, turke)é and otJaer
small game. I doubt that hunting is looked upon kindly in Maryland. e

D. Spousal einployment/ family issues.

The Crane Chem/Bio workers do not live in a vacuum. They have spouses and children
that must be accounted for. Several of the workers are from farm families or own
livestock. Several spouses have their own established careers in this area. Children are
planted in schools and churches and surrounded by friends. Grandparents and extended
families are here. ‘

E. Misc standard of living, T —
Rising above mere costs and opportunites is something called home. Indiana is home to
the workers at Crane Chem/Bio. Aberdeen never will be.

In order to relocate we’d have to abandon family and history and our entire way of life.
Most (upwards of 85%) won't relocate, on the one hand we can’t afford to and on the
other hand we wouldn’t want to.

This will, at a stroke, eliminate almost all the corporate knowledge for installing and
supporting Chem/Bio detection devices on board Navy ships. A knowledge base
extending back to the earliest Chem/Bio detectors fielded in the Navy. (starting in the
mid 1980’s with the depot repair and fielding of the AN/KAS-1 Chemical Warfare
Directional Detector)

IV. Summary:

In summary, since the business practices won’t change (we’ll still communicate with
other personnel based at Aberdeen via phone and email), and since the cost of living in
the Aberdeen area precludes most of us from relocating, and since the cost of relocating
Crane Chem/Bio negates the total projected savings of the entire scenario, relocating
Crane Chem/Bio to Aberdeen makes no economic or military sense.

Therefore, I ask that you remove the realignment of Crane Chem/Bio from the BRAC
decision and continue having this work performed at NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN.

%% el et

John M. Ozechowski
928 Lincoln Avenue
Bedford Indiana, 47421



BRAC Commission
08 July 2005

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner -'UL 14 2005
BRAC Commissioner Received
Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. As our reputation for delivering
what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost that was affordable, more work
was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and
Picatinny will now split the support to special forces to different locations. This will add
cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to
replace.

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

Very Respectfully,



BRAC Commission

08 July 2005

SUL 14 2005
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman .
Commissioner Keceived
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criteria of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher than almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAUC criteria are followed properly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E and EW work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving

site for this workload.
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T'urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capabjjijy of 4 2005

NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring analysis. d
ive

Very Respectfully,




BRAC Commission

08 July 2005 :

JUL 14 2009
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman : Received
Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the

BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $ 1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. I find 1t hard to believe that it 1s in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to fe-aligi the ALQ-99 work from
NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the costs involved in this re-alignment and
the relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,



BRAC Commission

08 July 2005

JUL 14 2005
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman .
Commissioner Received
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Admiral Gehman,

[ would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity, to our Nation’s Defense
and the Global War On Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer [ support the work you are
doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as effective and affcrdable as
possible. I also realize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to
re-align or close as part of the BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-alignment
list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not followed
sound judgment in making some of its recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-aligninent
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovarive, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. As our reputation for delivering
what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost that was affordable, more work
was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and
Picatinny will now split the support to Special Forces to different locations. This will add
cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to
replace.

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

Very Respectfully,

Thind. %.W



BRAC Commission
08 July 2005

o JUL 14 2005
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman
Commissioner : Received
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity, to our Nation’s Defense
and the Global War On Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are
doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as effective and affordable as
possible. I also realize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to
re-align or close as part of the BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-alignment
list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not followed
sound judgment in making some of its recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. As our reputation for delivering
what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost that was affordable, more work
was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and
Picatinny will now split the support to Special Forces to different locations. This will add
cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to
replace.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align work from NSWC -
Crane by properly taking into account the Return On Investment requirements of

- BRAC law.

Very Respectfully,

e It

NSU L Gras omplogee



BRAC Commission

08 July 2005

JUL 14 2005
The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner ‘
BRAC Commissioner Keceived
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed their guidance in developing recommendations. The DOD is required
to take into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. As our reputation for delivering
what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost that was affordable, more work
was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and
Picattinny will now split the support to Special Forces to different locations. This will
add cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to
replace.

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

Very Respectfully,

Y e/

.
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22 June 2005
JUL 14 2005

Keceived

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner
BRAC Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commision website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload from NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any cost savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dabhlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC
Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respectfully,

WMl (T



BRAC Commission

09 July 2005

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner JUL 14 2005

BRAC Commissioner :
Recsived

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criterion of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher that almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recornmendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Ammy S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on thc DOD BRAC websitc
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAC criteria are followed property, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instcadofAberdeeanvingGmm. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E ard EW wurk being rctucaied from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSW(C Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Valuc scores.

Asnwthor example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has highe: Miliiy Value scores than
Charleston, San Dicgo and Dahlgren and should have bwd des e
site for this workload.




I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and ﬁ%&oﬁ&% fion
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring agiiftsid. 4 2005

Very Respectfully, fieceived



09 July 2005 BRAC Commission

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman JUL 14 2005
Commissioner

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

Received

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. 1hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (www .brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir re-alignments generate any return on investment. The
NSWC Crane and NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it
appears that, when added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net
loss rather than net savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is
if the NSWC Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

1 urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align work from NSWC Crane
by properly taking into account the Retern On Investment requirements of BRAC law.

V Rle,
%Q%f&‘?”’



09 July 2005 BRAC Commission

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman JUL 14 2005
Commissioner : '

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

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of its recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from

NSWC Crane by properly taking into consideration the costs involved in this re-
alignment and the relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,

Lo Jer

Tonjua Toon



09 July 2005 BRAC Commission

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman SUL 14 2005
Commissioner .
Base Realignment and Closure Commission Received

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir re-alignments generate any return on investment. The
NSWC Crane and NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it
appears that, when added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net
loss rather than net savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is
if the NSWC Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Res %.n
/[/ James D



7 July 2005 BRAC Commission

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman JUL 14 2005
Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criteria of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher than almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work. According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group
Analysis and Recommendations document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the
DOD BRAC website (www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher
Military Value scores than both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In
addition, NSWC Crane already has a close working relationship with the Army since 1t is
co-located with CAAA. It appears that if the BRAC criteria were followed, this
workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army S, E and EW work being relocated
from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The Fort Belvoir workload should be
re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has existing joint S, E and EW capability
as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a questionable recommendation is the re-alignment of S, E
and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston and San Diego to
NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than Charleston, San
Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving site for this
workload.



I urge you to reconsider the recommendatlon to re-align S, E and Eaﬁworﬁf 1bSIOn

sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring anJUh 14 2005

Received

Very Respectfully,
- A




BRAC Commission

09 July 2005
The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner JUL 14 2005
BRAC Commissioner Received

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your recent visit to NSWC
Crane, CAAA and Southern Indiana. As a concerned taxpayer, and loyal NSWC Worker
I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as
effective and affordable as possible. 1 realize that you have a very ditficult job in
deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the BRAC process. I hope that
your visit helped you to realize what important assets NSWC Crane and CAAA are to our
Nation’s Defense and the Global War On Terrorism.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. DOD is required to give
priority consideration to installations that have a high military value ranking. Data
available on the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) leads me to conclude that
NSWC Crane’s military value rating was not taken into account properly, which is
violation of BRAC law. Specifically, NSWC Crane has one of the highest military value
ratings of all activities performing Electronic Warfare work, including a higher rating

than NAS thdbe3 Island and yet it is recommended that Electronic Wartare workload
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The DOD is also required to take into account the return on investment resulting
from its closure/re-alignment recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is
available on the E-Library at the BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have
come to the conclusion that the moving the ALQ-99 Electronic Warfare workload to
NAS Whidbey Island does not result in any cost savings. [t appears that all ¢t the sa‘v'“;gs
in this scenario are Epnerated by re-aligning work wnhm Whidbey l<:land and moving
work from North Island, CA to ‘\‘v‘rhldbu} Island. In Gthq vvo;as this scenario will save
v if the NSW Cra
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BRAC Commission
Also, in a recent visit to the base by one of our Admiral’s we were told that he

could not reproduce the knowledge present at Crane, and that it was our patri(m'ﬁ_dqt)qtqgm
move with our programs. He followed this up by telling us that he couldn’t reproduce the
knowledge at Indian Head, and that it was protected like a sacred cow from th :
process, and guaranteed only to gain activities. We were also told that things like labor
rates were not taken into account, and that this would cause the savings figures to be
inaccurate. From start to finish, this has not been thought out, or honest in my opinion.

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

Very Respectfully,

G4) )

Cody Russell
Electronics Technician
Crane NSWC



BRAC Commission
08 July 2005

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman JUL T4 2005
Commissioner Received
Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer 1 support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the

BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from
NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the costs involved in this re-alignment and
the relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,

O



09 July 2005 BRAC Commission

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner JUL 14 2005
BRAC Commissioner. .

Base Realignment and Closure Commission Beceived
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of its recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. 1 find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from

NSWC Crane by properly taking into consideration the costs involved in this re-
alignment and the relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Z"?R;VA)Wtﬁllly’

Tonjua Toon



. BRAC Cnmmissioﬁ
08 July 2005

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner JUL 14 2005
BRAC Commissioner Received
Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed
closure/re-alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that
DOD has not properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is
required to take into account the return on investment resulting from its
closure/re-alignment recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for
specialized weapons for our Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being
responsive, innovative, technically superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers.
As our reputation for delivering what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost
that was affordable, more work was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to
realign work to China Lake and Picatinny will now split the support to special forces to
different locations. This will add cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual
capital that could take years to replace.

1 urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align work from NSWC
Crane by properly taking into account the Return On Investment requirements of
BRAC law.

Very Respectfully,

Connie S. Burris
R 1, Box 108B
Jasonville, IN 47438



July 2005 BRAC Commission

The Honoreble Samuel Knox Skinner JUL 14 2005
BRAC Commissioner Received
Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Atlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

1 have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and | am growing increasingly concemed that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment .
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (wiw.bens.goy) 1 have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological worktoad form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahigren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir gencrate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dehigren re-aligaments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net losa rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC
Crane and NSWC Dahigren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

1 urge you to reconsider the recomimendation to re-align work from NSWC Crane
by properly taking into account the Return On lnvestment requirements of BRAC law.



7 July 2005 BRAC Commission

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman JUL 14 2005
Commissioner

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

Becsived

Dear Admiral Gehman:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available at
the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org) seems to indicate that the
platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be retired from service in the
year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest of the DOD and the
taxpayers to spend the money to move 152 people doing work on a system that is about
to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from
NSWC Crane by properly taking into the costs involved in this re-alignment and the
relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.




BRAC Commission
8 July 2004

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman JuL 14 2005
Commissioner Received
Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available at
the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org) seems to indicate that the
platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be retired from service in the
year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest of the DOD and the
taxpayers to spend the money to move 152 people doing work on a system that is about
to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from

NSWC Crane by properly taking into the costs involved in this re-alignment and the
relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,



BRAC Commission
09 July 2005

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner , JUL 14 2005
BRAC Commissioner Received
Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your recent visit to NSWC
Crane, CAAA and Southern Indiana. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are
doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as effective and affordable as
possible. I realize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-
align or close as part of the BRAC process. 1 hope that your visit helped you to realize
what important assets NSWC Crane and CAAA are to our Nation’s Defense and the
Global War On Terrorism.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of its recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. 1 find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from

NSWC Crane by properly taking into consideration the costs involved in this re-
alignment and the relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,

Ao K e —

James D. Lee



BRAC Commission

08 July 2005
JUL 14 2005
The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner ﬁaéeive p
BRAC Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

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

Whidbey Island.

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

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align work from NSWC Crane
by properly taking into account the Military Value and Return On Investment

requirements of BRAC law.
Very Respectfully,
M



BRAC Commission

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman July 11, 2005
Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission JuL 14 2005 .
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 Received

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the delegation from
Indiana during the recent BRAC hearing in St. Louis. Hopefully the testimony helped
you realize the importance of Indiana military installations, in particular NSWC Crane &
CAAA, to our nation’s defense and the Global War On Terrorism. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our military operations remain as
effective and affordable as possible. Surely it is a very difficult job deciding which
activities to realign or close as part of the BRAC process. May I offer some insight
which might help you in one particular situation?

I am concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the selection criteria in making
its realignment recommendations. One of the main criteria of the BRAC process seems
to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to improve our efficiency while
maintaining the quality of service provided to our war fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint
activity providing products & services to all branches of the military. Another key
criteria of the BRAC process centers on Military Value. The Military Value score for
NSWC Crane in the area of Electronic Warfare (EW) is higher than almost every other
DOD activity.

A good example of a recommendation that could use a re-look is the realignment of
Army EW work from Ft. Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. According to the
Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis & Recommendations document dated 19
May 2005 — available on the DOD BRAC website (www.defenselink. mil/brac) - NSWC
Crane has a Military Value score much higher than both Ft. Monmount & Aberdeen
Proving Grounds. Additionally, NSWC Crane already has a close working relationship
with the Army since it is collocated with CAAA. If the BRAC criteria are followed
properly, this workload should be relocated to NSWC Crane instead of Aberdeen!
Further, this same logic applies to the Army EW work being relocated from Ft. Belvoir to
Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The Ft. Belvoir workload should be realigned to NSWC
Crane since NSWC Crane has existing joint EW capability as well as higher Military
Value scores.

Another good example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the realignment
of EW workload from Space & Naval Warfare sites at Charleston & San Diego to NSWC
Dahlgren. Neither site beats out NSWC Crane in Military Value scores, hence NSWC
Crane should be the site to receive this workload.



i BRAC Commission
Let me urge you to reconsider the recommendation to realign EW workload to sites other
than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of NSWiZj Cr?“f 205
and CAAA as well as the DOD’s own Military Value scoring analysis. JUL
, Received
Very respectfully,

Gary Coldiron, P.E. |
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Dear Commissioners:

I am writing this letter to express my serious concerns with the Base Realignment And Closure
(BRAC) recommendations that you are currently reviewing. It is recommended that the Crane
Division of the Naval Surface Warfare Center have 672 jobs realigned to other activities.

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division has a long history of supporting our nation’s
Warfighters dating back to the start of World War Il in 1941. Crane has demonstrated the ability
to evolve to meet the challenging and changing needs of the men and women that wear the
uniform of the United States of America. Crane’s employees are skilled and highly trained to
provide the necessary support today and are engaged in preparing for the future Defense of our
Country.

Crane has been a leader in providing the best value to the Warfighter by increasing the efficiency
of our processes through Business and Process Reengineering. In the past three years, Crane has
accelerated the pace of our improvements by implementing Lean principles. These efforts have
garnered hundreds of thousands of dollars in cost savings, and have led to improved
responsiveness and customer satisfaction. In recognition of our extensive continuous
improvement successes, Crane has received the following awards: 2002 Commander in Chief’s
Award for Installation Excellence, 2002 and 2004 DoD Value Engineering Awards, 2004
NAVSEA Engineer of the Year, 2005 NAVSEA’s High Performing Organization.

The commitment required to implement such extensive change is in large part due to the sense of
ownership Crane’s employees feel about this installation. Many of the employees are veterans
who have supported their country through military service and have elected to return to work as
civil servants. Many employees possess technical degrees with vast knowledge and experience
and have chosen to stay in the workplace past their retirement age due to their dedication to the
country during this time of war and threat of terrorism. Crane’s recognition as a leader in
technical areas has allowed it to recruit new employees, providing the skills, knowledge, and
abilities to support the current Warfighter as well as the Warfighter after next.

As highlighted in the BRAC guidance, Military Value is an important criteria being used to
determine where work should be performed. Crane seemed to score quite well, yet scenarios
were only run looking at removing work from Crane. Many installations that are scheduled to
receive work from realignments scored lower than Cranes in Military Value. This concerns me,
as it appears that the recommendations concerning Crane stray from the stated evaluation criteria.

One area that truly represents Crane’s high Military Value is our exceptional support of the
nation’s Special Operations Forces in the Global War on Terrorism. The U.S. Special Operations
Command (USSOCOM) and other Special Operations customers have come to rely on Crane as
their preferred source for night vision, small arms, ordnance, targeting systems, and other
equipment. Crane is able to rapidly field solutions for these special mission requirements due to
the co-located technical expertise that has been developed in areas such as electro-optics, lasers,
small arms/ammunition, power supplies, and pyrotechnics.

Crane’s integrated, multifunctional capabilities are not only well suited for support of Special
Operations Forces, but provide the perfect environment for rapidly fielding solutions to the Force
Protection challenges faced by our Warfighters. For example, in response to the attack on the
USS Cole in 2000, Crane created the Integrated Radar Optical Sighting Surveillance System
(IROSSS), an integrated weapons, electro-optic, radar, and software system that allows ships to



quickly detect, identify and deter or engage threats. Crane took IROSSS from concept to the first
fielded system in 11 months.

Another important BRAC goal is to facilitate Joint operations. Crane is already Joint, with Crane
Army Ammunition Activity and Naval Surface Warfare Center as tenant activities. The two
organizations work jointly on numerous tasks related to ordnance and pyrotechnics. This
jointness and co-location has allowed Crane to produce infrared countermeasures when the
private sector was unable to produce; to rework and provide much needed laser-guided bomb Kkits;
and to modify in-service bomb fuzes to prevent premature detonations.

Other factors considered in the BRAC were environmental impact and economic impact to the
local community. Crane continues to be a leader in environmental stewardship and innovative
ideas, and has won many environmental awards, such as the NAVSEA Award for Achievement
in Environmental Quality.

Crane is so critical to the economic health of the state that Indiana recently enacted P.L 5-2005,
the Military Base Protection Act, protecting Crane from development that would adversely
impact its critical missions and preventing future encroachment. The impact of Crane to the
immediate surrounding area is even more acute. Crane’s economic area of Martin County,
Indiana was the second most severely impacted in the nation, with a 13.1% job loss that will
result from DoD’s realignment recommendations.

In summary, Crane truly exemplifies the BRAC criteria of Military Value - rapidly providing
innovative, best value solutions to our nation’s Warfighters. This high level of service has
attracted the most demanding customers from across DoD, including USSOCOM, Navy Strategic
Systems, as well as US Army and US Air Force Special Operations Commands. Crane’s
commitment to continuous improvement and ever-increasing value has kept these customers
coming back, allowing for the creation of a Joint, multi-functional set of capabilities that is
unequaled in the DoD.

I hope that you will take these thoughts into consideration as you go about the difficult decisions
on what will be best for the Department of Defense and this great Country. My fellow
employees at Crane are dedicated to our Warfighter’s mission and prove it through their hard
work.

Thanks for your consideration, as well as for your service.

Sincerely,

ng (ot



0630200 o REQE\\JY:Q

Dear Commissioners:

I am writing this letter to express my serious concerns with the Base Realignment And Closure
(BRAC) recommendations that you are currently reviewing. It is recommended that the Crane
Division of the Naval Surface Warfare Center have 672 jobs realigned to other activities.

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division has a long history of supporting our nation’s
Warfighters dating back to the start of World War Il in 1941. Crane has demonstrated the ability
to evolve to meet the challenging and changing needs of the men and women that wear the
uniform of the United States of America. Crane’s employees are skilled and highly trained to
provide the necessary support today and are engaged in preparing for the future Defense of our
Country.

Crane has been a leader in providing the best value to the Warfighter by increasing the efficiency
of our processes through Business and Process Reengineering. In the past three years, Crane has
accelerated the pace of our improvements by implementing Lean principles. These efforts have
garnered hundreds of thousands of dollars in cost savings, and have led to improved
responsiveness and customer satisfaction. In recognition of our extensive continuous
improvement successes, Crane has received the following awards: 2002 Commander in Chief’s
Award for Installation Excellence, 2002 and 2004 DoD Value Engineering Awards, 2004
NAVSEA Engineer of the Year, 2005 NAVSEA’s High Performing Organization.

The commitment required to implement such extensive change is in large part due to the sense of
ownership Crane’s employees feel about this installation. Many of the employees are veterans
who have supported their country through military service and have elected to return to work as
civil servants. Many employees possess technical degrees with vast knowledge and experience
and have chosen to stay in the workplace past their retirement age due to their dedication to the
country during this time of war and threat of terrorism. Crane’s recognition as a leader in
technical areas has allowed it to recruit new employees, providing the skills, knowledge, and
abilities to support the current Warfighter as well as the Warfighter after next.

As highlighted in the BRAC guidance, Military Value is an important criteria being used to
determine where work should be performed. Crane seemed to score quite well, yet scenarios
were only run looking at removing work from Crane. Many installations that are scheduled to
receive work from realignments scored lower than Crane's in Military Value. This concerns me,
as it appears that the recommendations concerning Crane stray trom the stated evaluation criteria.

One area that truly represents Crane’s high Military Value is our exceptional support of the
nation’s Special Operations Forces in the Global War on Terrorism. The U.S. Special Operations
Command (USSOCOM) and other Special Operations customers have come to rely on Crane as
their preferred source for night vision, small arms, ordnance, targeting systems, and other
equipment. Crane is able to rapidly field solutions for these special mission requirements due to
the co-located technical expertise that has been developed in areas such as electro-optics, lasers,
small arms/ammunition, power supplies, and pyrotechnics.

Crane’s integrated, multifunctional capabilities are not only well suited for support of Special
Operations Forces, but provide the perfect environment for rapidly fielding solutions to the Force
Protection challenges faced by our Warfighters. For example, in response to the attack on the
USS Cole in 2000, Crane created the Integrated Radar Optical Sighting Surveillance System
(IROSSS), an integrated weapons, electro-optic, radar, and sofiware system that allows ships to



quickly detect, identify and deter or engage threats. Crane took IROSSS from concept to the first
fielded system in 11 months.

Another important BRAC goal is to facilitate Joint operations. Crane is already Joint, with Crane
Army Ammunition Activity and Naval Surface Warfare Center as tenant activities. The two
organizations work jointly on numerous tasks related to ordnance and pyrotechnics. This
jointness and co-location has allowed Crane to produce infrared countermeasures when the
private sector was unable to produce; to rework and provide much needed laser-guided bomb kits;
and to modify in-service bomb fuzes to prevent premature detonations.

Other factors considered in the BRAC were environmental impact and economic impact to the
local community. Crane continues to be a leader in environmental stewardship and innovative
ideas, and has won many environmental awards, such as the NAVSEA Award for Achievement

in Environmental Quality.

Crane is so critical to the economic health of the state that Indiana recently enacted P.L 5-2005,
the Military Base Protection Act, protecting Crane from development that would adversely
impact its critical missions and preventing future encroachment. The impact of Crane to the
immediate surrounding area is even more acute. Crane’s economic area of Martin County,
Indiana was the second most severely impacted in the nation, with a 13.1% job loss that will
result from DoD’s realignment recommendations.

In summary, Crane truly exemplifies the BRAC criteria of Military Value - rapidly providing
innovative, best value solutions to our nation’s Warfighters. This high level of service has
attracted the most demanding customers from across DoD, including USSOCOM, Navy Strategic
Systems, as well as US Army and US Air Force Special Operations Commands. Crane’s
commitment to continuous improvement and ever-increasing value has kept these customers
coming back, allowing for the creation of a Joint, multi-functional set of capabilities that is
unequaled in the DoD.

I hope that you will take these thoughts into consideration as you go about the difficult decisions
on what will be best for the Department of Defense and this great Country. My fellow

employees at Crane are dedicated to our Warfighter’s mission and prove it through their hard
work.

Thanks for your consideration, as well as for your service.

Sincerely,

AR/

Royb’E S-r Ztl(—



08 July 2005 BRAC Commjggyq,

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman
Commissioner JUL 1 4 2005
Base Realignment and Closure Commission Keceiveg

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped yon realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the

BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concermed that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the AL.Q-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from
NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the costs involved in this re-alignment and
the relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully, M



BRAC Commission

08 July 2005 JUL 14 2005
The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner Beceived
BRAC Commissioner

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

Global War On Terrorism.

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

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

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

Very Respectfully,



08 July 2005
The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner

BRAC Commissioner
Base Realignment and Closure Commission JUL 1 4 2005
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 Recoiveqy

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Commissioner Skinner,

1 would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your recent visit to NSWC
Crane, Crane Army Ammunition Activity, and Southern Indiana. As a concerned
taxpayer | support the work you are doing to ensure that out Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. { realize that you have a very difficult job in

deciding which activitics o re-align or close as part of the BRAC process. fhopethat =

your visit helped you o realize what important assets NSWC Cravne and CAAA are to
our Nation's Defense and the Global War On Termrorism.

1 have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and | am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shap for specialized weapons for our
‘Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. As our reputation for delivering
what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost that was affordable, more work
was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and
Picatinny will now split the support to special forces to different locations. This will add
cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in inteflectual capital that could take years to
replace.

i urge you to reconsider the recommendstion to re-align work from NSWC
Craue by properly takiag into account the Returas On Investment requirecsents of
BRAC law.

Very Respectfully,

b




09 July 2005
BRAC Commism‘on

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner

BRAC Commissioner
Base Realignment and Closure Commission JuL 1 4 2005
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 Beceivey

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. NSWC has a reputation for
delivering specialized weapons on time and at an affordable cost. And because of that
reputation, customers have continued and still continue to send more work our way. The
proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and Picattinny will now split
the support to U.S. Special Forces to different locations. This will add cost, reduce
efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to replace. Ata
time when supporting our Special Forces Warfighter is very critical, losing our
capabilities to provide them the required specialized weapons could result in a greater
loss of lives for our men and women fighting the Global War On Terrorism and an
increased danger to America in general.

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

Ve, Respectful%



Dear BRAC Committee,
BRAC Commigsion

We the surrounding commumhes of Curry and Roosevelt County that have
had the honor of having Cannon AFB a part of our community for more fhajﬂe 14 2008
years. There are many reasons that Cannon should NOT be closed. ,

Some of the things are the abundance of air space, void of any ~ &eceived
encroachment issues, the future use of super sonic flying, the fabulous weather
that permits a year round training ability. In addition, the Melrose bombing range is
seconds from the end of the runways at Cannon, which allows pilots to get airborne
and immediately begin their training operations over the area,

In the early 90's, Curry County, in conjunction with the state of New Mexico
purchased air easements around Cannon AFB and GAVE them the to the Air Force.
This was done to protect that air space from encroachments and was an important
issue for the Air Force as it is today. The local community purchased land North of
Cannon AFB and GAVE it back to the Air Force for additional housing, now known as
Chavez Manor. Within the last few years, our community purchased land West of
Cannon and GAVE it back to the Air Force for the installation of instrument lighting
on the alternate runway at the base.

Cannon has the space and facilities to accommodate joint war fighting,
training, and readiness as was evidenced by the recent joint training effort
between Cannon and the US Navy. Cannon has won countless awards, both on the
ACC level, Air Force and NAF levels, and national and STAT levels.

As hopefully you will personally witness, the relationship between Cannon
AFB and the surrounding towns: Clovis, Portales, Lubbock, Amarillo and many others
is UNLIKE ANY OTHER INSTALLATION IN THE COUNTRY. These towns are
home to large military retiree populations which rely on Cannon AFB for healthcare,
grocery shopping, and more.

Our community has reached out and supported the base like no other community
over the past 50 years. We've done so financially, morally, spiritually and above all,
consistently. We are proud, honored and blessed to have Cannon Air Force Base and
will stand behind it-and everything it stands for. The sound of those jets flying
over is the sound of FREEDOM!

Sincerel
%% 2125-0 Hed ?lugkzﬁtb

By signing you are allowing additional topies to be made and mailed to the following; CC:
BRAC Commissioners; Anthony J. Principi, James H. Bilbray, Philip Coyle, Harold W. Gehman
Jr., James V. Hansen, James T. Hill, Lioyd "Fig" Newton, Samuel Knox Skinner, Sue Ellen
Turner, President George W. Bush, Mrs. Laura Bush, Gov. Bill Richardson, Senators; Pete
Domerici, Jeff Bingaman Rep. Tom Udall, Heather Wilson



7 July 2005

BRAC Compmj.;
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman 1S8ton

Commissioner
Base Realignment and Closure Commission JUL 14 2005
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 Receivey

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

[ have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. [ find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from
NSWC Crane by properly taking into the costs involved in this re-alignment and the
relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,

fo0y K Hndinse
Kelly R. Anderson

RR 2, Box 318C
Bloomfield, IN 47424



09 July 2005
BRAC COInH)iSSiOn
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman

Commissioner
Base Realignment and Closure Commission JUL 14 2009
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 Receivey

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. NSWC has a reputation for
delivering specialized weapons on time and at an affordable cost. And because of that
reputation, customers have continued and still continue to send more work our way. The
proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and Picattinny will now split
the support to U.S. Special Forces to different locations. This will add cost, reduce
efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to replace. Ata
time when supporting our Special Forces Warfighter is very critical, losing our
capabilities to provide them the required specialized weapons could result in a greater
loss of lives for our men and women fighting the Global War On Terrorism and an
increased danger to America in general.

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

Ve Respcctful%
onjuaZl oon



09 July 2005

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman

Commissioner JUL 4 2005

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

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. NSWC has a reputation for
delivering specialized weapons on time and at an affordable cost. And because of that
reputation, customers have continued and still continue to send more work our way. The
proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and Picattinny will now split
the support to U.S. Special Forces to different locations. This will add cost, reduce
efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to replace. Ata
time when supporting our Special Forces Warfighter is very critical, losing our
capabilities to provide them the required specialized weapons could result in a greater
loss of lives for our men and women fighting the Global War On Terrorism and an
increased danger to America in general.

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

Very Respectfully,
' L

James D. Lee



July 2005
BRAC Commisgjoy

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman

Commissioner JUL 14 2005
Basc Realignment and Closure Commission .

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 HBeceived

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Admiral Gehman,

1 would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. | hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation's Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concermed taxpayer | support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. 1 also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re~
atignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Isiand, That equals a cost of nearty $1M per person for the move. In addition, .
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas,org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. | find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work firom

NSWC Crane by properly taking into the costs involved in this re-alignment and the
relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,
E/ec;fr'/'cq / E,ﬂ

‘71—14&6;/‘
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BRAC Commission

09 July 2005 JUL 1 4 2009

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner Received
BRAC Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your recent visit to NSWC
Crane, CAAA and Southern Indiana. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are
doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as effective and affordable as
possible. 1 realize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-
align or close as part of the BRAC process. I hope that your visit helped you to realize
what important assets NSWC Crane and CAAA are to our Nation’s Defense and the
Global War On Terrorism.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. NSWC has a reputation for
delivering specialized weapons on time and at an affordable cost. And because of that
reputation, customers have continued and still continue to send more work our way. The
proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and Picattinny will now split
the support to U.S. Special Forces to different locations. This will add cost, reduce
efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to replace. Ata
time when supporting our Special Forces Warfighter is very critical, losing our
capabilities to provide them the required specialized weapons could result in a greater
loss of lives for our men and women fighting the Global War On Terrorism and an
increased danger to America in general.

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

Very Respectfully,

<
/7 James D. Lee



BRAC Commission

09 July 2005 JUL 14 2005
The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner Received
BRAC Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and 1 am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir re-alignments generate any return on investment. The
NSWC Crane and NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it
appears that, when added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net

loss rather than net savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is
if the NSWC Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respegtfully,
%%

James D. Lee




22 June 2005 BRAC Commigsjon,

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman : JUL 14 2005
Commissioner
Base Realignment and Closure Commission ‘ Received

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-Library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload from NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any cost savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC
Crane and NSWC Dabhlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respectfully,
| /i LSl Oy AT



BRAC Commission

08 July 2005 JUL 14 2005

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner Received
BRAC Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC

Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respectfully,

F
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08 July 2005 - JUL 14 2005

) Received
The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner

BRAC Commissioner

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

Global War On Terrorism.

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, D
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8 July 2005
08 July 20 UL 1 4 2005
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Received
Commissioner
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202 '

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity, to our Nation’s Defense
and the Global War On Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are
doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as effective and affordable as
possible. I also realize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to
re-align or close as part of the BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-alignment
list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not followed
sound judgment in making somie of its recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. As our reputation for delivering
what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost that was affordable, more work
was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and
Picatinny will now split the support to Special Forces to different locations. This will add
cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to
replace.

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

Very Respectfully,

YA ,QZ% _

Michael K. Huffman
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9 July 2005
d JUL 14 2005

The Honorable; S_amuel Knox Skinner Received

BRAC Commissioner :

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your recent visit to NSWC
Crane, CAAA and Southern Indiana. As a concerned taxpayer 1 support the work you are
doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as effective and affordable as
possible. Irealize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-
align or close as part of the BRAC process. I hope that your visit helped you to realize
what important assets NSWC Crane and CAAA are to our Nation’s Defense and the
Global War On Terrorism.

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

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

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align work from NSWC Crane
by properly taking into account the Military Value and Return On Investment
requirements of BRAC law.
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08 July 2005 JUL 1 1’ Zﬂﬂ5
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Beceived
Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. Ihope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity, to our Nation’s Defense
and the Global War On Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are
doing to ensure that our Military operations remain as effective and affordable as
possible. I also realize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to
re-align or close as part of the BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-alignment
list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not followed
sound judgment in making some of its recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. As our reputation for delivering
what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost that was affordable, more work
was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and
Picatinny will now split the support to Special Forces to different locations. This will
add cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to
replace.

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

Very Respectfully,

Connie S. Burris
R 1, Box 108B
Jasonville, IN 47438



BRAC Commission

08 July 2005 JUL 14 2009

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Received

Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations, in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from
NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the costs involved in this re-alignment and
the relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,

Diorda)
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8 July 2005

| JUL 14 2005
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Received
Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and

the Global War On Terrorism.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-Library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload from NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any cost savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dabhlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC
Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respectfully,



BRAC Commigsion

08 July 2005 | JUL 14 2005

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman feceived

Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how_
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criteria of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher than almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAC criteria are followed properly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E and EW work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving
site for this workload.



I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capaBRACHommigg;p),
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring analysis.

JUL 14 2005

Very Respectfully, A
M e



08 July 2005 BRAC Commjggjq,

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner _
BRAC Commissioner JuL 1 § 2005
Base Realignment and Closure Commission Receiveq

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC
Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respectfully,

Q@ Gm@mtm



08 July 2005 BRAC Commjgg; on

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner JUL 14 2005
BRAC Commissioner Beceiveq
Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

Global War On Terrorism.

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

Whidbey Island.

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

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

Very Respectfully,



BRAC Cbznmissz’nn

08 July 2005

JUL 14 2009
The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner _
BRAC Conunissioner fiaceived
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202
Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Inreviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC
Crane and NSWC Dabhlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align work rom NSWC Crane

by properly taking into account the Return On Investment requirements of BRAC law.

Very Respectfully,




BRAC Commission

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman July 11, 2005
Commissioner jUL ?q’ 2005
Base Realignment and Closure Commission Received

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the delegation from
Indiana during the recent BRAC hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the testimony helped
you realize the importance of Indiana military installations, in particular NSWC Crane &
CAAA, to our nation’s defense and the Global War On Terrorism. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our military operations remain as
effective and affordable as possible. I realize that you have a very difficult job in
deciding which activities to realign or close as part of the BRAC process. I would like to
offer some insight which might help you in this particular situation.

I have been tuned into the BRAC process since the proposed closure/realignment list was
published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not followed sound
judgment in making some of its recommendations. Data available on the DOD website
indicates that it is going to cost $150M to relocate the 152 people working on the ALQ-
99 Depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey Island. That translates to a per-person
cost of approx. $1M! Additionally, I understand that the platform for the ALQ-99 (the
EA-6B Prowier) will begin to be retired from service in the year 2010. Can it really be in
the best interest of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend the $150M to relocate the 152
people performing the depot work on a system that will soon be retired from our service?

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to realign work from NSWC Crane by
properly taking into account the costs involved in this realignment and the relatively short
remaining service life of the particular equipment involved.

Very Respectfully,

a Gllws.. ®E.

Gary Coldiron, P.E.



BRAC Commission

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman JUL 14 2009
BRAC Commissioner _

Base Realignment and Closure Commission bieceived
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

Thank you for Your attention to the Indiana delegation at the BRAC regionat hearing IN
St. Louis. I have sent the following as a general letter to the commission and to my
elected representatives but wanted to insure that you received a copy. 1 believe the
content is worthy of your attention and consideration in your efforts to save the taxpayers
money and still maintain our military capability.

I am writing this letter as a member of the defense community and as a taxpayer.

I am particularly concerned with the move of the Chemical/Biological function from
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division (Crane Chem/Bio), located on
NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN to the US Army’s Edgewood Chemical Biological Center
in Aberdeen, Maryland. I have several specific concerns as follows:

L Cost.

The whole goal of the BRAC act was to save DOD money by eliminating unneeded
facilities.

According to the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, Volume
I, Part 2 of 2: Detailed Recommendations dated May 2005 (BRAC Report) , section 8:
Recommendations — Medical Joint Cross-Services Group, “Joint Centers of Excellence
for Chemical, Biological, and Medical Research and Development and Acquisition”

(BRAC report pages Med-15 to Med-19) total twenty year savings for moving a
maximum of 559 direct jobs and 582 indirect jobs from various activities to Aberdeen

Proving Ground were given as $46.0 M.

I believe that these savings were grossly over exaggerated and that moving Crane
Chem/Bio results in increased costs to the taxpayer to perform the same work.

I will base the discussion from this point on the MED CR0028R COBRA Results As of §
May 2005 (Cobra) (Which, by the way, does not agree with the jobs numbers reported in
the BRAC report) and on the reported labor rates for the affected facilities.

A. One time costs.

Cobra reports one time costs for moving Crane Chem/Bio as $3,775,974 (Cobra page 12)
with no one-time cost savings.



BRAC Commission

Note that Crane Chem Bio’s 49 work years represent 20% of the total Chem/Bigy forcg 2005
being moved to Aberdeen. Therefore 20% of the Aberdeen Mil-Con costs are .
accountable to the Crane Chem/Bio relocation. Received

Cobra reports one time Mil-Con costs at Aberdeen of $11,911,931. Crane’s portion
would be 20% or $2,382,386

B. Recurring costs.

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary savings at Crane of $532,000. This represents
the salaries of 57 people who would no longer be employed at Crane (or $9,333.33 per
person?)

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary cost at Aberdeen of $831,000. This represents
the salaries of 246 people who would be employed at Aberdeen. (or $3,378.05 per

person?)

Obviously these last two numbers do not reflect reality. Lets look at it based on stabilized
rates which reflect the real cost to the taxpayer for work performed.

Using the FYO7 rates (which are the furthest out that I have access to at this time) Crane
~ Chem/Bio employees cost $69.92 per hour. For a 1720 hour work year that would equal
$120,262 per man year.

That same man year worked at Aberdeen would cost $155,866 (based on NSWC
Dahlgren’s stabilized FYO07 rate of $90.62 as Navy personnel at Aberdeen would be a
Dahigren detachment working under Dahlgren’s rates. (note that the Cobra civilian
locality pay factor is the same for Dahigren and Aberdeen)), or $35,604 more per man
year than if the work remained at Crane. :

Based on the 49 man years forecasted to be required at Aberdeen that would be a
recurring cost of $1,744,616 per year or $34,892,320 in additional labor costs over the
twenty years of the study.

Also Cobra projects facility savings at Crane. However since Crane Chem/Bio occupies a
brand new Mil-Con building, it is very highly unlikely that the facility would be torn
down or mothballed. (It would also be a criminal waste of taxpayer dollars.) Facility
savings are not addressed in the above $35M total.

C. Cobra assumption of work year reduction.
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While the title of the scenario was Development and Acquisition, the definitigf 1 4 2005
acquisition included fielding and sustainment. Cobra assumes that of the 57 work years to
be relocated from Crane to Aberdeen 8 can be eliminated due to increased syn

efficiency. I take issue with this assumption for the following reasons.

1. Crane personnel deal with Army Chem/Bio personnel on a limited basis, interacting
primarily through phone and email contacts. According to current plans Crane Chem/Bio,
and Army personnel would be located in different buildings at Aberdeen so current
business practices probably wouldn’t change. While some meetings do occur most of
these are at contractor facilities and all services representatives travel to that facility to
examine the equipment and or testing being discussed.

2. While all chem/bio systems are already acquired jointly, Navy personnel are focused
on making sure the acquired system meets Navy specific requirements, just as Army
personnel seek to fulfill Army requirements and Air Force personnel seek to fulfill Air
Force requirements.

As an example of why this Navy focused function cannot be eliminated please consider
the following case. Space aboard US Navy ships is at a premium and maintenance of
equipment must take that space restriction into account. Neither the Army nor the Air
Force deal with as stringent of a limitation (space abounds at Army and Air Force bases
for removing and maintaining equipment.) During the initial design and prototyping of
the Joint Biological Point Detection System the designer required access to all four sides
of the equipment for maintenance. While the other services had no problem with this, for
the Navy it was a show stopper. The Navy doesn’t have the internal space to allow for
access to all four sides of the equipment. We needed all access to be through the front of
the cabinet. The representatives of the other services did not consider this as they were
focused on fulfilling the needs of their own services.

Additionally, this space limitation affects intake and exhaust locations and lengths, power
requirements, consumables amounts and storage, interference or interaction with other
equipments etc. All concerns that require a considerable amount of time to satisfy.

Navy requirements are unique enough that the task to track that each system meets these
requirements for the Navy can not be eliminated. Further complexity is added by the fact
that these requirements can vary depending on the ship class, or even within the class.

Likewise fielding (designing the installation and integration of the Chem/Bio systems
into the ship) and sustainment (including fleet support, radiation tracking, training etc) of
these common systems within the Navy must be maintained.

Therefore 1 seriously doubt that these 8 positions could be eliminated. There’s just no
further efficiencies to be gained by moving Crane Chem/Bio as, for the most part, the
work does not overlap. (Note that retention of these 8 needed positions would add a
further $285K per year to the labor cost)
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D. Total cost above and beyond the costs of performing the work at Crane to Mafeq 2005
Crane Chem/Bio to Aberdeen

Received
One time cost (Crane) $3,775,974
One Time Cost (Aberdeen) $2,382,386
Recurring cost (labor) $34,892,320
Recurring cost (8 wy) $5,700,000

Total cost to move Crane Chem/Bio $46,750,680

Remember from the BRAC report that the total projected savings for this scenario were
$46.0M.

I1. Joint Center of Excelience?

While the title of this recommendation leads one to believe that all Chem/Bio research
development and acquisition would be combined that is not the case. The Navy’s
sustainment function would be moving to Aberdeen, but the Army sustainment function
woukd remain at Rock Island, the Air Force sustainment function would remain at Warner
Robbins AFB and the Marine Corps Sustainment function would stay at Quantico and
Albany Georgia. The USMC acquisition function would also stay at Quantico.

Why move the Navy’s support functions while not moving the others?
11l Brain Drain,

The BRAC Report assumes that 37 of 57 Crane Chem/Bio employees would relocate to
Aberdeen. This is greatly exaggerated also. The employees of Crane Chem/Bio are for
the most part native Hoosiers. Their families go back generations in this area. They are
used to low traffic, low cost of living, wide open spaces to live in and play in. The area is
convenient to the big city but far enough away that it suffers few of the big city problems.
A few areas to consider:

A. Housing.

A roughly 2000 sq ft new home in the Aberdeen area costs about $410K A new 2000sq f
home at Crane costs about $150K. (Good quality used homes on acreage can be had for
not much more). The average Crane Chem/Bio employee will never be able to own a
home in the Aberdeen area.

B. Traffic

It takes roughly 30 minutes to drive the thirty miles from Bedford or Bloomington to the
Crane Chenv/Bio building. In this area a traffic jam is defined as 6 or more cars behind a
school bus or tractor. Big urban area traffic is unknown at Crane.

C. Recreation



BRAC Commission

| 14 2009
Hunting and Fishing opportunitics are widespread in the Crane area. Of course the base
itself has 800 acre Lake Greenwood but there are an abundance of lakes and fafifFpdiids
throughout the area. There are also numerous huntable woods for deer, turkey, and other
small game. [ doubt that hunting is looked upon kindly in Maryland.

D. Spousal employment/ family issues.

The Crane Chem/Bio workers do not live in a vacuum. They have spouses and children
that must be accounted for, Several of the workers are from farm families or own
livestock. Several spouses have their own established careers in this area. Children are
planted in schools and churches and surrounded by friends. Grandparents and extended
families are here.

E. Misc standard of living.

Rising above mere costs and opportunites is something called home. lndlana is home to
the workers at Crane Chem/Bio. Aberdeen never will be.

In order to relocate we’d have to abandon family and history and our entire way of life.
Most (upwards of 85%) won’t relocate, on the one hand we can’t afford to and on the
other hand we wouldn’t want to.

This will, at a stroke, eliminate almost all the corporate knowledge for installing and
supporting Chem/Bio detection devices on board Navy ships. A knowledge base
extending back to the earliest Chem/Bio detectors fielded in the Navy. (starting in the
mid 1980°s with the depot repair and fielding of the AN/KAS-1 Chemical Warfare
Directional Detector)

IV. Summary:

In summary, since the business practices won’t change (we’ll still communicate with
other personnel based at Aberdeen via phone and email), and since the cost of living in
the Aberdeen area precludes most of us from relocating, and since the cost of relocating
Crane Chem/Bio negates the total projected savings of the entire scenario, relocating
Crane Chem/Bio to Aberdeen makes no economic or military sense.

Therefore, 1 ask that you remove the realignment of Crane Chem/Bio from the BRAC
decision and continue having this work performed at NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN.

i UM% w5

ohn M. Ozechowski
928 Lincoln Avenue
Bedford Indiana, 47421
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The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner
BRAC Commissioner

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir re-alignments generate any return on investment. The
NSWC Crane and NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it
appears that, when added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net
loss rather than net savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is
if the NSWC Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Ve Respectfu%
%&3‘3&/
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Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman
Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criteria of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher than almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAC criteria are followed properly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E and EW work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving
site for this workload.



I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of
- NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring analysis.

Very Respectfully,

P Bott



09 July 2005 'JUL ,4 m

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Beceiveq
Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criterion of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher that almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAC criteria are followed properly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E and EW work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving
site for this workload.



I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring analysis.

Very Respectfully,

VY e

James D. Lee
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Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Received

Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-Library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload from NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any cost savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dabhlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. The only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC Crane and NSWC
Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respectfully, é
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Received
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman
Commissioner
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criteria of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher that almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations

document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than

both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAC criteria are followed properly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E and EW work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving
site for this workload.



I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring analysis.

Very Respectfully,

(ot R P

Kelly R."Anderson
RR 2, Box 318C
Bloomfield, IN 47424
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The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner Received
BRAC Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your recent visit to NSWC
Crane, CAAA and Southern Indiana. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are
doing to ensure that out Military operations remain as effective and affordable as
possible. 1 realize that you have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-
align or close as part of the BRAC process. I hope that your visit helped you to realize
what important assets NSWC Crane and CAAA are to our Nation’s Defense and the
Global War On Terrorism.

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criterion of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher that almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAC criteria are followed properly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E and EW work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving
site for this workload.



1 urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring analysis.

Very Respectfully,

et o S~

James D. Lee
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Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Receive d
Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman,

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer | support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

[ am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criteria of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher that almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAC criteria are followed properly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E and EW work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving
site for this workload.



I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring analysis.

Very Respectfully,

WU o
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10 July 2005 Received
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman
Commisioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:
I am writing this letter as a member of the defense community and as a taxpayer.

I am particularly concerned with the move of the Chemical/Biological function from
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division (Crane Chem/Bio), located on
NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN to the US Army’s Edgewood Chemical Biological Center
in Aberdeen, Maryland. I have several specific concerns as follows:

I Cost:

The whole goal of the BRAC act was to save DOD money by eliminating unneeded
facilities.

According to the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, Volume
I, Part 2 of 2: Detailed Recommendations dated May 2005 (BRAC Report) , section §:
Recommendations — Medical Joint Cross-Services Group, “Joint Centers of Excellence
for Chemical, Biological, and Medical Research and Development and Acquisition”
(BRAC report pages Med-15 to Med-19) total twenty year savings for moving a
maximum of 559 direct jobs and 582 indirect jobs from various activities to Aberdeen
Proving Ground were given as $46.0 M.

I believe that these savings were grossly over exaggerated and that moving Crane
Cheny/Bio results in increased costs to the taxpayer to perform the same work.

I will base the discussion from this point on the MED CR0028R COBRA Results As of 5
May 2005 (Cobra) (Which, by the way, does not agree with the jobs numbers reported in
the BRAC report) and on the reported labor rates for the affected facilities.

A. One time costs.

Cobra reports one time costs for moving Crane Chem/Bio as $3,775,974 (Cobra page 12)
with no one-time cost savings. Note that Crane Chem Bio’s 49 work years represent 20%
of the total Chem/Bio force being moved to Aberdeen. Therefore 20% of the Aberdeen

Mil-Con costs are accountable to the Crane Chemy/Bio relocation. Cobra reports one time
Mil-Con costs at Aberdeen of $11,911,931. Crane’s portion would be 20% or $2,382,386



B. Recurring costs.

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary savings at Crane of $532,000. This represents
the salaries of 57 people who would no longer be employed at Crane (or $9,333.33 per
person?)

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary cost at Aberdeen of $831,000. This represents
the salaries of 246 people who would be employed at Aberdeen. (or $3,378.05 per
person?)

Obviously these last two numbers do not reflect reality. Lets look at it based on stabilized
rates which reflect the real cost to the taxpayer for work performed.

Using the F Y07 rates (which are the furthest out that I have access to at this time) Crane
Chem/Bio employees cost $69.92 per hour. For a 1720 hour work year that would equal
$120,262 per man year.

That same man year worked at Aberdeen would cost $155,866 (based on NSWC
Dahlgren’s stabilized FY07 rate of $90.62 as Navy personnel at Aberdeen would be a
Dahlgren detachment working under Dahlgren’s rates. (note that the Cobra civilian
locality pay factor is the same for Dahlgren and Aberdeen)), or $35,604 more per man
year than if the work remained at Crane.

Based on the 49 man years forecasted to be required at Aberdeen that would be a
recurring cost of $1,744,616 per year or $34,892,320 in additional labor costs over the
twenty years of the study.

Also Cobra projects facility savings at Crane. However since Crane Chem/Bio occupies a
brand new Mil-Con building, it is very highly unlikely that the facility would be torn
down or mothballed. (It would also be a criminal waste of taxpayer dollars.) Facility
savings are not addressed in the above $35M total.

C. Cobra assumption of work year reduction.

While the title of the scenario was Development and Acquisition, the definition of
acquisition included fielding and sustainment. Cobra assumes that of the 57 work years to
be relocated from Crane to Aberdeen 8 can be eliminated due to increased synergy and
efficiency. I take issue with this assumption for the following reasons.

1. Crane personne] deal with Army ChenvBio personnel on a limited basis, interacting
primarily through phone and email contacts. According to current plans Crane Chem/Bio,
and Army personnel would be located in different buildings at Aberdeen so current
business practices probably wouldn’t change. While some meetings do occur most of
these are at contractor facilities and all services representatives travel to that facility to
examine the equipment and or testing being discussed.



2. While all chem/bio systems are already acquired jointly, Navy personnel are focused
on making sure the acquired system meets Navy specific requirements, just as Army
personnel seek to fulfill Army requirements and Air Force personnel seek to fulfill Air
Force requirements.

As an example of why this Navy focused function cannot be eliminated please consider
the following case. Space aboard US Navy ships is at a premium and maintenance of
equipment must take that space restriction into account. Neither the Army nor the Air
Force deal with as stringent of a limitation (space abounds at Army and Air Force bases
for removing and maintaining equipment.) During the initial design and prototyping of
the Joint Biological Point Detection System the designer required access to all four sides
of the equipment for maintenance. While the other services had no problem with this, for
the Navy it was a show stopper. The Navy doesn’t have the internal space to allow for
access to all four sides of the equipment. We needed all access to be through the front of
the cabinet. The representatives of the other services did not consider this as they were
focused on fulfilling the needs of their own services.

Additionally, this space limitation affects intake and exhaust locations and lengths, power
requirements, consumables amounts and storage, interference or interaction with other
equipments etc. All concerns that require a considerable amount of time to satisfy.

Navy requirements are unique enough that the task to track that each system meets these
requirements for the Navy can not be eliminated. Further complexity is added by the fact
that these requirements can vary depending on the ship class, or even within the class.

Likewise fielding (designing the installation and integration of the Chem/Bio systems
into the ship) and sustainment (including fleet support, radiation tracking, training etc) of
these common systems within the Navy must be maintained.

Therefore I seriously doubt that these 8 positions could be eliminated. There’s just no
further efficiencies to be gained by moving Crane Chem/Bio as, for the most part, the
work does not overlap. (Note that retention of these 8 needed positions would add a

further $285K per year to the labor cost)

D. Total cost above and beyond the costs of performing the work at Crane to relocate
Crane Chem/Bio to Aberdeen

One time cost (Crane) $3,775,974
One Time Cost (Aberdeen) $2,382,386
Recurring cost (Iabor) $34,892,320
Recurring cost (8 wy) $5,700,000

Total cost to move Crane Chem/Bio $46,750,680

Remember from the BRAC report that the total projected savings for this scenario were
$46.0M.



I1. Joint Center of Excellence?

While the title of this recommendation leads one to believe that all Chem/Bio research
development and acquisition would be combined that is not the case. The Navy’s
sustainment function would be moving to Aberdeen, but the Army sustainment function
would remain at Rock Island, the Air Force sustainment function would remain at Warner
Robbins AFB and the Marine Corps Sustainment function would stay at Quantico and
Albany Georgia. The USMC acquisition function would also stay at Quantico.

Why move the Navy’s support functions while not moving the others?
I Brain Drain.

The BRAC Report assumes that 37 of 57 Crane Chem/Bio employees would relocate to
Aberdeen. This is greatly exaggerated also. The employees of Crane Chem/Bio are for
the most part native Hoosiers. Their families go back generations in this area. They are
used to low traffic, low cost of living, wide open spaces to live in and play in. The area is
convenient to the big city but far enough away that it suffers few of the big city problems.
A few areas to consider:

A. Housing.

A roughly 2000 sq ft new home in the Aberdeen area costs about $410K. A new 2000sq ft
home at Crane costs about $150K. (Good quality used homes on acreage can be had for
not much more). The average Crane Chem/Bio employee will never be able to own a
home in the Aberdeen area.

B. Traffic

It takes roughly 30 minutes to drive the thirty miles from Bedford or Bloomington to the
Crane Chenv/Bio building. In this area a traffic jam is defined as 6 or more cars behind a
school bus or tractor. Big urban area traffic is unknown at Crane.

C. Spousal employment/ family issues.

The Crane Chem/Bio workers do not live in a vacuum. They have spouses and children
that must be accounted for. Several of the workers are from farm families or own
livestock. Several spouses have their own established careers in this area. Children are
planted in schools and churches and surrounded by friends. Grandparents and extended
families are here.



D. Misc standard of living.

In order to relocate we’d have to abandon family and history and our entire way of life.
Most (upwards of 85%) won’t relocate, on the one hand we can’t afford to and on the
other hand we wouldn’t want to.

This will, at a stroke, eliminate almost all the corporate knowledge for installing and
supporting Chem/Bio detection devices on board Navy ships. A knowledge base
extending back to the earliest Chem/Bio detectors fielded in the Navy. (starting in the
mid 1980°s with the depot repair and fielding of the AN/KAS-1 Chemical Warfare
Directional Detector)

IV. Summary:

In summary, since the business practices won’t change (we’ll still communicate with
other personnel based at Aberdeen via phone and email), and since the cost of living in
the Aberdeen area precludes most of us from relocating, and since the cost of relocating
Crane Chem/Bio negates the total projected savings of the entire scenario, relocating
Crane Chem/Bio to Aberdeen makes no economic or military sense.

Therefore, I ask that you remove the realignment of Crane Chem/Bio from the BRAC
decision and continue having this work performed at NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN.

/é K\) j\)’&;’/’? ;/\ IS~

G. William Gates
2002 Berkley Ct.
Bloomington IN 47401



10 July 2005 JuL 1 § 205
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Receiveq
Commisioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:
I am writing this letter as a member of the defense community and as a taxpayer.

I am particularly concerned with the move of the Chemical/Biological function from
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division (Crane Chem/Bio), located on
NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN to the US Army’s Edgewood Chemical Biological Center
in Aberdeen, Maryland. I have several specific concerns as follows:

I Cost:

The whole goal of the BRAC act was to save DOD money by eliminating unneeded
facilities.

According to the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, Volume
1, Part 2 of 2: Detailed Recommendations dated May 2005 (BRAC Report) , section 8:
Recommendations — Medical Joint Cross-Services Group, “Joint Centers of Excellence
for Chemical, Biological, and Medical Research and Development and Acquisition”
(BRAC report pages Med-15 to Med-19) total twenty year savings for moving a
maximum of 559 direct jobs and 582 indirect jobs from various activities to Aberdeen
Proving Ground were given as $46.0 M.

I believe that these savings were grossly over exaggerated and that moving Crane
ChenvBio results in increased costs to the taxpayer to perform the same work.

I will base the discussion from this point on the MED CR0028R COBRA Results As of 5
May 2005 (Cobra) (Which, by the way, does not agree with the jobs numbers reported in
the BRAC report) and on the reported labor rates for the affected facilities.

A. One time costs.

Cobra reports one time costs for moving Crane Chem/Bio as $3,775,974 (Cobra page 12)
with no one-time cost savings. Note that Crane Chem Bio’s 49 work years represent 20%
of the total Chem/Bio force being moved to Aberdeen. Therefore 20% of the Aberdeen
Mil-Con costs are accountable to the Crane Chem/Bio relocation. Cobra reports one time
Mil-Con costs at Aberdeen of $11,911,931. Crane’s portion would be 20% or $2,382,386



B. Recurring costs.

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary savings at Crane of $532,000. This represents
the salaries of 57 people who would no longer be employed at Crane (or $9,333.33 per
person?)

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary cost at Aberdeen of $831,000. This represents
the salaries of 246 people who would be employed at Aberdeen. (or $3,378.05 per
person?)

Obviously these last two numbers do not reflect reality. Lets look at it based on stabilized
rates which reflect the real cost to the taxpayer for work performed.

Using the FY07 rates (which are the furthest out that I have access to at this time) Crane
ChenvBio employees cost $69.92 per hour. For a 1720 hour work year that would equal
$120,262 per man year.

That same man year worked at Aberdeen would cost $155,866 (based on NSWC
Dahlgren’s stabilized FYQ7 rate of $90.62 as Navy personnel at Aberdeen would be a
Dabhlgren detachment working under Dahlgren’s rates. (note that the Cobra civilian
locality pay factor is the same for Dahlgren and Aberdeen)), or $35,604 more per man
year than if the work remained at Crane.

Based on the 49 man years forecasted to be required at Aberdeen that would be a
recurring cost of $1,744,616 per year or $34,892,320 in additional labor costs over the
twenty years of the study.

Also Cobra projects facility savings at Crane. However since Crane Chem/Bio occupies a
brand new Mil-Con building, it is very highly unlikely that the facility would be torn
down or mothballed. (It would also be a criminal waste of taxpayer dollars.) Facility
savings are not addressed in the above $35M total.

C. Cobra assumption of work year reduction.

While the title of the scenario was Development and Acquisition, the definition of
acquisition included fielding and sustainment. Cobra assumes that of the 57 work years to
be relocated from Crane to Aberdeen 8 can be eliminated due to increased synergy and
efficiency. I take issue with this assumption for the following reasons.

1. Crane personnel deal with Army Chem/Bio personnel on a limited basis, interacting
primarily through phone and email contacts. According to current plans Crane Chem/Bio,
and Army personnel would be located in different buildings at Aberdeen so current
business practices probably wouldn’t change. While some meetings do occur most of
these are at contractor facilities and all services representatives travel to that facility to
examine the equipment and or testing being discussed.



2. While all chem/bio systems are already acquired jointly, Navy personnel are focused
on making sure the acquired system meets Navy specific requirements, just as Army
personnel seek to fulfill Army requirements and Air Force personnel seek to fulfill Air
Force requirements.

As an example of why this Navy focused function cannot be eliminated please consider
the following case. Space aboard US Navy ships is at a premium and maintenance of
equipment must take that space restriction into account. Neither the Army nor the Air
Force deal with as stringent of a limitation (space abounds at Army and Air Force bases
for removing and maintaining equipment.) During the initial design and prototyping of
the Joint Biological Point Detection System the designer required access to all four sides
of the equipment for maintenance. While the other services had no problem with this, for
the Navy it was a show stopper. The Navy doesn’t have the internal space to allow for
access to all four sides of the equipment. We needed all access to be through the front of
the cabinet. The representatives of the other services did not consider this as they were
focused on fulfilling the needs of their own services.

Additionally, this space limitation affects intake and exhaust locations and lengths, power
requirements, consumables amounts and storage, interference or interaction with other
equipments etc. All concerns that require a considerable amount of time to satisfy.

Navy requirements are unique enough that the task to track that each system meets these
requirements for the Navy can not be eliminated. Further complexity is added by the fact
that these requirements can vary depending on the ship class, or even within the class.

Likewise fielding (designing the installation and integration of the Chem/Bio systems
into the ship) and sustainment (including fleet support, radiation tracking, training etc) of
these common systems within the Navy must be maintained.

Therefore I seriously doubt that these 8 positions could be eliminated. There’s just no

further efficiencies to be gained by moving Crane Cheny/Bio as, for the most part, the
work does not overlap. (Note that retention of these 8 needed positions would add a

further $285K per year to the labor cost)

D. Total cost above and beyond the costs of performing the work at Crane to relocate
Crane ChenvBio to Aberdeen

One time cost (Crane) $3,775,974
One Time Cost (Aberdeen) $2,382,386
Recurring cost (labor) $34,892,320
Recurring cost (8 wy) $5,700,000

Total cost to move Crane Chem/Bio $46,750,680

Remember from the BRAC report that the total projected savings for this scenario were
$46.0M.



I1. Joint Center of Excellence?

While the title of this recommendation leads one to believe that all Chem/Bio research
development and acquisition would be combined that is not the case. The Navy’s
sustainment function would be moving to Aberdeen, but the Army sustainment function
would remain at Rock Island, the Air Force sustainment function would remain at Warner
Robbins AFB and the Marine Corps Sustainment function would stay at Quantico and
Albany Georgia. The USMC acquisition function would also stay at Quantico.

Why move the Navy’s support functions while not moving the others?
111 Brain Drain.

The BRAC Report assumes that 37 of 57 Crane Chem/Bio employees would relocate to
Aberdeen. This is greatly exaggerated also. The employees of Crane Chem/Bio are for
the most part native Hoosiers. Their families go back generations in this area. They are
used to low traffic, low cost of living, wide open spaces to live in and play in. The area is
convenient to the big city but far enough away that it suffers few of the big city problems.
A few areas to consider:

A. Housing.

A roughly 2000 sq ft new home in the Aberdeen area costs about $410K A new 2000sq ft
home at Crane costs about $150K. (Good quality used homes on acreage can be had for
not much more). The average Crane Chem/Bio employee will never be able to own a
home in the Aberdeen area.

B. Traffic

It takes roughly 30 minutes to drive the thirty miles from Bedford or Bloomington to the
Crane Chem/Bio building. In this area a traffic jam is defined as 6 or more cars behind a
school bus or tractor. Big urban area traffic is unknown at Crane.

C. Spousal employment/ family issues.

The Crane ChenvBio workers do not live in a vacuum. They have spouses and children
that must be accounted for. Several of the workers are from farm families or own
livestock. Several spouses have their own established careers in this area. Children are
planted in schools and churches and surrounded by friends. Grandparents and extended
families are here.



D. Misc standard of living.

In order to relocate we’d have to abandon family and history and our entire way of life.
Most (upwards of 85%) won’t relocate, on the one hand we can’t afford to and on the
other hand we wouldn’t want to.

This will, at a stroke, eliminate almost all the corporate knowledge for installing and
supporting Chem/Bio detection devices on board Navy ships. A knowledge base
extending back to the earliest Chem/Bio detectors fielded in the Navy. (starting in the
mid 1980°s with the depot repair and fielding of the AN/KAS-1 Chemical Warfare
Directional Detector)

IV. Summary:

In summary, since the business practices won’t change (we’ll still communicate with
other personnel based at Aberdeen via phone and email), and since the cost of living in
the Aberdeen area precludes most of us from relocating, and since the cost of relocating
Crane Chen/Bio negates the total projected savings of the entire scenario, relocating
Crane Chem/Bio to Aberdeen makes no economic or military sense.

Therefore, I ask that you remove the realignment of Crane Chem/Bio from the BRAC
decision and continue having this work performed at NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN.

Very Respectfully,

G (. ity



BRAC Commigsion

07 July 2005
JUL 14 2005

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Receive d

Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Admiral Gehman:

[ would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned

taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain

as effective and affordable-as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service provided to our war
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and services to all branches
of the military. Another key criteria of the BRAC process centers on Military Value.
The Military Value scores for NSWC Crane in the area of Sensors, Electronics and
Electronic Warfare (S, E and EW) are higher than almost every other DOD activity.

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds.
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the
BRAC criteria are followed properly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army
S, E and EW work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has
existing joint S, E and EW capability as well as higher Military Value scores.

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgren. NSWC Crane has higher Military Value scores than
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and should have been designated as the receiving
site for this workload.



BRAC Commission

[ urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW rktogdgms
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capabﬁ(@fo
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring angigessved

Very Respectfully,

Doit- AV s

MechamecAl Ewémweerive Teck.
Mswce Crav€



BRAC Commission

07 July 2005

i JUL 14 2005
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman Received
Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned
taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped vou realize how
important Indiana Military installations like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation’s Defense and
the Global War On Terrorism.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-Library at the
BRAC Commission website (www .brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload from NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any cost savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC
Crane and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respectfully,

Yoyt O SRl

Mec HamcAL é/l/ém/ééﬁl/l/é Tec .
NSwe Crave



BRAC Commission

07 July 2005

uy JUL 14 2005
Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman ‘ Received
Commissioner

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

Dear Admiral Gehman:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. I hope that the
testimony helped you realize the importance of Indiana Military installations. in
particular NSWC Crane and CAAA, to our Nation’s Defense and the Global War On
Terrorism. As a concerned taxpayer I support the work you are doing to ensure that our
Military operations remain as effective and affordable as possible. I also realize that you
have a very difficult job in deciding which activities to re-align or close as part of the
BRAC process.

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
followed sound judgement in making some of it’s recommendations. Data available on
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition,
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org)
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a
system that is about to be removed from service.

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from

NSWC Crane by properly taking into the costs involved in this re-alignment and the
relatively short remaining service life of the equipment.

Very Respectfully,

DAl S

MecnawicAl  EwemeeRIvG TEe AIC IAN

NSswce CRAVE

e



BRAC Commission

08 July 2005
4 JUL 14 2005

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner Received

BRAC Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. Crane has become a one-stop shop for specialized weapons for our
Special Forces Warfighters. Crane did this by being responsive, innovative, technically
superior and affordable for these outstanding soldiers. As our reputation for delivering
what the customer needed, when it was needed, at a cost that was affordable, more work
was brought to us. The proposal to the commission to realign work to China Lake and
Picatinny will now split the support to special forces to different locations. This will add
cost, reduce efficiency and cause a loss in intellectual capital that could take years to
replace.

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

Very Respectfully,

Pt WW



BRAC Commission

7 July 2005 JUL 1 209

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner Received
BRAC Commissioner

Base Realignment and Closure Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re-
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. The DOD is required to take
into account the return on investment resulting from its closure/re-alignment
recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is available on the E-library at the
BRAC Commission website (www.brac.gov) I have come to the conclusion that moving
Chemical and Biological workload form NSWC Crane to Edgewood in Maryland does
not result in any costs savings. It appears that, of the four sites being re-aligned to
Edgewood (NSWC Crane, NSWC Dahlgren, Falls Church and Fort Belvoir), only the
Falls Church and Fort Belvoir generate any return on investment. The NSWC Crane and
NSWC Dahlgren re-alignments cost more than they save. In fact it appears that, when
added together, the four re-alignments to Edgewood result in a net loss rather than net
savings. In other words the only way this scenario will save money is if the NSWC Crane
and NSWC Dahlgren portions of the re-alignments are eliminated!

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

Very Respectfully,

Kelly R. Anderson
RR 2, Box 318C
Bloomfield, IN 47424





