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Basing of Navy Surface Shr'ps 
Post BRAC 35 

Bremerton 
Everett 

8 Ships r 
4 

II 

L J  

San bfego 
53 Ships 1 

I A Gaping Hole on 
the South Coast 

wayport 
!O Ships 



South Texas Joint Military & Federal Complex 

OPEN RANCH LAND 
More Than 3 Million 

Acres of Open Ranch Land, 
Approximately 80x50 Mile Area 

AIRS PACE 
107,550 Cubic Miles 
Owned 8 Controlled 

Bv Navv in South Texas 





al!#'Jd A$!l!~ed 33 SVN 
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NAS Kimvi l le  Facility Profile 
More than 18,000 square miles of 
unencumbered South Texas airspace controlled 
by the Navy (twice the size of Maryland) 

Surrounded by more than 3 million acres of 
ranch land under Military Operations Areas 
(MOAs) 
Six 8,000-foot runways (2 at Orange Grove 
OLF) 
McMullen Target Ranges with two separate 
targets: Yankee (day) and Dixie (daylnight) 
T-45 Integrated Training System in place 

Ample ramp & maintenance facilities to  
support T-45 

Outstanding weather with 25% fewer "down" 
days than other Navy strike base 
Well situated to  support Border Patrol 
operations in South Texas region 

City committed to protecting airfield and 
AICUZ from encroachment 



Naval Sta - 



Mines: Joint Warfighting Access Threat 
ince 1950 mines damaged more 
US. Navy ships than all other 

enemy a d u n s  cumbined 

I (14 by mines, 5 by other). 
Mines are a formidable, low-cost, 

low-tech threat. USS PRINCETON CG-59 

USS TRIPOLI LPH-10 I 
USS S.B. ROBERTS 

FFG-58 
JSS WESTCHESTER 

USS BARTON DD-772 

USS MANSFIELD DD-720 

USS WALKE DD-723 

USS E.G. SMALL DDR-838 

uss BRUSH DD-745 I 

USS SARSl ATF-111 

USS PARTRIDGE AMS-31 

I -1 
USS PIRATE AM-275 I 



The Navy's Solution: Establish A Mine 
Warfare Center of Excellence at NSI 

re- 

After Operation Desert Storm CNO 
Kelso placed renewed emphasis on 
mine warfare, including the 
establishment of a Mine Warfare 
Center of Excellence (Top Gun model) 

Strong Congressional and OSD interest 
supported continued improvements in 
mine warfare 

Congressional Mine Warfare Caucus, 
annual Mine Warfare Certification Plan 

MCM equipment, training and 
organization proved successful during 
Operation Iraqi Freedom 

The Mine Warfare Center of Excellence 
concept responsible for improved MCM 
capability and is currently developing 
training for organic and LCS MCM 
systems 









Disestablishing the Mine Warfare Center of Excellence 
Impacts Training, Readiness and Joint Warfighting 

5 
i BRAC FINAL SELECTION CRITERIA - P. w 108-375: 

I#* In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of Defense, giving priority 

I- consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), wil l  consider: 1 
Military Value 

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational 
readiness of the total force of the Department of Defense, including the 
impact on joint warfighting, training, and readiness. 

2. The availability and condition o f  land, facilities, and associated airspace (including training areas suitable 
for maneuver by ground, naval, o r  air forces throughout a diversity o f  climate and terrain areas and I 
staging areas for the use-of:h_e Ajm$ Ftrces in  homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential y 5 receiving locations# 

3.; The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total force requirements at both 

P 1 
existing and potential receiving locations l o  support operations and training. 

b. The cost o f  operations and the manpower implications. 

Relocating HM 15 to Norfolk while moving 10 MCMs to San Diego 
eliminates integrated training now available in South Texas and 
the Mine Warf .e Center of Excellence. 

Will have a r- - ative impact on training, readiness and joinr war-ghtin@TE1 

Recommendation thus deviates substantially from Criterh I 1. a . 



What's Wrong With BRAC Recommendations? 
They Separate Key Mine Warfare Assets 

New Distance Between fl 
Q -- r 

Assets That Should Be - 
Training T i h e r  NO-K 

;AN DIEGO 2,725 
Miles 

l A r- 

Currently Ships 
& Aviation Assets 

Are Only n 
I 

5,280 Miles to 
Gulf Ranaes 

9 Miles   part I 





Dedicated C --I-m- - -  t L---J for a 
Dedicated Mine LY, * 

Ire Center 
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rnvate I Shin Yard 
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Cotps Christi Bny - I..... 







Center of Excellence Results: MCM Force 
Was Ready and Deployed On Time 

1 Operation Iraqi Freedom 2003 
Four MCM ships and MCMRON THREE 
employed in the Persian Gulf 
Four additional MCM ships and MCMRON 
TWO deployed to  the Med from NSI 
Four more MCM ships and MCMRON ONE 
were standing by at NSI 
HM-I5 helicopters were airlifted to  the 
Persian Gulf & Med 
All Explosive Ordnance Disposal 
detachments were deployed 
HSV delivered airborne MCM systems to 
Persian Gulf 



Navy Plan Ignores the Lessons of 
History That Launched the Mine 
Warfare Center of Excellence . . . .  

Disestablishing the Mine Warfare Center of 
Excellence as a stand-alone entity will 
profoundly impair mine warfare training and 
readiness. 
"Consolidating" Mine Warfare Command with 
the Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW) 
Command in Point Lorna, California marginalizes 
both missions. 

Fleet ASW Command, established in April 2004, 
has been struggling to carry out its training and 
readiness mission and establish its own identity. 
Anti-Submarine Warfare and Mine Warfare have 
very little in common with respect to equipment, 
tactics, techniques, procedures, operations and 
training. This forced merger will hinder, rather 
than help, each of the separate missions. 



Base Closure Recommendations Split Forces 
CLOSE Mine Warfare 

Center o f  Excellence a t  NSI Move Ships To 

Move MINEWARCOM To 7 
Realign HM-15 

Move HM-15 To 1 
+ Conclusion: 

The recommendation neuters the Mine Warfare Center of  Excellence and 
eliminates integrated training now available in South Texas. 

1 
Will have a negative impact on training, readiness and joint warfiqhtinq, A 

-- 

and thus the operational readiness of the total  force. 
rn Violates "train as we fight.'' 

COMINEWARCOM comments on this scenario "advised aaainst s~mtinq 
MIW forces." (DON Infra- Analpi5 Team brief Dec 11, 2004) 

+ The recommendation thus deviates substantially from Criterion 1. 



Selection Criteria Does Not "Value" 
Small Bases or Specialized Missions 

BRAC rXNAL SELECT'ION CFUTERIA - P. Law 108-375: 
ID sektmg militrry installatioas f&r clmre or realignment,the Depaftment d Mersp;givi~g priority. 

! 
consideratien to military valae {thefirst four criteria below), will considert 

The current and future ~ I I ~ S ~ V I I  dpabilities and the impact on operational 
readiness of the total force of the Department of Defense, including the 

I impact on joint wafigh.ting, training, and readiness. 
2. The availability end codtiart of bind, facilities, and assecbtsd airspaw (including treinimg anas srti 

for tnaneuwrby ground, miunl, or air fwces throughout a diversity oidIrnale ltnd terrain Y&S rid 

rtxeivhg Iwatiuns. 
staging amas far the use crf the Armed FOTCR i~ homeland defense missioas) at brth exhtirrg mud potmtw~ 

I 

T k  ability to accomnlodate cantingncy, mebilhtioa, surge, and fatur ~ a l  force requirements at' both 
exisring and potential receiving locatbnsm support opcmtioes and trai p. 

1 4- The cW of~era t ians  and the manpower implication& 

I I .+ The selection criteria for determining military value ,- -- - a  - 
,,- T- 6 was applied unfairly and inaccurately to Naval l:Az+-.t.- .,.- ;FA, . ,  

- 2.k 
--- Station Ingleside. d -- A! .- - 

Recommendation thus deviates substantially from ., 
, - *- . 

I Criterion 1. I 









Navy Plan Puts Too Much Reliance on 
Unproven Mine Warfare Sy~tens  

BRAC FINAL SELECIION CRITERIA * P. Law 108-3 : 
In electing military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of - Defense, giving priority . . .  . 

consideration to rnilibry value (the first four criteria below), will consider: L b . ,  
I 

The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operations- 
-a 

I 
readiness of the total force of the Department of Defense, including the, ,  ,, 
impact on joint warfighting, training, and readiness. 

2. The availability and condition of  land, facilities, and a s d a t e d  airspace (including training areas suitable . fsr maneuver by ground, aavat, dr air fwces thtoughout a diversity of climate and terrain areas and 
' staging areas ror the use of the Armed Forces in homeland defense missions) at hnth existing and potential ;1 receiving Taeations 

3. The ability to xrornmdatecontingel~cy, mobilkatinn, surgq and future totnl forte r !irements _at beth 

5 { existing and patentid r d v i n g  lmntianr m n p p r t  apecations and training, &"w ' 

.e 
4. The mst dopent imr  and the mmpwer  implications. ppp a ' h -  . Yd- - ..- - - 

Tne recommendation to close Ingleside, break up the Mine Warfal 
Center of Excellence, and shift mine warfare assets to fleet 
concentration areas, represents too heaw a reliance on un~roven mine 
warfare svstems. 
This amounts to undue risk - to - the operational readiness of the total 

- - - A  

force. 
Recommendation thus deviates substantially from Criterion 1. 

I 
I 



V) 
u r n  



There is Too Much Rirk 
- 

I , In xtectlng military ilutullatims for closure or rr.lignment.'the Department of Meme, giving prioriiy 
. . - . - . . - - . . . - - - 

~ n s i d e r a h a  to military (the first tour eriteria.klm), will consider: I m 4 

b d  
MiI&w Vatme 

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational 
ll -&I- L readiness of the total force of the Department of Defense, includine the' +?! - - 1  - 4 

< 
a .  impact on joint warfighting, training, and readiness. - 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including training areas suitable 
for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain areas and 

- Conclusion: 
The recommendation -J dose Ingleside, bl -ak u, the Mine 
..arfare Center of Excellence, and shift mine warfare assets to 
fleet concentration areas, represents too heaw a reliance QII 
unnroven mine warfare svstems. 
This amounts to undue risk to the operational readiness of the 
total force. 

+ Recommendation thus deviates substantially from Criterion 1 













Strategic Importance: Ingleside Provides 
Homeland ~efense For southern Coast 

Strategy for 
Homeland Wen-  
and Clvlt Support 

Refining and Chemical Industries 

Corpus Christi & 
Beaumont Are Tier 1 
Strategic Deployment 

Ports in the Gull 

obile 

' V A n A  Overland Trade h 
- - I 

ror -0 Y IS A 

Be Crude Oil Produced A 

1.- . - I n  the United State 

?/ 

- Gulf Po& Handle Most 
&:*he USA 3 Crude Oil Impom 

And Many Other Cargos 

Gulf Coast Refineries Have 

Half the Nation's T o w  
'J miflion barrels/& y Capacib. 

- 

Interruptions I n  Overi'ant rsd;- 
~ L I  ~arrv From Northern Mexico 

IC- Y y  
P 

>unt for 
A -8% or 

vallv 







Military Value of Gulf Deep Water Port Ignored 
NS Ingleside is capable of accommodating deep-draft 
warships in homeland defense missions in the Gulf of 
Mexico, including aircraft carriers. 

+ The DOD recommendation states that a Gulf Coast 
surface presence can be maintained with NAS Key West and NAS Pensacola. 
At  best, this is a problematic concept, for the following reasons: 

There are no sh im homeported at either Key West or Pensacola, and no plans for 
such homeporting. 
At Key West the Navy shares the pier with private cruise liners. 
The ship channel a t  Pensacola requires $5 million in  dredging to  recover from 
Hurricane Ivan. Estimated costs t o  dredge the channel t o  46 and 50 feet to  
accommodate a carrier are $12 million and $66 million, respectively. 

- CriL:ion 2 i~.Judes "staging areas for b, ,. ,, ,.. - . -- ... 
homeland defense missions." 
The loss of a permanent Naval presence on the Gulf Coast 
creates a strategic vulnerability to our national milita y and 
economic interests. 

* Recommendation thus substantially deviates from Criterion 2. 



No Credit for Expansion Potential to Support 
Surge and Future Force Requirements -- IF BRAG FINAL SELECnoN CRTTERIA - P. Law 108-375: &-A- 1 

In selecting mil i tary instailations for closure or  realignment, the Department of  Defense, giving pr ior i ty 
consideration to mil i tary value (the first four criteria below), wi l l  consider:. 

..-.>.,.. 2 , , : -. 
~Witituty Value -- 1 

The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the total force o f  the 
Department o f  Defense, including the impact on joint wartighting, training, and readiness. I 1 

I 2+ki The availability and condition of land, facilities. and associated airspace (including training areas suitable 

. fo r  maneuver by ground, naval, or air f a r m  throeghout a diversity o f  climate and terrain areas and 
staging wear for the use of the Armed F a s  in hemeknd defense missions) nt both existing and potential I receiving I~at ions.  
-- 

e ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future Y 
total force requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to 
support operations and training. 6 , - Y E  k r d  

I Inadeq . - .. . J c . -3v. -ca,-.m * . . j le~~de for its adlity to 
accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total 
force requirements to support operations and training. 

Recommendation thus substantially deviates from Criterion 3. 



Ingleside Can Accommodate Growth 
336 Acres of dedicated 
Navy-owned upland 
dredge dispossl 

C .. provides 35 to 50 years 

421 adjoining acres Is held I 
by Port Authority for 
possible Navy expansion 

- 
F"'"" NSI Surrounded by Open Property 

leside 





' 1 1  I I 

( : ! 
I 1  - 

I " ,  ' 



RBI's Ability to Support Other 
Missions Not Considered 

I BRAC FINAL SELECTION CRTTERIA - P. Law 108-375: 

1 In selecting military instnllatbns for closum or realignment, the Department or Defense,giving 
consideration to niilitaw value (the timt four criteria below), wi l l  consider: 

Milirav Value 

'he current and future mission capabilities and the Impact pn aperationat readiness of the total force 
Deprtment of Defense, including the impact on joint warPigMing, training, and readiness. 

The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including training areas suil 
far manewer by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain areas md 
staging areas for the use af the Armed Forces in homeland &tease missions) at both existing and ptc 
receiving Ioczttiona 

The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future 
total force requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to I 
support operations and training. 

: cost doperations m n d  the manpower implications. 

DoD scoring failed to consider contingency, mobilization, surge, - 
and future total force requirements. 

No consideration to homeport ships affected by potential BRAC 
- 

of Pascagoula. 

The recommendation represents a substantial deviation from 
Criterion 3. 









Failure to Consider Layberthing of 
Military Sealift Command Ships 

e- if- 

Requirements Set By the M X  I 4 
for basing of any drPr of MSC 
ship: 

Pier 
Water depth 
Port characteristics 

SC currently pays to layberth 
snips at civilian docks 

Conclusion: DoD f a ~ ~ e a  to consider contingency, mobilizatib~, 
surge, , =  a i future total force requirements- I 

+ the recommendation is a substantial devi 
-' I-2- . . 



Navy Overestimated 
Recurring Savings 

BRAC FINAL SELECTION CRITERIA - P. Law 108-3- 
I n  selecting mil i tary installations fo r  closure o r  realignment, the Depa 

?consideration to  mil i tary value (the f irst four criteria below), wi l l  cons 

The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operati I .  
Department o f  Defense, including the impact on joint warfighting, training, and readiness. 

2. The availability and condition o f  land, facilities, and associated airspace (including training areas suitable I 

,for maneuver by ground, naval, o r  air  forces throughout a diversity o f  climate and terrain areas and 
b 'staging areas for the use o f  the Armed Forces i n  homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential I .. 

-,receiving locations. -3 --T 

m -  q, - .  r I 3. p', - fThe ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total force requirements at both I 

ower implications. !I 

+ Errors in COBRA data overestimate recurring savings 
+ GAO questions Navy MPN savings 
+ Both resulting in substantial deviation from 

Criterion 4. 
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I I New Trainit-J Opp~rtuni~I -~ .  
Gulf Beach Amphibious Landing Site 

March 17,2004 
Letter to Adm. William Fallon 
The State of Texas will make 

five miles of state-owned 
beachfront available to DOD for 
amphibious training from Oct. 1 
to March 31 of each year. 
This area will be available 
to DOD free of charge. 
Jerry Patterson, Commissioner 
Texas General Land Office 



Gulf of Mexico approximates 
conditions in Arabian Gulf and 
other shallow water theaters 

Water depths 
a Warm weather conditiods - 4 

Strategic Importance of South Texas: Fleet 
Training in Area That Replicates Persian Gulf 

- - 
Hostile Forces 

Come From 
Throughout Region 

B Offshore structures 

Naval Station NAS - 
Pascago$la Pensacola 1 

& Simulated 

NAS Klngsville 
1 

- 
Airfields I ,- 1 



What's Wrona With BRAC Recommendations? 

1 -1 Homes Purchased in 2005 by NSI Military Personnel 
I- - 1 

INGLESIDE - 
CORPUS CHRIST1 

SAN DIEGO NORFOLK 
- -- 

L~eral l  Cost of iFz 100 83.1 136.4 96.6 Living 
Median Home 1 $134,000 1 $64,100 1 $201,800 1 $99,400 

Value 
I I I I 

Housing Cost I 100 I 61 -6 I 179.4 I 88.4 I 
Food & 

Groceries 

National - 
CO~,US Christi 61.6010 of National Average 

CbSt San Diego - 
Norfolk - 
c 

with Sperling's Bestplaces 







Merger of CNRS and CNRMW 
CNRMW 

NAVSTA Great Lakes 
NAVSUPPACT Crane 

CNRS 

NAS JRB New Orleans 
NAVSUPPACT New Orleans 

3. NAVSTA Ingleside 
4. NAS Corpus Christi 
5. NASKingsville 
6. NAS JRB Fort Worth 



Backup Documents 
+ Biographies of Presenters 

Loyd Neal, Chairman STMFTF 
rn Adm. Paul J. Ryan, USN (Ret.) 

Adm. Al Konetzni, Jr., USN (Ret.) 
Capt. F. W. Montesano, USN (Ret.) 

+ Summary 
+ Army Reserve Equipment Storage 

rn Army Reserve Brief 
2001 Overview of CHP System 
Emails Explaining Selection of NSI 

+ Coast Guard Decision 
rn Approval Letter from Coast Guard (814104) 

Navy Letter Delaying Decision (2/15/05) 



Samuel L. Neal, Jr. 
Chairman, South Texas Military Facilities Task Force 

Former Mayor - City Of Corpus Christi 

Biographical Information 

Samuel L. Neal, Jr. (Loyd Neal), served as Mayor of the City of Corpus Christi from 
1997 until 2005. Mayor Neal is the Chairman of the Corpus Christi Office for Hilb, Rogal 

I 
and Hobbs (HRH) lnsurance Company, the seventh largest agency system in the United 
States. He has earned several professional insurance designations. 1 

On November 18, 2000, Mayor Neal was installed as President for the Texas 
Municipal League and served through November 2001 and has since served as Past 
President for the years 2002,2003 and 2004. The Mayor continues to serve as Chairman 
of the South Texas Military Facilities Task Force, was appointed by Governor George Bush 

I 
to the Texas Strategic Military Planning Commission in 1997 and was appointed by 
Governor Rick Perry to the Texas Military Preparedness Commission in 2003. The Mayor 
has served in numerous leadership positions in the Corpus Christi area over the past 30 

I 
years including: Chairman, Corpus Christi Economic Development Corp.; Chairman, 
Corpus Christi Chamber of Commerce; Chairman, Art Museum of South Texas; Chairman, 
South Texas Homeport Committee; President, Corpus Christi Navy League; and Chairman, 
Leadership Corpus Christi Alumni. Mr. Neal has been an Adjunct Professor of lnsurance at 
Texas A&M University - Corpus Christi since 1973. He serves as a Director on several 
agency Boards. 

'llr 
B 

Mayor Neal received his B.B.A. in Marketing from Texas A&M University, College I 
Station in 1959, and an MBA in Business Administration from Texas A&l University in 1973. 

I 
In 1989, Mayor Neal retired as a Colonel from the Army Reserve, after serving more a 

than 30 years in the active Army and Army Reserve. 

I 



Paul J. Ryan 
Rear Admiral, US Navy (retired) 

Summary of Relevant Experience: 
Retired Navy admiral, last active duty assignment was Commander, Mine Warfare Command in 
Corpus Christi, TX, 2002-2003. More than 10 years experience in command and executive 
leadership positions, including command of a nuclear attack submarine, a submarine tender, and a 
major shore command. 

Education: 
B.S. US Naval Academy, 1973 
M.A. Naval Postgraduate School, 1979 
Naval War College, 1990 
Harvard University, Kennedy School of Government, Program for Senior Officials in National 
Security, 1995 
MIT Seminar XXI, 2000 
Navy Executive Business Course, 2003 

History of Navy Assignments: 

Commander, Mine Warfare Command, Corpus Christi, TX. 2002-2003. Prepared and 
deployed forces to participate in Operation Iraqi Freedom. 

Director, Warfare Programs and Readiness (N8) on the staff of the Commander in 
Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet. 

V Deputy Director of the Navy Quadrennial Defense Review Office. Coordinated and 
developed detailed justification for Navy force structure and infrastructure in support of detailed 
presentations to the Joint Staff and Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

Commanding Officer, USS Philadelphia (SSN 690) and Commanding Officer, USS L.Y. 
Spear (AS-36). Over 15 years' operational sea duty on 5 submarines and one submarine support 
ship. 

Operational Experience. Over 30 years of active duty, including 10 years in Washington, DC. 





Vice Admiral Albert H. Konetzni, Jr. 
United States Navy (retired) 

Vice Admiral At Konetzni, United States 
Navy retired, is a native of Pleasantville, New 
York. Attending the United States Naval 
Academy, ~ d m i r a i  Konetzni graduated and was 
commissioned an Ensign in June of 1966. 

Vice Admiral Albert H. 
Konetzni, Jr. 

i 
A career Nuclear Submariner, Admiral 

Konetzni has successfully commanded at all levels 
and has extensive experience in strategic 
planning, financial and personnel management, 
engineering, innovation, foreign affairs, leadership, 
and lecturing. 

During his time as Commander of all United States Submarines in the 
Pacific from 1998 until 2001, Admiral Konetzni engineered and executed an 
innovative plan to solve the Navy's high attrition of young Sailors. In 1998 the 
Navy was losing one of out every three young Sailors from their first commands, 
after just completing costly initial training. This tragic loss of talented manpower 
was not acceptable to the Admiral, and he made it his personal goal to solve that 
problem. The driving force behind a revolutionary program, in just over two years 
he reduced personnel attrition in the Pacific Fleet Submarine Force from 25% to 
7%. Based on these astounding results, the Navy immediately incorporated his 
program as a model, and today enjoys higher retention and lower attrition than 
ever in its history. The Wall Street Journal published a front-page article 
featuring Admiral Konetzni and his attrition achievements (July 2000). 

During this same time period, Admiral Konetzni challenged Defense 
Department and Congressional bureaucracy to save a squadron of submarines 
from scheduled early decommissioning and destruction. In addition he initiated 
the study, planning, and execution to return submarines to Guam, Marianas 
Islands. These actions not only saved billions of taxpayer dollars, but also 
ensured that proper maritime defense would be in place for the U.S. 

From May 2001 thru July 2004 as Deputy Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces 
Command and U.S. Atlantic Fleet, Admiral Konetzni was responsible for the 
readiness and performance of 160 ships, nearly 1,200 aircraft and 50 bases and 
facilities manned by more than 133,000 personnel. During this unusually critical 
three-year period in Naval History, the Navy was called on repeatedly to deploy 
in defense of the nation. The terrible events in New York and at the Pentagon, 
Sept. I I, 2001, tested the readiness of the Atlantic Fleet, and it was Admiral 



Konetzni who personally ensured the readiness of those Fleet assets. 

Use of the Navy's principal training range on the island of Vieques came to 
an abrupt end in April 2003. In its place, Admiral Konetzni helped design and 
implement the Training Resource Strategy that allows the Navy to maintain 
combat superiority by better utilizing existing training ranges on the East and Gulf 
Coasts. 

In 2003, when the majority of the Atlantic Fleet surged to fight in Operation 
Iraqi Freedom, Admiral Konetzni helped the Chief of Naval Operations reevaluate 
how the Navy deployed and could maintain presence globally. He was the 
principal engineer of the revolutionary Fleet Response Plan (FRP). 

FRP has transformed Navy planning and has been heralded as a possible 
training and maintenance model for adoption by all service branches. Simply 
stated, the plan calls for the Navy to have six surge-ready Carrier Strike Groups 
(CSGs), and an additional two CSGs ready to follow shortly thereafter. This plan 
has enabled the Navy to re-think how it mans, maintains, equips, trains and 
ultimately, fights its ships. 

Admiral Konetzni presently serves as Chairman Emeritus of the Board of 
the United States Naval Institute, Board Member for the Larry King Cardiac 
Foundation, Tompkins Builders, Inc., EYP Mission Critical Facilities, Inc., and on 
the Board of Governors of the We Are Family Foundation. He holds a Masters 
Degree in Industrial Personnel Administration from George Washington 
University and has co-authored the book Command at Sea. 

For his Naval Service, Admiral Konetzni has received two Distinguished 
Service Medals, six awards of the Legion of Merit, and three awards of the 
Meritorious Service Medal. In addition, for his efforts regarding Homeland 
Security, he received the U.S. Coast Guard Distinguished Service Medal. 

Admiral Konetzni retired from active duty on 1 September 2004. 

Contact Information: 

Address: 562 London Hill Road, W 
Woodbine, GA 31 569 

Phone: (Home) 91 2-673-8430 
(Cell) 757-61 3-3492 



Captain F. W. Montesano, USN (Ret) 
Executive Director, USS Lexington Museum 

Captain F. W. "Rocco" Montesano was raised in Hackensack, New 
Jersey. He graduated from the U.S. Naval Academy in 1971 with a 
Bachelor of Science degree. His first duty assignment was as 

Assistant Combat Information Center Officer on board USS Coronado. After this assignment, 
he reported to the Naval Air Training Command and earned his "Wings of Gold" in August 
1973. It was during his initial training that he completed his first carrier landings on the USS 
Lexington in July 1973. 

Captain Montesano was next assigned as a flight instructor with Training Squadron 19 in 
Meridian, Mississippi until 1975 when he reported to Attack Squadron 42, in Oceana, Virginia, 
for replacement training in the A-6 Intruder. 

His first fleet assignment was with the "Sunday Punchers" of Attack Squadron 75 twice 
deploying to the Mediterranean aboard the aircraft carrier, USS Saratoga (CV-60). Following 
this tour, he was assigned to Naval Air Station Chase Field, in Beeville, Texas as a flight 
instructor with Training Squadron 25 and as the Operations Officer for Training Air Wing Three. 
His next assignment was with Attack Squadron 115 "Eagles" as Operations and Maintenance w' 
Officer forward deployed to Yokosuka, Japan on board USS Midway. 6 

Captain Montesano joined Attack Squadron 176 in June 1987 as Executive Officer and 
assumed command of the "Thunderbolts" in December 1988. During this tour he again made 
two deployments to the Mediterranean and Indian Ocean aboard the USS Forrestal. 

Following his command tour, Captain Montesano served as part of the Naval Central 
Command staff in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia during Desert ShieldIDesert Storm before reporting to 
Washington D.C., as head of Air Programs in the office of the Director of Test and Evaluation 
and Technology Requirements. 

He commanded the Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas from July 1994 to August 1996. 
Captain Montesano has logged more than 5500 flight hours and 900 carrier landings. Captain 
Montesano served as Assistant Chief of Staff for Manpower and Administrative Services for 
the Chief of Naval Air Training and received his Masters in Public Administration from St. 
Mary's University in June 1998. He is married to the former Joanne Jacobs of Hackensack, 
N.J. They have two children; Michael, a graduate of the University of Texas, and Cariann a 
graduate of Texas A&M University Corpus Christi who will be attending graduate school at 
A&M's College of Veterinary Medicine. 

Captain Montesano joined the staff of the Lexington Museum in May of 1998. 
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Naval Station Ingleside 

Background: after the poor performance of US minc forces in Operations Earnest Will (tanker 
escorts) and Desert Storm, CNO Admiral Kelso placed renewed emphasis on mine warfare, 
including the establishment o f  a Mine Warfare Center o f  Excellence at Ingleside. Since that time 
there has been strong Congressional and OSD support for mine warfare. The success of US mine 
countermeasure ships, helicopters, and EOD personnel in Operation Iraqi Freedom is a reflection 
on the progress the Navy has made, due in large part to the Mine Warfare Center o f  Excellence 
and the integrated (helicopter, ship and EOD) twining that takes place in the C o r p ~ ~ s  Christi 
operating area. Mines continue to be a major threat to Joint warfighting operations in the 
littorals. 

The Navy proposes to close Naval Station Ingleside and relocate the MCM ships to San Diego, 
move Mine Warfare Command to Point Loma and co-locate with Fleet ASW command to 
establish an Undersea Warfare Ccnter of Exccllencc, and relocate HM-15 helicopters to Norfolk. 

The Navy plan impacts thc operational cffectiveness of the Navy mine countermeasure force and 
therefore violates BRAC Criterion I : 

-The recommendation neuters the Mine Warfare Center of Excellence. 
-The recommendation eliminatcs the possibility of integrated surface and airborne MC'M 
training, thus reducing the operational effectiveness of MCM forces 
-The recommendation violates the military standard of "we train as we fight." 

The selection criteria for determining military value were applied unfairly and inaccurately to 
Naval Station Ingleside and substantially deviate from BRAC Criterion I : 

-No credit for having a unique and specialized rnission (Evaluation criteria SEA 14 and 
15 would have given unique credit for the mine warfare mission, but were deleted) 
-Navy military value criteria were biased against small, special purpose bases. All Navy 
bases were rated in their ability to support nuclear carriers. nuclear weapons, nuclear 
repair work, proximity to submarine operation areas, submarine training facilities, etc., 
none of which apply to NSI. NSI is exceptionally good at what it  has bccn f i ~ ~ i d c d  to do!) 
-SEA 28 gave NSI no special credit for having 6 dcdicated off-shore niiiic warfare 
training ranges. 9 other bases received the samc credit for ability to conduct minc 
warfare training even though they don't have dedicated mine warfare training ranges. 

The recommendation to close NSI, break up the Mine Warfare Center of Excellence, and shift 
mine warfare assets to fleet concentration areas represents too heavy a reliance on unproven 
future mine warfare systems and thus poses a significant risk to the operational readiness of the 
total force, substantially deviating from Criterion 1 : 

-The BRAC action assumes Congress will approve the inactivation of all 12 MHC class 
ships. 
-The Navy proposal assumes future mine warfare capability will be provided by thc new 
Littoral Combat Ship program and mine warfare systems that have not yet demonstrated 
operational capability. The Navy shipbuilding plan is recognized as unaffordable and 
there is technical and schedulc risk in the new mine warfare systems. 
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The BRAC recommendation results in the loss of dedicated minc warfare training areas and thc 
movement of mine warfare assets to areas where replacement rangcs will not be available within 
the BRAC implcmentatioii period, thus deviating substantially from BRAC Critcrion 2. 

-The State of Texas has provided the Navy with 6 dcdicatcd mine warfare training rangcs 
in state-owned land in the Gulf of Mexico. Last ycat the Navy signed a new 10-year 
lease for thcsc rangcs (at no charge to the Navy!) 
-There are no similar rangcs in San Diego or Norfolk. The East Coast Shallow Water 
Tcst Range has bcen under environmental rcview for ovcr 8 ycars and is still not 
approved. Therc has been no prior coordination to speccl thc approval process for minc 
warfare training arcas for post-BRAC use. 
-Naval Surface Warfare Development Ccnter, Panama C'ity is the Navy's dcdicatcd Mine 
Warfare Laboratory with uniquely instrumented ranges. Therc is closc synergy bctwcen 
the MCM ships, AMC'M helicopters and the work at Panma C'ity that will no longcr be 
practical if thc ships move to San Dicgo. 

The loss of a permanent Navy prcscncc in the Gulf of Mexico crcatcs a strategic Homeland 
Defense vulnerability and thus dcviatcs substantially fi-on1 Critcrion 2. 

-The Gulf of Mexico produces ovcr 25 % of US domestic oil and gas. Over 50% of 
importcd oil and gas flow through the Gulf. 
-Gulf Coast rcfincrics account for ovcr 50% of US domcstrc capacity. 
-8 of the 10 busiest US ports (in tonnage handled) are in thc Gulf. Gulf shipping choke 
points need protection noM1 and in the future (Straits of Florida, Yucatan Channel, 
Panama Canal). 
-The rccently signed US Homeland Defense Strategy calls for a "layered defense" 
protecting the air, land and maritimc approaches to US bordcrs. 
-There are no ships stationed in Key West or Pensacola. and Pascagoula is also on the 
BRAC list. Post-BRAC thcre will be NO Navy ships stationed in the Gulf of Mexico. 
-1ngleside is the ONLY Navy port in the Gulf that can berth any Navy ship, including 
aircraft carriers and submarines. 

Inadequate scoring of Naval Station Ingleside for its ability to accommodatc contingency, 
mobilization, surge and future total force rcquircmcnts deviates substantially from Criterion 3. 

-Corpus Christi and Beaumont are Tier 1 strategic deployment ports. Closing NSI will 
remove a deterrent naval presence in their immediate vicinity. 
-The Coast Guard had plans to expand its presence in the Corpus Christi area by berthing 
ships at Naval Station Ingleside. These plans arc now on hold. 
-The Anny Rescrve notified the Navy in Dec 2004 that NSI was their choice for over I 
million square feet of' controllcd humidity storage I'acilitics. This was not considered 
during BRAC. 
-Naval Station lnglcsidc was not considcred to receive assets from other bases, including 
ships from Pascagoula or Military Sealift Command ships that occupy leased civilian 
berths. 
-Although there arc BRAC criteria for encroachment. thcrc is no credit for expansion 
potential. Unlike most large Navy ports, thcre are ovcr 1800 acres immediately adjacent 
to Naval Station Inglcsidc available for inlmediate expansion. 
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Errors in COBRA data have overestimated the rccurring savings from closing Naval Station 

>d 
Ingleside. 

-Pre-BRAC savings for inactivation of the 12 MHC ships only accounted for their crews, 
not for their portion of the maintenance and support burden on Naval Station Ingleside. 
-Initial Navy response was that despite a 50% reduction in ships, there was no reduction 
in maintenance and support personnel. 
-22 June Navy response was that there would be a 3.5% reduction in manpower (48 
billets). When challenged, Navy reps agrced that their data was inconsistent, required 
more research and analysis, and a rerun of COBRA model. 

Naval Station Ingleside is ideally positioned to support 2 1" century naval requirements: 
-Homeland Defense of thc Gulf Coast 
-Mine Warfare Center of Excellence 
-Littoral Combat Ship mine warfare training, module storage and refurbishmcnt, and 
possible LCS basing as part of our maritime homeland dcfense posture. 
-Expanded Coast Guard presence 
-Military Sealift Command ship berthing 
- A m y  Rcserve warehousing 
-Expeditionary warfare training 



Ready - Relevant - One Army, Building for the Future 

What is Controlled Humiditv Storage (CHS)? 1 

I CHS IS a  pro^ rnethodoluqy for the stlalegl~: storaye of I ~ t n ~ t r ~ l  .I%? c q u ~ p r r ~ e ~ ~ I  
In s [61? l l y  rn..:losed facrltl~es al a ~:nr~slar~l humldtly i.qqrbx~rn.~tcl, 3H-,, s 

for the purpose d impm ving deployment readiness and reducing 
mid- to long-hmr maintenance and repalr cosb. I 

= Ready - Relevanl -One Army, Building for the Future 



VISION 
To eslabl~sh up to seven strategic equipment storage sites 

throughoul the continental United States that combine the cost-effective 

benefits of Controlled Humidity Storage with enhanced readtness and the 
ability to deploy equipment rapidly throughout the world 

to meet the needs of a power-projection Army. 

The Army Reserve selected the Mississippi Gulf Coast as the first prototype equipment 
storage operation site for the following reasons: 

- 
uperlor alr, sea, and ground transpotiat~on ~nfrastructure 
xisting military facil~l~es 

-trakglc locat~on that fac~l~tates world-wide deployment 

= Ready - Relevant - One Amy,  Bullding for the Future 
-3 

jgA%m 
SERVE 

WHY CONTROLLED HUMIDITY STORAGE? 

* ENHANCES ARMY RESERVE CAPABILITIES THROUGH: 

Improved Readiness 
Improved Deployability 

PROVlDES BETTER UTILIZATION OF LIMITED RESOURCES 

1 = Ready --Relevant - One A m y ,  Building for the Future 



T$EAMY' 
SERVE 

I Improved Readiness 

Controlled Humidity Preservation is 
a proven concept 

= Equipment stored at 10120 standards 

Scheduled maintenance is deferred 

Reduces maintenance backlog 

More efficient use of equipment and 
manpower 

lmproved Deployability 

Strategic storage of equipment 
accelerates equipment deployment 
via air and water 

Improved Army Reserve equipment 
readiness enhances deployment 
response time 

, -- Ready - Relevant - One Army, Bullding for the Future 

= Ready - Relevant- One A m y ,  Building for the Future 



CONCLUSIONS 

Economic analysis indicates CHS would reduce current systemic 
maintenance costs for the Army Reserve. 

Controlled Humidity Storage in Corpus Christi, Texas can 
effectively support the Army Reserve's strategic readiness and 
deployment requirements. 

The Army Resewe CHS initiative fully supports the Army 
Chief of Staff's vision of rapid force projection and reduced 
logistics costs. 

= Ready - Relevant - One A m y ,  Building for the Future 



INFORMATION PAPER 

10 August 2001 

SUBJECT: Army Reserve Controlled Humidity Preservation Systems 

1. Purpose: To provide information to the Senate Appropriations Committee on Army 
Reserve Controlled Humidity Preservation systems 

Background: While The Army transforms, the readiness and responsiveness of the 
legacy force is essential to meet global commitments. To enhance readiness and 
improve responsiveness, the Army Reserve completed a study (ARLOG XXI) that 
examined issues critical to sustaining and maintaining the $5.7 billion of equipment 
required by Army Reserve units. This equipment is currently stored outdoors with little 
or no protection from the elements. The study confirmed that the Army Reserve spends 
over $164 million annually to maintain its equipment; however, this amount has not 
been enough to fund required scheduled maintenance and repairs, resulting in a 
backlog of 2.4 million labor hours in 2000. The study also showed that equipment 
placed in a Controlled Humidity Preservation (CHP) system will remain indefinitely at 
the condition in which it was stored. A means to reduce repairs and maintenance 
cycles in a cost-effective manner and extend equipment life, CHP systems are enablers 
for both storage and maintenance functions. Economic benefit analysis validated a 7 to 
1 benefitlinvestment ratio, based on the operation of CHP systems in the Army National 
Guard over a 5-year period. There are three applications for CHP systems: 

a. Long Term Preservation (1 to 5 years): For equipment not routinely 
required for training, but required for mobilization and deployment. 

b. Modified Long Term Preservation (up to 1 year): Similar to Long Term 
Preservation, but allowing equipment to be used on a more frequent basis. 

c. Operational Preservation: With humidity control technology externally 
attached, for systems that are in routine use. 

A CHP system, an environmental stabilization system, has four major components: air 
dehydration units, air distribution equipment, shelters/covers and a control system. The 
shelterlcover component is tailored to meet operational requirements in the most cost 
effective manner. Examples of shelterlcover configurations range from aircraft and 
tanks, to metal and tension fabric shelters, to existing buildings. 



3. Facts: 

J a. The USAR has only two CHP systems currently in use: one at Fort McCoy, 
d Wisconsin and one at Fort Dix, New Jersey. These systems use a metal shelter 

that can be relocated, are approximately 20,000 square feet in size, and cost less 

1 than $500,000. 

b. The Army Reserve has a CHP system requirement for 6.6 million square feet of 

1 
Long Term Preservation at Strategic Storage Sites and for Modified Long Term 
Preservation at 21 Equipment Concentration Sites. The configuration of the 
shelters will be determined by the operational requirements of the selected 

1 locations. Ventura County, California; Jacksonville, Florida; Gulfport, Mississippi; 
Fort Dix, New Jersey; Wilmington, North Carolina; Johnstown, Pennsylvania; 
Corpus Christi, Texas; and Fort Pickett, Virginia are currently under consideration 
for Strategic Storage Sites. The total program costs in excess of $500 million, 
and it is expected to require a mix of Operations and Maintenance, Army 
Reserve and Military Construction, Army Reserve funds to fully implement the 
ARLOG XXI recommendations. 



From : "East, Darny L Mr USAKC G 4 "  <danny.east@us.irny.mL1, 
To : "'Rlley, Robert L C I V  EFDSOUTH'" <robert.i.rlley@navy.rnil>, 
"East, Danny L Mr USAKC G4" <danny.east@us.army.mil>, " A 1  Speight (Corpxs 
Christi Port Authrolty) (E-mail)" <alsp8@pocca.corn> 
Date : 12/13/2004 334 '329 PK 
Subject: RE: New Army Warehouse at NS Ingleslde 

I a!v wlth the Jnited States Army Reserve Command located at F t  McPherso!~, 
GA. 1 am the Logistics Management Div Chief and this division does the 
strategic plans ard studies for the Army Reserve Command. The main point of 
contact for this office w l l Z  be Ms Jacqueline Gifford, Logistics Managemen: 
Speciallst, at ext 404-464-8088. Our address 1s Headquarters, US Army 
Reserve Command, ATTN: AFRC-LGL, 1401 D e s h l e r  St SW, F t  McPherson, GA 
30330-2000. 
The total requirement tor coqtrolled humidity storage I n  C o r p u s  Christi is 1 
millio~ sq ft. E a c h  p h a s e  is approx 120K sq f t .  there will have t o  be a 
maintena?ce Eacllity constructed in the 2nd or 3rd phase .  

VR, 
Danny East 
Danny E:ast 
Chief, Log Mgmt, USARC G4 
(404) 464-8064! Fax (404) 464-8082 
danny.east@usarc-emh2.army.mil 

----- Original Message----- 

From: Riley, Robert L CIV EFDSOUTH tmailto:roDert.l.riley@r:a~~y.~.il] 
Sent: Pionday, December 13, 2004 4:25 PM 
To: Danny East (Amy) (E-mail) ; A 1  Speight (Corpus Chrlstl Port Aathroi ty) 
(E-mail) 
Subject: New Army Warehouse at 9 S  lnqleside 

Gentlemen - I an! a NEPA P l a n n e r  a:. Naval F a c i l i t i e s  EngineeriRg t'ield 
Division South (NAVFAC SouthDiv) ic Charleston, SC. L am responsible for 
getting the E4 dore on the proposed Army project to bui ld  a  new warehouse a t  
Inyleside and was told yc,.] two g 2 y s  a r e  t h e  main contacts I should get i: 
touch with. We will likely be doinq this gnder an I D I Q  contract to be 
awarded sometime in January. 
1 am now developing a Statement of Nork and would like some background 
information from each of you. First, so I know wh:~ I ' P  wcrki-g with, could 
T qe: the following - 

a) Your Command / Coxpany c h a t  you wor i  fo r  
5) Your specific job title 
C) Mailing addresses, and 
d) Telephones ( i n c l .  DSN, f a x ,  afid cell, i f  avaliaSLe) 

My pertinent info is on the attached \/Card. 
Danny - 1 have  been told t h i s  is t he  First phase of an 0-phase project'? 
Could I get i n f o  on t h e  o t h e r  phases? 
A1 - I have also been told that the Port. Authnriry may be open to helpicy 
mitigate some of the wetlands and uildliEe h a k i t a t  via tho Creat ion of 2 
Conservation Area. Could you please f i l l  xe ~n 3cme more O n  this? 
Thank you for yc:; assistance and feel free L; ccntacc if you have any 
questions or ccncerns, 
Bob Riley 



( 8 4 3 )  820-5536; DSN 583-5536;  F a x  7165 

CC : "Gifford,  Jacqueline Pis J S A R C  G 4 "  
~1acqueline.gifford@us.arrny .mil. 



From : 
To : 
Date : 
Subject : 

"Robb, Jeffrey A CIV EFDSOUTH" <jeffrey.robb@navy.rnll> 
"Wiksell, Robbie R CIV EFDSOUTH" <robbie.wlksell@navy.~ll~ 
12/3/2004 .2:21:,,8 PM 
120,000 SQFT Controlled Humldlty Warehouse Site 

Robbie: 

In reference to the Conversarion that we had this morning. 

The Corpus Chrlsti Public Works Office had concerns t ha r  rhere ~ 2 s  r o t  enouyh 
room left on base to place this additional warehouse and the Arry's possible 
placement of 800,000 SQFT of additional space. In total the Army ray want 
25-40 acres for zhese warehouses, and For efficiency they would  ILK^ them to 
be located on r b e  sa-ne site. 

We L O O K  at four alternative sites, Port authority Property, Ingleside NS, 
ldron Field and C a b ~ i s s  Field. tt was decided that Ingleside NS was th 

best site alternal Ingleside provides a level of security that the othe: 
sites djA not havb. r i  is current Federal Government Property, utilities arc 
close tc h e ~ a p o s e d  site a n d would su pport t w o - m e  warehouses of w a r  

le Port Authority would be willing to lease the Federal Government 
additional land when necessary. Ingleside has port facilities, not available 
at Corpus Christi Naval Air Station, which could elevate the Army from 
trucking equipment from the warehouse to a port. The infrastructure at 
Ingleside could support activated Army Reservist during a mobilization and 
there is a large parking apron close to the piers that would allow staging of 
equipment pulled from the warehouses. 

The Army Reserve Representatives have committed to making a request that the 
Army Corps of Enqineers, their real estate agency, make a formal request sf 
the Navy for the site at lngleside and will work with the Base and Port 
Authority In leasing the additional property needed. The Army Reserve will 
continue hilding, their on going $1.4 million dollar warehouse committed tc 
Corpds Chrlstl NAS. 

From the Navy slde, we have b e e n  in touch with the PWO at Ingles~de a-d k.e kas  
tal~ed w l t h  t h e  Base Commander and she s u p p o r t s  the site. We need to clarify 
that Inqleside meets the Conqressional intent of the 1391, i n  that, it 1s ir 
the g r e a t e r  Corpus Chrlst~ Area and Congressronal District. We need to 
c c n t r a c t  as so02 ss possible for an Environmental Assessment of the site for 
t h ~ s  is an FY 05 coT.qressiona1 add and the EA may take up to 6 months. We 
will use ozr base A/E Contractor to have soil b o r ~ n g s  and survey done. 'The EA 
and survey costs w l l l  be charge t o  the Army. The Army Reserve is aware that 
there may 3e an  environmental mitigation assessment probab ly  in the 
$100,000-$200,000 range based on past experience for  he Ingleside sites. 
SouthLIlv w i l l  be concurrently worklng on preparing an RFP for advertising 
wblle we wait for the EA results. 

Zeffrey A. Kobo, RA 
NAVFAC, S o , ~ t h e r n  Division 
843-820-5652 
DSN 583-5652 



jef f r e y .  robbenavy .mi I 

CC : "Valdez, Jorge H CIV ?IAVFACV <:jorge. r .val.dez@navy.n~i l;,, "Wagner, 
Greg S LCDR NAS CORPUS CHRISTI" <greg.wagner@navy.miI>, "Rabb, 2 e f E r e y  A C l V  
EPDSOUTH" <jeffrey.robb@navy.mil:-, "San Nicolas, Eduardo C ACSIM" 
cBduardo. SanNi.colas@hqda .army .miL,, <jenny. janas@us.army ,mil>, "Kinslow, k!ays 
GS 9ORRC" <hays. kinslow@:~s .army .nil>, <dalny .east@us-army .mil>, "Harbison, Lee 
A CIV NRS" <lee.harbisor:@navy.mil>, "Hilger, Michael J C l V  HAS CORPUS C H R I S T I  
TX" <rnichaeL.hilger@navy.~nil~, "Hill, Sharon bl C I V  NAS CORPUS CHRISTI" 
<sharor..w.hill@navy.~~il~,   st roo^, Mark A C I V  NAS CORPIJS CHRISTI TX" 
<mark.stroop@navy.mil>, "Rcisvenue, James E CIV Navy Ruqion South, Facilities 
Management" <jarnes.e.boisvenue@navy.~~il~, <jacqueline.qiffozd@us.army.rnil>, 
"Bcrder., Paul L CIV EFDSOUTH" <paul.borden@navy.rnil~, "Haynes, William M CIV 
EFDSOUTH" ~william.haynes@navy.mil~, "Eoswell, Daniel L ACL NHS CORPUS CHRIST1 
TX" <daniel.bo~well@navy.:nil>~ "Haynes, William M CIV EFDSOUTH" 
~:william.hayces@navy,flil?, <alspB@pacca.com>, llMorgan, Kenneth NAVRESFOR" 
Ckenneth .morgan@navy . m i l > ,  "Harbison, Lee A CIV NRS" <Lee. harbison@navy .pi 1:. 
"Wil.liams, Barney LCDR PU" <barney.williarns@navy.mil>, "Callow, Beth M CIV 
EFDSOUTH" ~beth.callow@navy.rnilb "Wlllia~a, Megan J UIV tEFDSOYTH)" 
<megan.will ians?navy.mil~, "Cell ins, J o k y  2 CIV EFDSOUTH" 
<joh~.d.collins@navy.rnil>, "Cantrill, Eavid A CIV EFDSOUTH" 
<:david.cantrill@navy.mil> 



United Statm 
W 

Coast Guard b- 

noo ~e#nb S.W. 
, DC 2wm-oool 

Phona: -1 267-1 528 
Far: (202) 2674415 

The Honorable Willie Vaden 
Mayor of Inglside 
P. 0. Drawer 400 
Ingleside, TX 78362 

Dear Mayor Vaden: 

This is a follow up to the l&er sent you on my behalf in April of this year by Captain John Yost 
of the Office of Cutter Forces. 

I thank you again for your letter of March 25,2004, concerning homeporting U.S. Coast Guard 
cutters at Naval Stati 

L 

L 
My point of contact for discussing our specific infhstructure needs is Commander Richard 
Murphy, Commanding Officer, Civil E n g i d n g  Unit Miami, who can be reached at (305) 278- 
6701. I look forward to this new relationship between the U.S. Coast Guard, the City of 
Ingleside, and Naval Station Ingleside. 

Sincerely, 

*(d u-> 
THOMAS H. COLLINS 
Admiral, US. Coast Guard 
Commandant 

Copy: Commanding Officer, Naval Station Ingleside 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF rnr cnrw OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

POOO NAVY CLNTA-N 
WASHINOTOM. O.C. 2 O W - t O 0 0  

The Honorable Gene Stewart 
Mayor of Ingleside 
P.O. Drawer 400 
Ingleside, TX 78362 

Dear Mhyor Stewart: 

vnank ytjfi-for~our or r or ~mprovernents co r x > m  HU 
313 and 400 feet of the w e a t  face of the 'small boat pier LQ 

allow the US Coast Guard to fiomeport three 87 foot Coastal 
Patrol Boats at the US Naval Station, Xngleside, Texas. We are 
currently in discussions with the US Coast Guard regarding their 
requirements. 

Offers to convey grove real property or improvements 
require approvals by * Secretary of the Navy or Chief of Naval 
Operations depending on the value of the property or 
improvements. In accordance with established procedures and 
policy, your offer has been forwarded to the Naval Facilities 

rlr Engineering Comahand (NAVFAC), South for an evaluation of cost 
and technical issues attendant to all required improvements to 

1 support the proposed ship platforms. Once completed, this 
information is forwarded and used to determine feasibility and 
acceptability of improvements as well as the appropriate 
approval authority, before the gift can be accepted. 

We will notify you of the disposition of the offer upon 
completion of our review. Thank you again for your offer, and 
for your continued support of our Navy. If I can be of further 
assistance, please contact CDR John D8Angelo of my staff at 
(202) 433-4711, or email at John.L.~'AngeloOnavy.rnil. 

-4 
Vice Admiral, Supply Corps 
United States Navy 
~irector, Material Readiness 
and Logistics 

Copy to: 
CNI 




