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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSIilON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Anny Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

June 16, 1995 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

- The Fort Ritchie, Maryland, Military Affairs Committee provided the attached 
information to the Commission on June 16, 1995. Request your review and cormrients on the 
community's concerns. Please provide the Commission your response NLT June 20, 1995. 

If you need any clarification of the data, please contact Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst, 
at 696-0504, ext 197. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. I apologize for the short suspense, but 
believe you understand the accelerated time constraints under which the staff is working. 

Sincerely, 

' Edward A. ~ro'wn 111 
Army Team Leader 

Attachment: Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee Letter, June 15, 1995 
with Point Paper 



Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee 
Professional A r t s  Building 

Suite 6 0 1 ,  Five Public Square 
Haqerstown, MD 21'140 

June 15, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
ATTN. : Mr. Ed Brown 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

The Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Committee (FORMAC) welcomes 
the opportunity to provide you with information deemed essential to 
perm1.t the Base Closure and Healiqnment Commission (BRAC) staff to 
prepare for testimony before t h e  BHAC Commissioners with regard to 
t h e  DOD proposed closure of Fort Ritchie, Maryland. 

FORMAC agrees philosophically with the BRAC process: however, 
we are totally committed to t h e  precept of full, accurate and open 
disclosure and evaluation of a l l  of the relevant factors necessary 
to ensure that the final decision is in the best lonq-term interest 
of the Department of' Defense and t h e  citizenry of t h e  United 
States. With t h a t  in mind, I would invite your careful .review and 
consideration of the information presented i n  the a t t a c h e d  point 
paper. 

I am convinced that, after weighing all of t h e  factors, you 
will come to the same conclusion as 1; the DOD/Army recornmendation 
to close Fort Ritchie is based on faulty and incomplete analysis. 
It represents a short-sighted assessment of the true current and 
future potential military value of that install.ation, an13 the only 
loqical decision is to retain Fort Ritchie as a key national 
defense asset. 

Thank you for the courtesies that the BRAC s t a f f  has shown to  
the members of FORMAC. 

Sincerely, 

Herbert N. Meininqer 
Coordinator, FORMAC [I  



POINT PAPER 

1. INTRODUCTIQN; 

This point paper dddresses a number of issues deemed critical 

to the netsnse Hase Closure and Realignment  omm mission (BRAC) in 

its deljherations relative to the D o U  recommendation to close Fort 

Ritchie, MU. The Fort Ritchie ~i 1 i tary Affairs committee? ( FOHMAC) , 

a community-based group reviewing the Fort Ritchic issue, h a s  

judiciously reviewed all of the DoD/Army i n p u t  to t h e  BRAC to 

ensure compliance with the spirit and intent of the BRAC process. 

The FORMAC review has resulted in the irrefutable determination 

that the UoD/Army analysis is replete with faulty assumptions, 

repeated errors, inadvertent or purposeful omissions, and 

distortions of facts. FORMAC has, in an effort to introduce 

complete and accurate information into the decision process, shared 

a myriad of facts and figures with representatives of the RRAC and 

the A r m y .  Senior members of the Army Basing Study staff attended 

formal YORMAC briefings on 24 March 1995 at F o r t  H i t c h i f a ,  MU, and  

31 March 1995 at For t  McNair, DC. Those briefinqs addressed 

substantive D o D / A r m y  BRAC "final selection criteria" deEiciencies 

in each of the major areas of military value, return on investment 

and impacts. We believe, but cannot verify, that DoD/BRAC 

representatives also ~ttended the FORMAC presentation to the BHAC 

Commissioners on 4 May '1995 in Baltimore. A thorough review ot the 

Army's revised interim and final analyses, ddted 28 April 1995 dnd 

31 May 1995, respectively, reveals continued, major omissions and 

errors. In fact, the Army has failed to either a d e q u a t e l y  analyze 

or even mention over 80% of the issues raised by FORMAC and/or 



of overstated/uncicrstated military value issues and totally i q n o r e s  

bona fide economic and environmental impacts. The DTSCUSSION 

section of this document addresses these issues. 

I T .  U S C U S S I O N :  

'l 'he following discusses specific "impact" a r e a s  in three 

cateqorjes: ( A )  lssues Not Addressed by DoD/Army; ( B )  Faulty 

DoD/Anny Data and (C) Other Significant Issues in Dispute. 

A. IssuesNot mressed by RgD/mmv. 

1. ~~~ntness/Interservicina. The Defense Information 

Systems Agency-Western fiemisphere (UISA-WESTHEM) currently operates 

a Regional Control Center (RCC) at Fort ~ i t c h i e .  It provides 

information technoloqy (data processing and communications) 

management fur n i n e  major global systems/networks s u p p o r t i n g  all 

seqments of the Doll. Those systems/networks were identified in 

previous FORMAC brief inqs. A det .a i l ed  explanation of those 

systems/networks is provided in TAB B of the FOKMAC 4 May 1995 

briefinq packet. The Port Ritchie RCC is schedulecl to assimilate 

at least four aAditional DoD-wide systems/networks into its mission 

within the next year. TAU U of the FORMAC 4 May 1995 brieting 

packet also provides a description of those new systems/networks- 

The Fort Ritchie RCC has been c o n s t r u c t e d  in such a manner that 

permits manaqement of additional DoD systems/network s w i t h o u t  

additional construction. T h i s  facility is state-of-the-art and 

should be utilized to its maximum potential. 



2. - Customer -~)mximity. A s  graphical Ly .illustrated 

during the FORMAC 4 May 1995 briefinq in Baltimore. the vast 

majority of the Fort R i t c h i e  tenant organizations' customer base is 

east of the Mississippi River. The lDoD/Army prvposal t:o relocate 

the Technology Applications Otfice ('1'AO) and the U . S .  Army 

Inf ormnti on S y s t e m s  Enqineerinq Command-CONlJS (USAISEC- -C)  off ices 

to Fort Huachuca, Arizona, results in increased o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s ,  

substantial. one-time military construction and relocation costs, 

and reduced customer responsiveness. PORMAC calculations reveal 

TDY costs alone wil l increase hy $748,000 par year tor Tho and 

$ 2 2 2 , 0 0 0  per year for USAlSEC-C. It's important to note  that the 

customers usually will wind up paying this increased cost.  The  

DoD/Army have offered no rationale to support their recommendation 

to relocate these units to Fort Huachuca, either in terms of 

customer benefit or cost-effectiveness. The DoD/Army has not yet 

otfered a definitive location proposal for the DeTense Information 

Systems Agency-Western Hemisphere (DISA-WESTHEM). If, as reflected 

in t h e  31 May 1995 Army proposal to the RRAC, UISA-WESTHEM were to 

relocate to Site-X there is no stated benefit either operationally 

or financially provided by DoD/Army. 

3. DISA-WESTHEM Lase g~erat i - s  SUPDOT+_, Heactquarters, 

DTSA-WESTHEM currently receives base operations support f rom Fort 

Ritchie. R e g a r d l e s s  of the ultimate relocation s i t e  selected for 

DISA-WESTHEM, equivalent base operations support must be costed and 

added as an additionnl reczurrinq cost. ' I ' h e s e  c~osts have n o t  been 

addressed. When they are they will neutralize the credit taken  for 



elim~nation ot that support from the F'ort ~ i t c h i e  budqet  resultjnq 

t ro~n  closure a c t i o n .  The base operations s u p p o r t  Lor 2 6 3  DISA- 

WEsTIHP:M personnel at. a new l o c a t i o n  would be approximately 7 7  work 

years. This equates to $1 ,200 ,000  per year. The latest FORMAC- 

simulated COBRA data reflects this cost factor. 

4. c m ~ n i c c - t t i ~ n s  linkaae between S i t e  H and Fort, &wick. 

T f Fort Hitchie closes, the retfundant and alternate 1 I-ber-optic 

c:ornmunicatlons link between Fort Ritchie and Site R would he 

el iminated. This extensive capability and its essential 

operdtional benerit was briefed by FORMAC durinq the 4 May 1995 

brief inq in Baltimore. In order to maintain the same level of 

communications connectivity as presently exists, a link would have 

to be established between Sits H and Fort I l e t r i c k .  ll'ort Detrick 

would he the most Logical location since it is the closest: military 

installation to Fort ~itchie w i t h  substantial access to the global 

communications networks. Replacement costs would be extensive, 

yet, the rlov/Army analysis still f a i  Is to address th is i sr;ue, 

notwithstanding the fact that it has been briefed to them on at 

least two occasions. 

5. Csxnra!unicat.ions linkage between Site R -ant i  Site C. 

Site C currently receives "di al-tone" from the telephone s w i  t c h  

located at Fort Ritchie. This provides Site C personnel access to 

the commercial and DoU telephone networks. IT Port Ritchie closes 

this service would have to be provided from some other DoD 

telephone switchboard. The DoD/Army analysis has not recoqnized 

the need tor t h i s  change in operational support or any associated 



costs. 'I'he fiber-optic link between Site H and Fort Ritchie it; a 

12-strand cable. rive of those strands are dropped 0 1 - P  at the Fort 

Ritchie dial central office for further distribution throuqhout 

Fort Hitchie. The other seven s t rands  are extended to Site C in 

order to provide linkaqc between Sites H and C .  This permits Site 

C to provide the necessary operational communications connectivity 

support to Site R. The seven strands running from Fort Ritchie to 

Site C traverse the Fort Rjtchie manhole and duct system. 

Retention of access riqhts to that manhole and duct system would be 

essenti a1 in order to ensure continued dedicated communications 

connectivity between Sites R and C. DoD/Army have failed to 

address how this access would be retained in the event that Fort 

Ritchie closed. Nor have they costed out an al-ternative 

connectivity route between Sites R and C. ~dditionally, some of 

the equipmnent necessary to permit extension of the f i.ber-opt] c 

link from Fort Ritchie to Site C is physically located on Fort 

Ritchie. DoU/Army have made no accammodations for the retenti on 

and accessibility to that equipment in order to maintain 

communications continuity between Sites R and C -  Elimination of 

this 1 inkage would cripple Site H's ahility to perform i t s ,  critical 

mission. 

6 .  MSa,ed T D Y  .costs.  The DoD/Army propose to relocate 

the entire Techno1 oqy ~ppl.ications off i.ce (T'AO) and the majority of 

the US Army information Systems Engineering Command-CONUS (USAISEC- 

C) from Fort Nitchie to Fort H u a c h u c a ,  A Z .  A minimum of '15% of the 

customers served by TAO and USAISEC-C are located east of the 



M i s s i s s i p p i  R i v e r .  Fort H u a c h u c a  is a p p r o x i m a t e l y  2200  n l i l e s  w e s t  

of the predominant TAO and UASISEC-C customer base.  T h i s  I.arqe 

qeoqraphic s e p a r a t i o n  will i n c r e a s e  the 'I'UY costs, which are 

ultimately paid by the customer, by an e s t i m a t e d  $1 m i l l i o n  p e r  

year (5748K f o r  'IIAO a n d  $ 2 2 2  f o r  USA1SF:C-C) . The majo r i t y  of U I S A -  

WES1rl-lEM's customer base is a l s o  e a s t  of t h e  M i s s i s s i p p i  R i v e r .  I f  

DISA-WESTHEM were to be relocated t o  a S i t e - X  anywhere bet-ween 800- 

1200 miles west of the e a s t  coas t  t h e i r  TDY c o s t s  would i n c r e a s e  by 

an estimated $500,000 per year. The DoD/Army proposal a l s o  fails 

t o  account f o r  these increased TDY costs. 

7. Army ~ a t i o n a l a a ~ d  Armorv . 'I'he r e c e n t l y  constructed 

Army National  Guard Armory at Fort ~ . i t c h i e  receives substantial 

support from the Fort Ritchie garrison in such areas cts water, 

sewer and electric. I f  Fort Ritchie w e r e  to close alternate 

arranqements would have to be made f o r  this s u p p o r t .  FORMAC h a s  

learned that t h e  Army D r a f t  Closure Plan estimates a one-time cost 

of approxiamtely $400,000 to make this conversion. The DoU/Army 

analysis does n o t  add res s  continued suppor t  for this Army ~ational 

Guard Armory requirement. 

R .  Headuusyt;ers. DISATWETHEM consolidntion. The Head- 

quarters, DISA-WESTHEM staff is currently yeographically cfispersed 

b e t w e e n  Fort Ritchie, MD; northern Virginia: and Denver, CO. The 

results are substantialorqanizational inefficiencies and increased 

operating costs. The staff elements in n o r t h e r n  Virginia and 

Denver are in leased commercial space. PORMAC h a s  ana lyzed  the 



cost-effectiveness of consolidatinq those headquarters staft 

elements at Fort Hitchie and found that, in the cdse of nvrthern 

Virginia, such a relocation is not cost effective. On the other 

hand, the relocation of the Denver staff to Fort ~itchie can be 

accomplished tor a one-time investment cost of $2,JOO,C00 with a 

three-year payback. The net present value of this move over 20 

years is approximately $9 million. Additionally, a h u q e  i.ntangible 

benefit would be realized by such a move throuqh improved 

orqani zational effectiveness. 'I'he t.'OKMAC has raised this issue 

with D o D / A r m y  BHAC representatives, to no avail. ?'his is an 

opportunity that should not he overlooked. 

9 .  ~nviromtal-issues at Fort Huachuca. Arizona. The 

[)ol>/Army stated position is that there are "no known envjranmental 

impediments at the closing or receiving installations". .l1his is 

blatantly false. T h e  YOHMAC has advisect the Army on several 

occasions of the onyo inq  controversy over the San Pedro Basin 

Aquifer i n  the greater Fort Huachuca, AZ area. There is a 

legitimate concern over the uncertainty of the future San Pedro 

water supply. Numerous documents, to include copies of outstanding 

lawsuits, have been provided to the DoD/Army for their 

consideration. TAB F of the FORMAC 4 May 1995 briefing packet 

contains 16 separate documents un this issue. These documents 

include letters to the editor from the mayor of Sierra Vista, AZ, 

acknowledqinq the existence of a water problem with the 3an Pedro 

River, assessments of the f r a g i l e  n a t u r e  of the San Pedro River 



Basin by environmental engineerinq companies and copies ot 

outstandiny lawsuits. lt is YOHMAC'~ understandinq t h a , t  ANOTHER, 

MORE FAR-REACHING, LAWSIJTT will be r i  led by a group of concerned 

ilitizens within the next few weeks. 'l'hese lawsuits coultl result in 

a court-ordered restraint against the movement of any additional 

permanent DoD personnel to Fort Huachuca which could delay the 

DoD/Army plans for years. 

10. Csm.!zact~r..- lease s ~ a c e  costs. 'l'here are 

approximately 150 contractor personnel presently at Fort Ritchic 

providing support to orqanizations suczh as t J , C ; A T F C - C O N  and U I S A -  

WESTHEM. These contractor p e r s o n n e l  utilize available government 

office space. This arrangement results in an overall reduced cost 

of the respective c o n t r a c t s .  If Fort Ritchie were to close these 

contractor personnel would be expected to relocate to the new 

location of the various organizations. J f  that forced relocation 

were to transpire the contractors wou.1.d have a basis for demanding 

that the Government enter into contract re-negotiations so as to 

recoup additional personnel work-space costs- The other option 

would be to include the required contractor space r e y u i r e ~ a e n t s  into 

any military construction contemplated for the displaced Government 

organizations. Either way, the Government pays. 

An illustration of the difficulty experienced by FORMAC in 

defining this issue would be the relocation of UlSA-WEST'HEM. The 

DoD/Army analysis assumes t h e  need for 52.6K square feet ot space 

to support D1SA-WESTHEM. We have learned that the [ J S  Army Corps or 

Engineers has a s k e d  for an independent government cost estimate 



(IGCE) based on 83K square feet for DISA-WESTHEM. This hiyher 

square f o o t a q e  requirement can be partially based on the premise 

t h a t  contractor space reyuirements would be included in the DoD 

military construction program. 

FORMAC estimates the contractor lease space issue would 

increase existing contracts by appruximately $453,000 per ycar .  

This is based u p o n  151 contractor personnel at $5K per person. The 

D o D / A r m y  analysis does not take into consideration tnis increased 

cost, whether leased space or military construction is chosen. 

1.1. - Preservation of Nation a1 K L z t ~ r i ~  -Aster s i t e  

costs. Fort Hitchie has submitted 104 buildings and 20 acres of 

open space for consi.deration for inclusion in the National Register 

of Historic Places. That application is presently beinq evaluated 

by the Maryland Historical Trust of t.he Maryland S t a t e  Historic 

Preservation Office. It will then be submitted to the U.S. 

Department ot the Interior for final approval. It is antici.pated 

t h a t  this request will be approved. There will be an incremental 

increase in cost of $500,000 to preserve the buildinqs and open 

space to the standards set by the National Historic Register. This 

cost would h a v e  to be borne by the DoD, at least until tho disposal 

of Fort Hitchie was completed. This cost is over and above t h e  

anticipated expense of maintaininq these buildings and open space 

in a "care-taker" status, should Fort Ritchie close. 

B- Paultv D n R / A r m v  The DoD/Army continues to use 

faulty data in their analysis, despite the fact that FOHMAC has 



c l e a r l y  pointed uut to them the bas i s  for their mistakes. More- 

over, it seems that D o D / A r m y  rationale in solnc a r e a s  is continua l l y 

chanqinq; thus, making analysis of the data difficult because we 

are focusing at a constantly moving target. The followiny items 

illustrate those areas in which D o D / A r m y  data is still faulty: 

1. Timina of groiect.& savinqs, 'l1he 31 May 1995 

DoD/Army analysis uses a fallncious assumption as to when personnel 

savi nqs can he claimed. 'l'he DoD/Army data entry i n t o  the COBRA 

model is erroneous in t h a t  personnel s a v i n g s  a r e  being taken 

;holely at the beginning of the ttclosuren period. This means that 

a1 l of the h'ort Ritchie garrison support personnel would be 

eliminated before t h e  majority of t h e  tenant organizatiori personnel 

had left Fort Hitchio. This error results in a 2-year gain in RPMA 

and BOS savinqs, which in turn substantially increases the 20-year 

net present value. FOHMAC acknowledges the fact that there would 

be some opportunity to reduce the Fort Ritchie garrison staffinq 

level over time, beginnning in FY37; but, the entire garrison 

workforce c a n n o t  be eliminated before at least FP39, 

2. BOS/HPMA savinas, The DoD/Army BOSIRPMA s a v i n q s  

r e m a i n s  too high and not in agreement with the results of the 

recent Army Audit Aqency audit conducted at Port R i t c l h i e .  The 

actual UOS/HPMA number should be $19,401,000 rather than 

$20,808,000, which overstates the UoD/Arrny projected savings by 

$1,407,000. This error translates into a 20-year overstatement of 

savings o f  approximately $28,140,000 constant d o l l a r s  and between 

$9-10 million in net present value. 



3. Fort D o t r i c k  militarv construcfim far:&rJ. The 

military construction cost factor used by the D o ~ / ~ r m y  in their 31 

May 1395 COBRA analysis remains wronq. This error perslsts in 

spite of the tact that FORMAC has advised the DoD/Army that the 

correct military construction rate factor for Fort Detrick is - 9 2  

versus the .83 that t h c y  continue to use. T h i s  skews the true cost 

ot military construction costs at Fort Derrick by nearly lo%, the 

actual dollar value bainq dependent upon the number of units 

constructed. 

4 .  Civilian.&erso~el pav and relocation CQS~:~. FORMAC 

estimates that the 31 May 1995 DoD/Army COBRA model in this area is 

between $4-5 million understated. AJthouqh we cannot identify 

exactly which organizations are involved, the UoD/Army aqqrcgate 

personnel data input inexplicably neglected to account for over 100 

personnel. Also, the assumption used for the cost of the PCS 

relocation to Fort Detrick is incorrect. Approximately 70% of the 

re-assigned personnel would incur increased commutinq distances or 

more than 10 miles and would, therefore, become eligible for 

consideration of rcs costs. 

5 .  Family-h~usina s a v j n g s ~ t  Fort tchi e. The majori ty 

of deficiencies in this area previously identified by FoHMAC have 

been corrected. However, the 31 May 1905 D o D / A r m y  COBRA analysis 

introduces a NEW, FALLACIOUS claim ot savings. In FY93 there was 

a $2 million one-time fdmily housing capital investment expenditure 

for Fort ~itchie family housing. The DoD/Army analysis has now 

included that one-tlme expenditure in the COBRA as a r e c u r r i n q  



total savings by approximately $40 million constant dollars and a 

net present value of approximately $12 million. 

b .  Family housing costs at Fort: U e t r i ~ L  'I'he DoD/Army 

has, in their latest CORKA submission, taken a different tack in 

addressing the fami Ly housing n e e d s  tor persotincl r e1oc :a t inq  from 

Fort ~itchie to F o r t  Detrick. Records indicate current housing at 

Fort Detrick is not adequate for the present military population 

stationed there. Consequently, it cannot support t h e  infusion of 

additional personnel. UoD/Army originally estimated EI need for 

donstructing 354 new units at Fort Detrick. The most recent 

submission reflects just 57 units. There is no explanation given 

to support this change in philosophy or precisely who these 57 

units are desiyned to support. Apparently, the DoD/Army strateyy 

1s to pay military personnel a variable housjnq allowance (VHA) 

instead of constructinq new housiny units. On its face, this 

proposal is totally illoqical. Frederick, MD, 1s a I-elat] vely high 

cost area and there are sufficient existinq, well-maintained 

military family housinq units at Fort Ritchie to support the vast 

majority of the affected military personnel. FOHMAC does not know 

whether this new, VHA approach for Fort Detrick reflects DoD/Army 

policy applicable to all UHAC locations or if has been selectively 

and arbitrarily applied to the Fort Ritchie proposal simply in 

order to minimize up-front investment costc;. Another key Eactor in 

this area is the nature of the DoD/Ar rny  response to the BRAC 18 May 

1995 l e t t e r  which requests a substantial amount of housing 

information relative to Fort Hit~hie. 



7. Eort;_ Witch ic. c a r e t a k e r s  "Ihe DoD/Army COBRA model 

run does n o t  comply w i t h  t h e  RRAC model rules i n  t h i s  case. There 

is H r e c o q n i z e d  need f o r  20  caretakers i f  F o r t  ~itchie closes.  

Those caretakers need to he assiqncd t o  Fort Hitchie proper or 

identiriecl  as a s e p a r a t e  c o n t i n u i n q  Fort R i t c h i e  operating cost of 

$708,'150 (!56'/,OOO sq. ft. x S1.25/sq. ft.) and included in the 

COBRA analysis. Assiqninq the caretaker f o r c e  anywhere other than 

Fort Ritchie precludes the model from correctly c o m p ' ~ t i n g  the 

costs. This is another area that has b e e n  pointed out by FORMAC on 

several o c c a s i o n s  a n d  never addressed  by DoU/Army. 

C .  QSher Sj .qnif icant  Issuf?s in Dispute. 

1 .  m t  RitcMe closure imwact on the National M i L i t 3 1 ; y  

m a n  enter- & A careful review of the 17 A p r i l  1995 

let ter  f r o m  General J o h n  M. Shalikashvili to BKAC Commiss ion  

Chairman Dixon reveals that the Chairman of the ~ o i n t  C h i e f s  of 

Staff has been ill-served by his staff. Thc letter is incomplete 

a n d  inaccurate. ?'he following facts ore presented to cor-roborate 

t h i s  statement. C o n t r a r y  t o  what the Chairman,  JCSJs letter 

implies the Halon fire suppression system at S i t e  H covers only 

about 108 of the facil i t y .  It is located  i n  w h a t  is c o n s i c l e r e d  the 

MOST critical space within Site R. The rest 01 t h e  f a c i l i t y  has no 

automatic fire suppression system. While there a r e  generally two 

firefiqhters on d u t y  w i t h i n  S i t e  R a r o u n d  t h e  clock, t h i s  is 

insufficient s t a f f i n y  to fight a l l  but the m o s t  basic fires. The 

manning table fur the Site H firefighters acknowledges the need for 



manninq t a h l o  for the Site H firef iqhters acknowledges the need for 

nine people. There arc only six people authorized- Auqmentation 

is provided from Fort Ritchie. There are, in fact,, two fire 

engines withi n Site R: however, the two on-site firef iqhters cannot 

adequately man two fire enqines. Site I? holds quarterly fire 

evacuation drills. During those drills the Fort Hitchic fire chief 

and other desiqnated firefiyhting personnel are dispatched to Site 

R. Additionally, there is no ambulance located within Site R. The 

Fort Ritchie auqmentees bring the ambulance and other specialized 

kquipment with them, as needed. 

Contrary to the statement in General Shalikashvili's 17 April 

1395 letter that all time-sensitive, mission-essential capabilities 

are necessarily provided for on-site, a large percentage of the 

personnel predesignated for performance of duties at Site R durinq 

these periods come from Fort Ritchie proper. Relocation of Sits H 

base operatinq support to Fort Detrick jeopardize the operational 

inteyrity of Site R. This is particularly true durinq periods of 

natural disasters and/or inclement weather. 

An incident occurred in 1990 that required immediate support 

from Fort Ritchie to minimize damage and protect lives. There was 

a soot build-up in the Site H exhaust system- The resul t incj  

explosion blew the top off the vent house at the tap of the 

mountain. The vent house was a large reinforced concrete 

structure. Fort ~ i t c h i e  personnel were on site within minutes to 

direct t h e  evacuation o f  people and preclude spread of further 

damaqc.  his was a potentially life threateninq situation. 



Site R that illustrates the absolute necti to have augmentees 

readily available. T h e r e  was substantial water flooding on one of 

the floors within the Site R structure. ' l 'his flooding was caused 

by a back-flush problem. 'water poured down to lower floors. It 

threatened the highly sophisticated technical equipment located in 

the Joint Staff area of Site R .  Auqmentees were called from Fort 

Ritchie.. They brought clean-up equipment with them which are 

organic to the Fort R i t c h i e  fire department. Response to 

situations of this nature from Port Detrick is imprac:tical and 

uhnecessarily puts the lives of peopia working in Site R at risk. 

The acceptable additional time of 45-60 minutes, as stated in 

General Shalikashvili's letter, would have been disastrous in these 

i ncidents. Furthermore, it must L ) e  clearly understood that 

inclement w e a t h e r  in the Maryland-Pennsylvania mountains could 

casily extend response times to two hours or more. 

2 .  QISA-WWS'rHEH- ~onstructiqn costs. The 31 May 1995 

Army COBRA analysis reflects a $5 million military construction 

cost at Site-X for 1)lSA-WESTHEM. T h i s  one-time cost is understated 

by nearly $7 million- This fact is supported by DA Form 1391 and 

supporting documentation for ~dministration ~uilding, General 

Purpose Project 46308 at Port George Meade, MU, prepared under the 

direction of Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers by Harland 

Bartholomew and ~ssociates, Inc. , Richmond, VA, June 19515. This 

documentation only partially addresses the construction c:ost of a 

replacement Regional Control Center (RCC) to replicate the one 

currently located at Fort Ritchie. The number of DISP,-WESTHEM 



currently located at Fort Ritchie. The number of UISA-WESTHEM 

personnel that must be dccommodated (263) has been val idatcd by the 

DoU I G .  Headquarters, DISA has identified its space requirements 

to the Total Army Uasinq Study ( 'I'ABS) group. The Armyt:; intention 

is to provide DTSA-WESTHEM with funding for r e h a b  of existing space 

only. This is an  unrealistic assumption used to lower up-front 

cost estimates. Based on information available to POHMAC, rehab 

space would be unacceptable to DISA. 

3. f i n c l a v i n o  DJSAyWESTHEM a t  Fort  R i t c h i e ,  ?'he n o t e  a t  

the bottom of the 31 May 1995 Army letter; "Ed---we are lookiny 

into an enclave option which, i f  feasible, will require an up-date 

of this COBHA," refers to enclavlng DTSA-WESTHEM at Fort Ritchie. 

Headquarters, DISA advised the Army (Mi 1 i tary District or 

Washinqton) on 12 May 1935 of its desire to relocate Headquarters, 

UISA-WESTHEM to Fort Meade, MU if Fort Ritchie cLost3s. This 

preferred disposition of Headquarters, DTSA-WES11'HEM was identified 

to the Army despite the fact that a n  internal DTSA analysis clearly 

showed Port Detrick, MD as a more cost-advantageous location should 

Fort ~ i t c h i e  close. Due to the hiqh relocation and military 

construction costs at Fort Msade, the Army tabled the proposition 

of enclaving DISA-WESTHEM at Fort Ritchie. This was done at a 25 

May 1995 meeting between representatives of Headquarters, DTSA; 

UISA-WESTHEM; Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security; 

DoD BHAC; Army BRAC and TABS. In tact, the Army stated at that 

meeting that their prcferred option was to enclave DISA-WESTHEM at 

Fort ~itchie. DISA souqht assurances that they would nave an 



disposition of ISISA-WESfI'HEM prior to submission to the BRAC 

Commission. If that proposal includes a recommendation to enclave 

DISA-WESTHEM at Fort ~itchie, DTSA demanded a firm definition or 

"enclavingt' . FORMAC has learned that extensive ef f or-t has been 

expended by the Army in analyzing the economic aiivantaqes of this 

solution. FORMAC has been unable ta ascertain the Army's final 

position in this area. 

111. -CONCLUSIONS; 

1. The noU/Army has substantial ly deviated from BRAC final 

selection criteria 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8. 

2 .  The DoD/Army has failed to adequately consider and address 

numerous issues and inquiries raised by YORMAC and the RFlAC staff. 

3 .  DoD/Army responses to RRAC staff inquiries have been 

incomplete and inaccurate. 

4. DoD/Army failure to provide a1 l pertinent source data 

utilized in their COBRA analysis to the HHAC staff materially 

inhibits the ability to validate t h e j r  findings and support their 

recommendations to close Fort R i t c h i e .  

5. Substantial evjdence exists to demonstrate the fact that 

DoU/Army is providing information to the RRAC s t a f f  for one 

scenario while actually pursuing another. 

IV. PECOMM-TIONS; 

1. FORMAC strongly recommends that the BRAC s t a f f  advise the 

BKAC ~ommissjoners of the inadequacies in the DoD/Army assessment 

of the military value of Fort Ritchie and the cost benefit of 

closing Fort Ritchie. 



2 .  The RHAC staff recommend to the BRAC Commissioners durinq 

their testimony 22-28 June that the DoD/Army recommendation tu 

close Fort N i . t c h i e  be denied. Further, that the BRAC Conuni s s ioners  

direct the DoD to consolidate t h e  Headquarters,  DTSA-WEC;TlIEM s t a f f  

clement located i n  D e n v e r ,  CO,  w i t h  t h e  Fort Ritchie headquarters 

e l e m e n t .  



Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
ATTN: Mr. Brown 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

ATTENTION OF 

June 20, 1995 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

As requested in your June 16, 1995 letter (950616-1 8), the Army is pleasecl to provide the 
attached answers to your questions. Hopefully, these answers will clarifL the Comtnission's issues 
prior to their deliberation. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
The Army Basing Study 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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ISSUES ON FORT RITCFUE 

A. ISSUES: 

1. Jointneas/Interservicing: Jointness ie the very core of a DoD agency like D1:SA. 
From a BRAC 95 interservicing view point, communic~ons was not one of tlie 
functional areas to be considered by a Joint Cross-Service Group. 

2. & 6. Customer proximity: The location of the ISC elements was based on blest 
business practices, lnaximum use of communi~ation technology, and the requirement to 
downsizing TSC due to fimding ~hortfalls. All of these reasons have contributed to this 
move. Additionally, elements of th.e USAlSEC will be remaining on the east ~oast. 

3. DTSA-WESTHEM base operations support: Defense agencies are responsiblle for 
reimbursing the host Service for base operations cost; therefor, any offsetting a ~ s t  for 
base operaLiom will be nullified by the reimbunement charge for that service. 

4. & 5. Communication linkages: Site "R" w m u n i ~ t i o n s  are designed to have 
redundant capabilities and do not rcly on a sinde communication linkage. 

7. National Guard Armory: The land on which the armory sets is Iicenscd to the state 
and the armory is totally self-sustained with the exception of water. Th,e water .is 
a~quired through Ft Ritchie. The Armory would have to acquire the water from the new 
operator of the water system. This cost is the responsibility of the 'State now as it ,would 
be in the future. 

8. HQ, DISA-WESTHEM consolidation: lf DISA wanted to consolidate it. opemtions 
at Ft Ritchie, then it could have submitted a BRAC recommendation to do so just like all 
other Defense Departments or agencies. 

9. Environmental issues at Ft Huachuca, AZ: Addressed in earlier letters. 

10. Contractor lease spar;e costs: BRAC does not recognize cost to contractors as a cost 
to the government. Conuactv can be terminated wing existing termination clau:~es and 
establish new contracts at a new location if the old contractor does not want to absorb the 
cost to relocate. The Amy does not build infrastructure for contractors. 

1 1. National Hi.storic costs: Currently the buildings and land are not listed as National 
Historic holdings. It is impossible for the Army to determine when or if it will be listed 
or how long the Army would have to maintain such property before disposal. 

B. Faulty DoD1Anny Data: The Army has changed its data on Ft Ritchie as a nmlt of 
AAA, GAO and DoD TG audits in support of clarification requests submitted by the 
Army- 
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1. Timing of projected savings: The eliminatiori of base operation personnel is offset 
by increase in personnel at Ft Detrick in base operations. Tb.e exact timing phiwing of 
services will be determined during implementation. 

2. BOS/RPMA savings: Mormation on this issue will be submitted later after it can be 
filly researched. 

3. Construction Costs: Construction cost factors are determined by the Corps c3f 

Engineers md have been verified as correct. 

4. Civilian personnel pay and relocation costs: The distanced used to determine 
relocation costs is 50 miles not 10. This was audited by AAA and determined to be 
adequate for BRAC use. 

5. Family hc~urring savings: The capital investment expenditure of family housling i s  a 
sunk cost to BRAC and would not be considered. 

6. Family housing cost at Ft Detrick: The Army's inslalltitiun mauagement office 
(ACSIM) determines the number of housing units to be built in acm~.dance with the 
population distribution of the scenario. The relative dose proximity of A Detrick lu Ft 
Ritchie rwulted in a reduction in family housing. See ACSIM input shcct. 

7. Ft Ritchie caretakers: Caretakers are only entered into a scenario aar a r d t  of 
keeping infrastructure beyond cloaure. Ft Richie is a closure ucenario md does ]not 
required caretakers. Additionally, the Amy does not know how long it will takra to 
transition property after closure. 

C. Other Issues: 

1. Impact on Site "K": The Chairmrm, Joint Chiefs of Staff has addressed this irlsue. 

2. DISA-WESTHEM construction: The construction cost indicated is for the brick and 
mortar only. There is mother $3.8 M included to support the management center plus 
COBRA includes wst to move normal equipment. 

3. Enclaving DISA-WESTHEM; The location of DISA-WESTIIEM is being currently 
being considered by DoD. The ultimate location will be determined during 
implementation and the resulting cost will be less than the current scenario. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
70343B&OM)r0 

June 16,1995 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Fort Ritchie, Maryland, Military Affairs Committee provided the attached 
information to thc Commission on June 16, 1995. Request your review and cornme:nts on the 
community's concerns. Please providc thc Commission your response NLT June 20, 1995. 

I f  you need any clarification of the data, please contact Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst, 
at 696-0504, ext 197. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. I apologize for the short suspense, but 
believe you understand the accelerated time constraints under which the staff is working. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 

Attachment: Fort Ritchie Military Affairs Comruittee Letter, June 1 5 ,  1995 
with Point Paper 
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Port Ritchie Military Aff'aire committee 
Professional A r t s  Building 

s u i t e  601, Five Public Square 
Haqerstown, MD 21340  

June 15, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Neal ignntent C o m m i  asion 

1700 North Moors Street 
Suite 1425 
ATTN. : M r .  Ed Brown 
~ x l i n q t - o n ,  VA 22209  

Dear Mr. Drown: 

The F o r t  Ritchie Military Affairs Committee (FORMAC) W81C0mes 
the opportunity to proviae you with information deemed essential to 
permj.t the Base Closure and Rea.li.gnrnent. Commission (BRAC) ~ . t a f f  to 
prepare for testimony before the BRAC Commissioners w i t h  regard to 
the DOD proposed closure of Fort Ritchie, Maryland. 

FORMAC agrees philosophically with the BRAC process: however, 
w e  are totally committed to the precept of' full, accurate and open 
disclosure and evaluation of all of the relevant factors necessary 
to ensure tha . t  the  final decision is i n  the best long-term interest. 
of the Department 01: Uefer)se and the citizenry of t h e  united 
States. With that in mind, I would i n v i t e  your careful r e ~ v i ~ w  and 
considerakion of  the information presented i n  the attached p o i n t  
paper. 

I am convinced that, after weighing all of the factors, you 
will come to the same conclusion as I; the DOD/Army recommendation 
to close Fort H i t c h i e  i s  based on f a u l t y  and incomplete analysis. 
It represents a short-sighted a s s e s ~ m e n t  of t h e  true c u r r e n t  and 
future potential military value of that install,ation, and the only 
loqical d e c i s i o r ~  is to rctain Fort Ritchie as a key national 
defense  asset. 

Thank you for the courtesies thnt the BRAC staff has shown to 
the m e m b e r s  of FORMAC. 

Sincerely, 

~ e r b e r t  N. ~ e h i n b e r v -  
Coordinator, FORMAc 
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NIWT PAPER 

1 - :I NTR~P11.CTZQM.: 

~ h l s  poitlt paper addresses zl number of i s s u e s  deemed critical 

to t h e  DeZense Hase Closure and Realiynment  omm mission (BRAC)  in 

its de] j beratiorls relative t o  the  Do0 recornmenda'tion to close F o r t  

Ritchie, MD. The Fort  Witchie M5 1 1  tary Affairs committee (rOWMAC1, 

a cornsun.ity-based group reviewing the Fort R . i t c h i e  i s ' s u e ,  has 

judiciously reviewed a l l  of the DoD/Arrny i .nput to t h e  HRAC to 

ensure compliance with the s p i r i . k  and intent of the BPAC process- 

The FORMAC rev i ew  has r e ~ u l t ~ s d  in the irrefutable cietcrmination 

that. the ooD/Army a n a l y s i s  is replete w i t h  f a u l t y  erssumptj.ons, 

repeated errors, inedvsrtant or purposefu,, omissions, and 

distortions of fa e t ~ .  FORMAC! heo,  .in an e L L 0 r . L  Lo .introduce 

complete and accurate  information i n t o  the clecis.iur~ process, shared 

a myriad of f s c t ~  and figures w i t h  representatives of the HRAC and 

the Army. senior members of the Army Basing Study staff attended 

formal. k'OWHAC briefings on 2 4  March 1995 at Fort ~itchie, MU, and 
I 

3 1  March 1995 at Fort McNair, DC. Those brisfinqs addressed 

s u b s t a n t i v e  DoD/Army BRAC " f ina l  se.1 action criteria" clef i c i enc ios  

in each of the major areas of m i l i t a r y  v a l u e ,  return on investment 

and impacts. We G e l i . e v e ,  but cannot verify, t h a t  IJoD/BRAC 

representatives also attended the FORMAC presentation to  t h e  BHAC 

Commissioners on d May 1995 in Baltimore. A thorough revie\w of the 

Army's revised i n t e r i m  and f i n a l  analyses, dated 28 April l995 and 

31 May 1995, respectively, reveals conkinued, major omissions and 

errors. In f a c t ,  the Army has failed to either adequately analyza 

or even mention over 80% of the issuer; raised by FORMAC and/ok. 
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of overstated/understated mili tar'y value issues and t o t a l l y  iqnores 

bona fide economic and environmenta.1 impac t s .  'rhe DTSC[JSSION 

s e c t i o n  of this documel~t addres:sos thoso issues. 

I .  m.SCussroN: 

'l'he following discusses s p e c i f i . ~  "impactw areas in three 

cateqories: (A) lssues N o t  Addressed by DOD/Army; (IB) Faulty 

DOD/Army Data and ( c )  Other Significant Issues in U i s p ~ t . 8 .  

A. IssuesNot ,&Ur@-@4-W , , ~ J ) / A r l ~ v .  

1. ,J~intness/Intex The Defense Information 

Systems Ayency-Western k~en~isphere (UISA-WESTMEM) currentljr operates 

a Reqional Cont ro l  C e n t e r  ( R C C )  at Fort H i . t c h i e .  It provides 

i nforrnati.on technoloqy ( d a t a  processing and commuriicationt;) 

management fcr.r rl.i,ns ma ,jar yloba 1 systems/networks supporting a l l  

seqments of the DoL). Those systems/nctworke were i d e n ' t i f  i.ed .i.n 

previous PoHMAC briefinqs. A detailed explanation of tnose 

systems/networks is provided in TAB B o f  the FOKMAc 4 May 1.995 

briefing packet. The Fort Ritchie RCC 1s schedu.led to a:ssimilate 

at l . eas t  four additional IloD-wide systems/networks into its mission 

w i t h 3 . n  thc? next year- TAB U of the FORMAC 4 May 1995 brief ing 

packet also provides a d e s c r i p t i o n  of those new s y s t e m s / ~ ~ c t w o r k e ,  

The Fort. Ritchie RCC has been constructed in such a mariner t h a t  

permits management of a d d i t i o n a l  DoD systems/networks without 

additional c o n s t r u c t i o n .  This facility is state-of-the-art an0  

should be utilized to i t s  maxj ,mum potentjal. 



.SENT BY : 6-20-95 ; 7:41 ; US ARMY WAR COLLEGE+ 
w,,,., 14 * <J!!. 05 : ::::s I I) : LAlJ I ERFA>.:3iX)O Fc%! : 

2 .  Customer ~mar imi tv .  A s  g r s p h i c a l . 1 ~  i 113 t~ s t r -a  ted 

d u r i n g  the FORMAC 4 May 1995 brief irrq jn Baltimore, the vast  

majority of the Port ~ j t c h i e  tenant-  organizationsr cus'Lom~er b a ~ e  is 

east o f  the Mississippi. River .  The DoD/Army proposal to relocate 

the ' ~ ' e o l ~ ~ r ~ ~ l o g y  ~pp ' l . i ca t  ians O f f  ice ('1'AO) and tho LJ . S .  Army 

Informati nn Systc~ns ~nqineerinq Command-CONIJS (USAISUC-C!) o f f  j.caw 

to Fort Huachuca, Arizona, resu l t s  in increased operatiny costs, 

substantial. one-time military c o n s t r u c t i o n  and relocation costs, 

and reduced customer responsiveness. FORMAC calculations reveal 

TDY cost.6 alone w i l ' l  incrcasc by $ 7 6 8 , 0 0 0  p e r  year .I'oi- TAO and 

$222,000 per year for IJSAlSUC-C. It's important to note ,tRu.t. the 

customers usually will wi.nd up paying this increased cost.  The 

DoD/Army have offered 110 rationale to support their recomjmendation 

to relocate t h e s e  u n i , t s  to F o r t  Huachuco, e ither in terms of 

customer benefit or cost-effectiveness. The uoU/Army has not yet 

offered a daf initive location proposal for the Defense Informeti011 

Systems Agency8-Western llemisphere (DISA-WESTI4EM). If, as ref :l.ected 

in the 3 1  Nay 19415 Army proposa.1 to the nHAC;DISA-WFSTHEH wore tn  

relocate to Site-X there is no stated benefit either operationally 

or financially provided by DOD/Army. 

3 .  DISA-WESTHEM base QDerut ipns  supporf, Headqluarters, 

DISA-WESTHEM currently receives base opera'tions support from -1l'oxt 

R i t c h i e .  Regardless of t h e  u l t i m a t e  relocation s i t e  selected for 

DISA-WESTHEM, equivalent base operatiorlu suppart  must be cos tsd .and 

added as an additional recurring c0s.t. lI!hese costs have  not been 

addressed.  When Lhey are they will neutralize the credit taken  for. 
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e J i lninat, ion ot' t h a t  support J'rum the Fort 12itc;hie budyet resulti nc; 

from closure action. 'J'he Rose operations support for 263 1) lSA-  

WBSrIIHEM personnel a t  a new location woul.d Be approximately 2 7  work 

years .  Thi . s  e q u a t ~ s  to $1,200,000 per y e a r .  The latest; FORMAC- 

simulated COBRA data reflects t h i s  cost: factor.  

4 .  wmunicat ions.,  linkacre between s i t e  H and Port ..D.et,rj:cIS., 

T f  Port Hitchie closes, the redundant and alternate libor-optic. 

c:orn~nunications ].ink between Fort Ritchja  and s i t e  R would be 

el iminated. This exterisive capability and its e?ssentia:l 

operatioria) bartc2f it was briefed by FOFtMAC cIllr$nq the 4 May 19515 

b r i . e f i n q  in B e l t i . m o r e .  In order to maintain the aa~ne level  of 

communi~ations connectjvity as; p r e s e n t l y  e x i s t s ,  u link wcjuld h a v e  

to be established between S.1 t o  H and Fort betrick. Port D e t r i . c k  

would he the most logical location since it i s  the closest m i l i t a r y  

inskallation to Port Ritchie w i t h  substztnt ia l  access to t h e  global 

communications networks. . t ieplacement costs woajd be extensive, 

yet, the r)ol)/Army analysis still f a i  '1,s to atidrase th ie ;  .issue, 

notwithstanding t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it has been briefed to them on at 

l e a s t  t w o  occasions. 

5. commnicati.ons link-.. bstwa.en Site R .. .. and Site  c. 

Site C currently receives lvdial . - tonelm from 'the telephone! s w i  tch 

located at. Fort R i t - c h i c .  This provider; S i t e  C personnel  access to 

the commercial and Doll te lephone networks- IT: F o r t  Ritchie! closes. 

t h i s  service w o l ~ l d  have t o  be provided from some othcr DoD 

telephone swi tchboard.  The DoD/Axmy analysis haw not recognized 

the nee(3 ror ' t 1 1 . i ~  change in operational support or any as6ociat;ed 
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casks. 'I ' l~e fiber-optic l i n k  between Site H and Fort ~ i t . c h i e  iti a 

12-strarld cable.  Kive of those s trands  are dropped 01'1' alr t.he Fort 

Ritchie d i a l  cer~tral office for f u r t h e r  cl iatribution throughout 

Fort ~itchie. The other seven s t r a n d s  are extended to site  C in 

order to proviile linkaqo between Sites R and C. This permits Site 

c to provide the necessary operational communications connectivjty 

support to S i t e  R. The seven strands running from Fort R i t c l i i e  to 

Site C traverse the Fort .RS tchie manhole and B11c:t. system. 

Retention of; access riqhts to that manhole and d.uct system woulcl ba 

essenti a 1 in order to ensure continued d e d i c a t e d  communico t- i  ons 

c o n n e c t . i v i t y  netweerr Sites R atla C. DoU/Army have failed to 

address how t h i s  access would be retairlcd in the event  t h s L  Fort 

Hitchis r:l osed. Nor have they  costsd out an a l t e r r ~ a t i v e  

connectivity route between Sites R nnd C .  Additionally, some of 

the e q u i p m e n t  necessary to permit extension of the filxr-optic 

link from Fort Hitchie to Site C ic physically located on P o r t  

Ritchie. DoL)/Army have made no acaommoJations for t h e  r e t e n t i o n  

and accessib.i.lity t.0 that equipment; i n  order t n  mu111Litin 

communications cont inu . i ty  between S i t e s  R and C -  Elirn.ination of 

t h i s  1 i.nkage would cripple Site R ' s  ability to perform its critical. 

mission. 

6 .  W4ed TDY . . c o ~ t s - .  The lMD/Arrny propose t,o relocate 

the entire Techno.l.ogy App1,ications Office (TAo) and the majority of 

the IJS Army Information Syctams Engineering Cowma~ld-CONUS (USAISL'C- 

C )  from F o r t    it chi e to Fort liuachuca, A Z .  A minimum of '15% a1 t.he 

customers served by IPAO and USAlSEc-C are located east of t h e  
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~ i s s j s s j .  ypi R i v e r . .  L7or.t. Huachuca is i:$pproximaLely 2 2 0 0  luilut; wesL 

of t h e  predomi nant 'I'AO and IIASISEC-C customer b a s e .  Th:i,a I.arqe 

geoqraphic s e l ~ a r a t i  on wi 1 l i ,ncrease the l l  costs, k;rh i (:h ~ I ' c :  ' 

ultimately y e i d  Ly the customer, hy an estimated $1 1ni. l l ion per 

year ( f i 7 4 t l K  for 'I'AO and $ 2 2 2  for USA1.SEC. -C) .  The majarity of UlSA- 

WES1rliEM's cus tomer  hase is also east. of the Mississippi kaivcr- If 

DISA-WESTHEM were to be relocated to a S i t e - X  anywhere, betlwecn 800- 

'1200 miles w e s t  of LRit east coast C t ~ e i r  TDY costs would increase  by 

an estimated S s U 0 , O O O  per year. The DoD/Army proposal allso f a i l s  

to account for these increased TDY c o s t s .  

7. & .  mv N a t i o n a l f i ~ a ~ ~  Armorv. lllhe recently corrstructed 

Army National Guard Armory at Fort Rit .chie  receives sul.~stant. i  w l  

support from t h e  Fort. Ritchio garrison in r ~ u c h  areas as w a t e r ,  

sewer nnd electric. 1 ,E  Fort Ritchie were to cl.ose alternate 

arrangements would have to be made for t h i s  support. FORMAC h a s  

.learned t'.h;it the Army Draft C.losure P l a n  e s h . i m a t e s  a one-time cost 

of approxlamtely $400 ,000  t o  make t h i s  c;onversion.  The DoD/Army 

analysis dues not irdclrese continued support for this Army .Nationa.l 

Guard Armory requirement. 

8 .  H e a d c l u a ~ ~ r s .  DISA-WESTHEM c ,gns01 i~pt ior1 .  The Head- 

quarterr;, DISA-WESTHEM s t u f f  is currently geographically d:i.spersed 

between Port: T t j  tchie, MD; northern  virginia; and Denver, Co. The 

results arcr s ~ ~ h s t a n t i a l  orqani zational, i n e f 1 i c l c n c j . e ~  and i~~crcasect 

operatiny cost:;. The Stallf elements in northern  V i r g 1 n . i  a and 

U e r ~ v e r  arc in leased commercial. s p a c e .  PoHMAC has analyzed the 
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cost-effectiveness of consolidatinq thoge headquarters staff' 

elements at Fort ~itchie and faund that, in the caeo of nvrthorn 

Virginia, such a rel.oc:ation is not cost effective. On the other 

hand, the ralocation of t h e  Denver staff to Fort Ritchie c a n  be 

i~ccomp.1.i shed Por a t r l l e - t i m e  inves tment  cost uf $ 2 , 3 0 0 , 0 0 0  w i t 1 1  a 

three-year payback. The n e t  presarlt value  of trhj.s move over 2 0  

yecsr:s i s  approximately $ 9  million. Additionally, a huge i n t a t ~ g i b l e  

benefit  would kc r e a l i z e d  by such a move through  improved 

osqani iratior1a.1 er rectiveness. 'the FOKMAC has  r a i s e d  this issue 

w i t h  DoD/Army BRAC representatives, t o  n o  avail. This is an 

opportunity thaL should not be overlooked. 

9 .  ~nvir'onmental-issues wLwY0rt Huachuca, A r i  zlons - The 

Dou/Army s t a t e d  posi t i  on is that there are "no known environmental 

impediments at the closing or receiving installationsw. l i l h i ~  is 

b l a t a n t l y  false. The P'OHMnC h a s  advised tho Army on several 

occasions .of the onqving corrLroversy over the San Ped.to B a s i n  

Aquifer i n  t h e  g r e a t e r  Fort Huachucn, AZ area. There is a 

.legitimate concern over the uncertainty of the f u t u r e  Snn Pedro 

water supply  - Numerous ciucuments,  to include copies o f  outstanding 

lawsuits, have beerr provided to the DoD/Army for .their 

consideration. TAB F of the TORMAC 4 May 1.995 briefing packet 

contains 16 separate documents on t h i s  issue. These dlxuluents 

inc lude   letter^ to t h e  editor from the mayor of Sierra V i ~ t a ,  A Z ,  

acknowledginq the existence of a w a t e r  problem with t h o  Sen Pedro 

River, assessments of the fretgi le  natu.re of' the  San Pedro River 
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B a s i n  by environmental engineering companies and c:opies of 

outstanding lawsuits. ~t , i f i  YOHMAC'S understanding t h a t  ANOTHER, 

MORE FAR-REACHING, LAWStlJT will be filed by a group of concerr~ed 

c:itj.zens within the next few weeks. 'llhese lawsuits cou ld  result  in 

a court:-ordered restr'n.int a g a i n s t  ,the movemenl; of any a ~ d d i t i o n a l  

permanent. u o D  perso,nnel. .to Fort Huachi~ca whj.ch coz~dd de:Lay the 

DoD/Army plans for years. 

10. Contra~$~r.. .-.Lease- spacQ CP-, 'l'here are 

approximately 150 contracLor personnel present1.y at F o r t  R i t c h i c .  

providing support  to orqani .zat j .ons  such as IJ.SAI:St?C'-C:ONtJS and D ~ S A  

WESTHEM. These contractor personnel utilize available government 

office s p a c e .  This arrangement results in an overall reduced cost 

of the respective contracts. If Port ~itchie w e r e  to c l o s e  these 

contractor prsonne l ,  would be expected to relocate to the new 

location of' the various orqanizations. Tf ,that forced relocation 

were t,o transpire the contractors would have a basis for demandincj 

that the Gov€?rnmc?nt errter into contract re-neqotiations so as to 

recoup additional personnel work-space costs. The othtrr option 

would be to include the required conttacCor space requiremlents intv 

any mil. . i . tary c o n s t r u c t . i o n  contempln~tcd for the displaced Government 

organizations. Either way, the Governmdnt pays. 

A n  i l l u s t r a t i o ~  of the d i r f i c u l k y  ex'perienced by FORMAC i n  

defining t h i s  i s s u e  would be the relocation of DlSA-WESTMEM. The 

DoD/Axmy a n a l y s i s  assulaes the need ror 52.6K square feet of space 

to support DI'SA-WESTHEM- We have learned that the US Army Corps of 

E n g i n e e r s  has a s k e d  for an independerrt government coat estimate 
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(IGCE) based on 83K square  Pact for DlSA-WESTHEH. This hiyher 

rquilre footaqe roquirement can be partially based on the prem.ise 

thaL conlractor space reyuirements would be included im the DoD 

mjlitary construction program. 

FORMAC est imstes the contractor lease space icfiiue woulci 

increase c x l s t i n g  contracts by approxinete ly  $ 4 5 3 , 0 0 0  ] p e r  Year. 

T h i s  i s  based upon 151 corltractor personnel at $5K per person. 'rhc? 

V o D / A r m y  a n a l y s i s  does not t a k e  into consideration t h i s  increased 

cost,  whether l e a s e d  space or military construction is c.hosen. 

3.1. Preservati~n of Nation  dl... iiis.tar.ic Resister s i t e  

costs. Fort K i t c t b i e  11as submitted 1 0 4  b u i , l d i n g s  and 20 acres of 

open space for consi.deration far inclusion in t h e  National Register 

of Historic Places- That application is presently beinq izvaluated 

by the Maryland Historical. T r u s t  of the Maryland State H.istoric 

Preservation Office- It will then  be submitted to ,tho U.S .  

Department of t h e  Interior for Zinal approval. It i s  antiici-pate3 

t h a t  this request will be approved. There will be an inc:romental 

increase in cost  of $ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0  to preserve t h e  bui ld i .ngs  and o p ~ t  

space to the standards set by the National Historic Register.   his 

cost would have to be borne by the DoD, at laast until Like disposal 

of Fort Ritchie was completed. Th, i s  cost is over and a'bove the 

anticipated expense of maintaininq these buildings and open space  

i n  a Ncaxe-takervl  status, should Port Ritchie close. 

6 -  EiUEa! DQQLA.ZTIV O a t h  The UoD/Army c:ontinues to use 

faulty c3at.a in their analysis, despite the f u ~ t  that FOHMAC has 
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clearly po.inted out to them the basis for their m i s t a k t ~ s .  hoke- 

over ,  it seems tha.L noD/Army rationale In so~nc areas  is cont.i.nun l l y 

chanqinq;  t.hu.9, making analysis of the data difEicult because w e  

are focusing at a constant ly  moving target .  The followiny itcms 

i . l . l u s t r r l t e  those areas in which l )oD/Army da ta  is still faulty: 

I. Tirn ina  9 L , ,  ,g-~.qieC..ed 6av.i ngs, 'Ithe 31. Hay 1 995 

D o l ) / A r m y  analysis uses a fallacious assumption as to when perr~onnel 

savjrlqs can be claimed. The DoD/Army data  entry i n t o  the COBRA 

model f s  erroneuus i n  t h a t  personrlsl savings are k.ii.ny taksr i  

wholely at t h e  beqinning of t h e  ~'cl.osuref~ period. T h i s  m.ea116 t h a t  

a1 I of the Port Ritchie garrison support personno1 would be 

e'l iminated before t h e  majority o f  the tenant organi.zation persur~rlel 

had l e f t  Fort H i t c h i a .  This error results in a 2-year gain in RPMA 

and BOS savi-nqs, which in t u r n  substantially increases t h e  20-year 

n e t  present  value. FORMAC acknowledges the f a c t  t h a t  there would 

be soma opportunity to r e d u c e  the Fort Ritchie garrison staffing 

level over time, beginnninq in FY37; b u t ,  the entire garrison 

workforce cannot be el i.mi.nated before at least F Y 9 Y .  

2 .  &OS/HPMA s a v i n w  The DoD/Arrmy BOSIRPMA savings 

r e m a i n s  too high and nbt  in agreement w . i L h  the resultr; of the 

recent Army Audi t  Aqency audit conducted at Port F3itchi.e. The 

aCt t .~a  1 I3OS/RPMA number ahould be $1,9 ,4U1,000 r a t h e r  than 

$20,80b,000, w h i c h  overstates the I>oD/Army projected savings by 

$ 1 . . 4 ~ - 1 , ~ 1 1 ~ .  This error tranalater i n t o  a 20-year overstatement of 

savings or approximately $28,140,000 constant dollars and hetween 

S9-10 million i n  not present v a l u e .  
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[ For t  D e t r i c k  mi1 itary C O ~ S ~ ~ Y C ~ ~ O I ~  - f i w t s , .  The 

military construction cost factor 1.1sed by the DoD/Army in their 31 

May 1995 cUHl.tA a n a l y s i s  remains wrany. This error p~rsi.sts in 

spite of the  fact t h a t  FORMAC has advised the DoD/Army that the 

correct military con~truction rats factor for Fort Detrick is . 9 2  

versus t h e  . 8 3  that they c o ~ ~ t i n u e  to use. 'l'his &kc?ws the true r:u!;L 

of military construction costs at Fort Detrick by n e a r l y  1 0 1 ,  t h e  

actual dollar value beinq dependent upon the nllrnher of' units 

constructed.  

4 .  C i v i l i q ~ . p % s o a r ) e l  nav a. reloca*Lion cost_s~. FORMhc' 

es t i .mates  t h a t  t h e  31 May 1995 I>oD/Army COBRA model in t h i s  area is 

between $4-5  mj.1  l . ion under~tated. A1  thouqtl  we cannot i d e n t i  f y 

exactly which organizations are involved, the DoD/Arrny aqqrcgate 

personnel data  input i n e x p l i c a b l y  noq1.ected t o  account for aver 100 

personnel. Also, the assumption used for the cost- of t h e  PCS 

relocation to Fort  Detrick is incorrect- Approximately 7 0 %  of the 

rc-assigned personnel would irlcur increased coa~h~utl iriq d i.stances 03 

more than 1.0 milos and would, ,therefore, become e1iqib:l.e for 

consideration of rcs costs. 

5. Yjmu-hgus ina  saving,g a t  Fort I t i t c h i e .  The mm jori ty 

of deficiencies in this area previously i d e n t i f i e d  by FOKMAC have 

been corrected. However, t h e  3:l May 1995 Don/Army COHwA analysis 

introduces a NEW,  FALLACIOUS claim of  savings. I n  FY93 there was 

a S 2  million one-time f a ln i ly  hous ing  cap1 t a l  investment exgrendi l u r e  

for F o r t  R i t c h j e  family hous i .nq .  The DoDiArmy a n a l y s i s  has now 

included t h a t  one-ti-me experiditure in t h e  COBRA as a recurrinq 
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total savinqc by approxim&Lely $ 4 0  million cons tant  dollars a r ~ t l  a 

net present value of approximately $12 million- 

b .  Family. u g  costs at ~w-ricIL.- 'I'ht? DoD/Army 

has, j.n their latest C O h k a  suhmi,ssiot~, taker,) a di.f feren~t tach i n  

ar3drcsainq the fnmi .Ly housing needs ror personnel re loc~lt ing f rorn 

Fort ~ i t c h i e  t o  Port D e t r j c k .  Records indicate current housing at 

Fort D e t r i c k  i~ not adequate fo r  the present military ~lopulation 

st.,sti.onecl there. Consequently, it. cannot suppor.C t h o  . i n f u s i o n  of 

additional personnel . DoW/Army a r i g i t ~ a l l y  est.i mated a need for 

~ o n s t r u c t . I n y  3 5 4  new u n i t s  at: .For t  ~etrick. The mas:t  recent 

submission reflects jusk 57 units. There is no explanation given 

to support this change in phi.losophy or prec i . se ly  WHO t h c ~ e  57 

units are des igned  to support. Apparently, the DoD/Army strateqy 

is to pay military personnel a variable houslnq all~owance ( V H A )  

. i .nstead of r . :ons truct ing  n e w  h a u s i n y  u n i t s .  On its f a . c e ,  t .his 

proposa J. is totally illoqical. Frederick, Mn, is a re1ati;vely high 

cost area and l..here are s u f f i c i e n t  existing, wel l -mirintaincd 

miljtary family haus inq  u n i t s  at Fort nitchic t o  support t t ~ e  vast 

m a j o r i t y  of t h e  a £  fected mi litary personnel. FOIIMAC does not know 

w h e t h e r  t h i s  n e w ,  VHA approach Tor Fort D e t r i c k  reflects U o D / A r m y  

policy applicable to all BHAC locations or i f  has been eelectively 

and ar:b5:tcnril,y applied to the Fort ~ i t c h i e  proposal, simply in 

order to minimize up-front investment costs. Another key fac;.tor in 

this area is the nature of the DoD/Army response to the BRA,C 1.9 May 

1995 letter which  request.^ a substantial amount of housing 

information relative 'to Fort.  Ri tchz ie .  
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7. r.Qrt- Hitchi e. c;~,%bke;rs. 'I'hc DoD/Army COBRA model 

run does n o t  comply with the BWAC model rules .in this cu:ae. There. 

is n recoynized need for 2 0  caret.akars i f  Fort ~itchie closes. 

'Jvhose caretakers need to he assiqrrocl to Fort Witchi= proper or 

idonti f ierj as a separatx continuing Fort R i  tchie operating coat of 

$7011;/50 ( 5 6 ' 1 , 0 0 0  sq. ft. x $1.25/sq. P't-) nnd includcad i.n the 

A n a y  Assigning the caretaker force anywhere other than 

Fort Ritchie precludes the model from correctly computing the 

costs.  T h i s  is another area that h a s  been pointed out by FORMAC on 

several occasions and never Addressed by DoD/Army. 

C .  Qmer a,aificant Issues i m ~ u t e .  

1 . F ~ r t  R i t c u .  closure i ~ c t , . ~ ~ ~ ~ .  the Nat ionah  M i l i t a u  

Command CenterA Si,ke ... ..L A c a r e f u l  roview of the 13 April 1995 

letter from General John H. Shalikashvili to WAC Commission 

c:hadrman ~ i x o n  reveals that t ,he  Chairman of the  J o i n t  Chiefs of 

Staf f  has been i1.l:-served by h i s  s t a f f .  The letter is incomplete 

and inaccurate. 'the following fac t s  are presented to corroborate 

t n i ~  s t c i t e m e n t .  Contrary to what the chairman, JCS8si letter 

implies the l lalon fire sbppreseion system at S i t e  W covere only 

about 10% of t h e  f a c i l . i t y .  Tt is located in w h a t  i s  coniicidlerad the 

MOSll c r i t i c a l  space w i t h i n  S i t e  R. The refit of the f a c i 1 i t : y  has  no 

automatic fire s u p p r e s s i o n  system. While there are generally two 

f iref ighters  on d u t y  within Site R around the clock, . th is  is 

i nsuf f i c i e r l k  s t a f f  iny to fight a l l  b u t  the r r o 6 t  basic f ires. The 

rnan1.1irlg table for the sits 14 f .iref i g h t e r a c  ack.nowledges the need for.. 
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manning t a h l e  for the Site H firefighters acknowledges the need far 

nine people. Therc are only s i x  people authorized. Auqmentation 

i provided from Fort  R . i . t c h i e .  There are, in fact, two fire 

engines with i n Site K; however, the two on-si te f j ref iqhtrers cannot: 

adeyuately m a n  t w o  P';i re enqines. site rt h o l d s  quarterly fire 

evacuation d r i  11s. Duriny t h o s e  d r i 1 l . s  t h e  Fart Hitchic fire c h i e f '  

and other deaiqnntcd f iref i y h l i n g  personnel are  dispatchc*d to 5.i te 

R. Addi t ior~a l l . y ,  there is no ambulance located w i t h i n  S i t e  R .  The 

Fort R i t c h i e  auqmenlees bring the ambulance and other specialized 

equipment w i t h  them,  as needed- 

contrary to t h e  statement in General  Sha'l.ikashvili8s. 17 April 

1995 letter t h c ~ t  all time-sensi t i v e ,  missi .on-essential  c:apatri '1. I ties 

are necessarily providcd for on-site,  a l a r g e  percentage of the 

personrlel predesignated for performance of d u t i e s  z i t  site R durinq 

.these periods come from Fort Ritchie proper. Relocation o f  Site H 

base oparatdnq support to F o r t  DetricK jeopardize the operational 

. intey;c.iLy ol: Site R. mJmnis is partjcul~rly true during periods of' 

natural  disasters and/or inclement weather. 

An incident occurred in 1990 that required immediate support  

from Fort R i t c h i e  to minimize damage and prot,cct lives. There was 

a soot bil iId-up in the S i t e  R exhaust system- The resultinq 

explosion blew t h e  t o p  o f f  the vent house ot the top of the 

mounta i n. The vent h o u s s  was a l.arge ,I-einforced (zoncrete 

structure.  Fort R i t c h i , e  personncll were on s i t e  within nlinutec;  to 

direct thcr evacuat ion  o f  people and preclude spread of further 

damaqc. ~ h j . s  was a potentially life - . threatening situation. 
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S i t e  W thn'L: illustrates the absolute neocl to have z~uqnrentees 

readily available?. There was ~ u b s t a n t i ~ l  water f loodinq on one of 

the floors within t h e  Site R s'Lructure. 'rhis flnoding was caused 
I 

by a back-f lush problem. Water poured down to lower f loors.  Tt 

threatened the h i g h l y  sophisticated t e c t l n i c a l  equipment located in 

the Joint Staff area of  S i t e  R. Augmentees were called from Fort 

Ritchie- They brought cJean-up equipment w i t h  them which are 

organic to the Fort Ritchie fire department. R e s p o n s e  to 

situr3t.ion.r; of this nature from Fort Cletriuk is imprac1:ical and 

unnecessarily puts the  lives of people working in B i t e  R at r i s k .  

The acceptable additional time of 45-60 minutes, as  s.tatecl in 

General Sha L ikashv. i . l i  s . I  etter, wou1.d have been disastrous irr these 

.I no i d e r i t  s . I.'urthermore, .it: must be c l e a r l y  understood that 

inclement weather in the Maryland-Pennsylvania i n o ~ ~ n t a j . n s  could 

easily ex tend  re sponse  times to two hours OK more. 

2. PJSA-WES:SHEK .construct& costs. The 31 May 1395 

Army COBRA a1.ra1ynj.s reflects it $5 million military construe-tion 

cost at S i t e - X  for UlSA-WESTHBh. This ono-time cost  i s  understated 

by n e a r l y  $7 million. This fact is supported by DA Form 1.391 and 

supporting documentation for Adminiotration Uuilding, General 

Purpose Project 46308 at Fort: George Meade, Mu, prepared u:ndor the 

direction of Raltimors Dis tr ic t ,  C o r p s  of Engineers  by HarJ.and 

~a1'1:hoI,on1ew and ~ssociatcs, Inc., Hlchmond, VA, June 1995. T h i ~  

document.at ion on1 y partially addresses the c o n s t r u c t  i cln cost of a 

replacement Raqional Control Canter (RCC) to replicate .(;he one 

currently located at Fort Ritchic. The number of DISA-WESTH~M 



currently 1.ocated at Fort: k i l s h i e .  ?In@ number O t  1)I:SA-WESTHEM 

parsonnel t h a t  must be accommodated (263) has been vaJ idatoi l  by the 

UoU lc. Headquarters, DLSA h a s  identified its space requirements 

to the Total A r m y  bas ing  Study ('IqAE)S) group. The Army's i1rtent. ion 

is to provide DJ'SA-WESTHEM w i t h  funding for rehab of e x i s t i n g  space 

on1.y. This i.s an unrealistic assumption used to 1.ower up-front 

cost estimates. Based on linformatiorr ava i  ].able to F'OHMAC, rehab 

space would he unacceptab.1.e to DTSA. 

3. &J,avinu DXSA=WESTHErL.at r ~ r t  Hitchie. Tne n v t e  at 

the bottom of  the  3 J  May 1993 Army letter; "Ed---we are  lookinq 

into an enclave option which, if feasible, will require an up-date 

of t h i s  COBRA," refers to e n c l a v i n g  DISA-WESTHEM ut F o r t  Hitchie. 

Headquarters, DISA aavised t h e  Army (Mi J i.tary D i s t l r f . c t  of 

Washington) on 12 May 1995 of i t s  desire to relocate Headquarters, 

DZSA-WE.L;THEm t-a Fort Msado, MU if Yort H i t c h i c  ~1.0seS:. This 

preferred disposition of Headquarters, D'ISA-WES1'HL:M was i d . u n t i  f ied 

to the A r m y  despj.te the P a c t  that ark i n t e r n a l  DI'SA analysis; c:'l e a r l y  

showed Fort D e t r i c k ,  MD as a more cost-advantageous locaticln should 

Fork Ritchia close. Due to the h. igh ruloc-uLion and :military 

construct i .on costs at Yort Meade, the Army t a b l e d  the proposition 

of enclaviny DISA-WESTHEM at Fort R i t c h i e .  This was done a.t a 2 5  

May 1995 meeting between representatives of Headquarters, OISA; 

DlSA-WESTHE;M; Assistant S e c r e t a r y  of Defense for Economic Ss!c;uri ty; 

DoD BWAU; A r m y  BRAC and TABS. In fact, the Army ~ t a t e d  at t h a t  

meeting that their prcferre!d option was to e n c l a v e  OISA-WES,THEM at 

Port ~ j . t c h j . e .  D I S A  souqht ausuranc;es t h a t  they would I ~ a v e  an 

...... ....... _ --  
- - - -  

.... 
- - -  . ~- -~~ - - - - - - .  ~- - ~ - - ~ ~ ~  
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di spos i t ion  of  DISA-WESI'UEM prior Lo su2~miss i .on  to the BRAC 

C o m m i . s s i o n .  If t h a t  proposal includes a recommendation to enclave 

DISA-WCSTHRM at Fort Hitahio, DTSA demanded a firm definition of 

"enclaving" . FORMAC h a s  learned t h a t  extensive effort has been 

expended by the A r m y  i n  anslysing t h e  economic sdvantaqes of  t n i s  

s o l u t i o n .  FORMAC has been unable to ascel-Lain the Army's final 

position in this area. 

TIT. -W,gCLUSIONS; 

1. The D o D / A r m y  has suLjtiLnntia1 ly devj atod from BRAC final 

selection criteria 1, 2 ,  4 ,  5, 6 ,  7 and 8.  

2 .  'r1hc DoD/Army has failed to adequately consider and address 

numQrous issues and inquiries raised by YORMAC and the RRAC staff- 

3 .  DoD/Army responsee to RRAC s t a f f  inquir i , e s  hisve been 

incompl.ete and inaccurate. 

4 .  DoD/Army f a i l u r e  to prov.ide a l l  pertinent soulrce data 

utilized in their COBRA analysis to t HKAC StaEf na. ter ia l1y 

inhibits the ability to validate thej .r  findings and suppo~rt t h e i r  

recommendations to close Fort R i t c h i , e -  

5. Substantial ev.i dence  e x i s t s  to demonstrate the fact that .  

noIJ/Army is providing information to t h e  BRAC s t a f f  for one 

scenario . w h i l e  actual1 y pursuing another.  

IV. R=M&Q&J!IONS.; 

1. FORMAC strongly recommends t h a t  the BRAC s t a f f  advise the 

B W C  Commissjoners of the  inadequacies in tho uoD/Army assessment 

of t h e  m1.litary value uf Fort Ritchie and the cosr benefit of 

closi.ng Fort R i t c h i e .  



7:59 ; US ARMY 
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2 .  The RHAC atnff rocomnend to the BRAC Commlss ion~ars  dUrinq 

I-heir testimony 22-28 June that the DoD/Army recommer~dation to 

close Fort Hi tohie be denied. Further, that the BRAC Cornlnissj  onerr 

direct the DoD to consolidate t h e  HeadquarLnrs, DTSA-WEB9lIIEH s t a f f  

clement locutad in Denver. CO, w i t h  the Fort n i  Luhie headquarters  

element.  
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AfnrORcEREIum 

17 March 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ A.FRES/CVA 

FROM: 482d Fighter Wing 
360 Coral Sea Blvd, Box 10 
Homestead ARB FL 33039- 1299 

SUBJECT: Stijff Study - FY95 Strength Shortfall (Yr Ltr, 3 'Mar 95) 

. - -- ...- 
PROBLEM: The mafining in the 482 FW is below the minimum accepfable level 0 f 9 ~ ~ & c ~ - - ~ - - ~  

ASSUMPTIONS: The Miami population base would support a manning in excess of 98 percent. 

FACTS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM: 

1. Prior to Hurricane Andrew, 482 FW manning was at 106 percent. 

2. After Hurricane Andrew, and during the unit's TDY to MacDill AFB, 482 F W  manning was 
at an all-time low of 74 percent. Many personnel otherwise counted as availatlle were not active 
participants. 

3.  Immediately upon return to Homestead A M ,  we found that the base meets no U S M  quality 
of life standards: 

a. No base gas station 

b. No active duty presence and associated programs for which we reservists are eligible 

d. No commissary 

e. No Clothing Sales 

f. Substandard billeting 

g. Inadequate club facilities 

h. No recreational facilities 

i. No dining facility 



j. Limited off-base housing 

k. Promised facilities were not ready upon unit's return 

1. Most existing facilities are far below USAF standards 

4. Many personnel did not return to Homestead ARB from MacDill AFB blecause they had lost 
their homes in the Homestead area andlor obtained permanent employment i n ,  the MacDill AFB 
area. 

5.  During July 1994, 482 FW Recruiters took the initiative to obtain Atlas 'Variables of local 
prior-service military personnel currently in inactive status from the Air Restme Personnel 

. Center (ARPC). They have since been exhausted. Currently, priljected losses far outnun~ber 
projected gains. The vast majority of eligible military-aged high school graduates in the Miami 
area are minorities. Only five percent of that population are viabldavailable applicants. Only 
one percent of these actually qualify. Most are INS 151 "green card resident aliens" and/or have 
past criminal records. In addition, most heavily populated minority high sch(mls are in areas that 
are physically dangerous to recruiters. 

6 .  The All Ranks Club is open; however, no efforts have been made to impirove the club or its 
membership. 

7. Off-base housing and hotels/n~otels are numerous and affordable in the Homestead area. 
Base billeting continues to be substandard. 

8. The small, inadequate on-base fitriess center is open; however, base personnel are convinced 
there will never be an adequate base gym, and the building renixins boarded LIP. 

9. The shuttle is operating Charleston-Tampa-Homestead; however, this does not help us for 
the Patrick AFB, Eglin AFB, Jacksonville or Orlando areas where there are concentrations of 
military-aged and qualified personnel. 

10. The BX/Commissary/Clothing Sales Mart is scheduled to open 11 May 1995. 

DISCUSSION: 

I .  The first possible solution is as a result of the new AFRES policy restricting projected losses 
from dropping from file for 180 days unless a replacement is found sooner. Implementing this 
policy at Homestead will result in approximately $16 personnel on file 30 September 1995 who 
would orhenvise have dropped from d ~ e  482 FW ioles. This is n cosmetic fix. 



2. Another partial solution is obtaining PTI 204 authority from ARPC to allow us to more 
quickly gain new recruits, thereby potentially increasing by 21 the number of personnel on our 
roles on 30 September 1995. 

3.  The above two solutions should permit the 482 FW to obtain 98 percent manning on the 
books on 30 September, however, these are not long-term solutions with which we should be 
satisfied. 

4. The long-term sollution for manning at HARB is retention of a quality workforce and 
increasing morale and job satisfaction. We must identify and address the re:asons the members 
warlt to leave the 482 FW. Some of the more significant and recurring reasons being given by 
exiting . personnel . include: 

- -MI.- 

a. Perceived lack of promotion opportunities 

b. Retraining linked with demotion (Year of Training initiatives) 

c. Depressing surroundings and working conditions 

d. upcoming inspections 

5.  We are attempting to implement fixes that are easy and most readily apparent (i.e., clean 
andfor replace carpeting, upyardc rccr eational facilities, add picnic tables, landscape, provide 
shower facilities, inccease qleanliness in the All Rar~ks Club, billeting and o.ffice areas). 

I 

6. We are attempting to irzcreasc inorale somewhat by proposed celebrations (i.e., Memorial 
Day, VE: Day, BX Grand Opening, Quality Day, Earti1 Day). Base personnel need to know that 
wing leadership are, themselves, totally cornrnitted to participating and making Homestead ARB 
a better working environment. 

7. Commar~ders have been charged wit11 recognizing their performers. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

1. The 482 FW may not make its 98 percent nlanr~ing goal by 30 September 1995. 

2. Unless drastic changes occur, the 482 FW will not maintain 98 percent manning past the end 
of stop-gap measures. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Obtain PTI 204 authority frorrl W C / D P K A .  



2. Maintain the I80day A F R E S  policy. 

3. Increase efforts and means in minority communities to seek out qualified recruits. 

4. Follow through with proposed celebrations. 

5 .  Implement quick, easy, cosnletic fixes. 

6. Retain our people. 

7. Meet customer (reservist) require~nents regarding faciiities, programs, etc. they expect, and 
to which they are entitled but which are currently beyond the meam of the Wing to provide. 

-& 
Gen USAFR 

cc: AFRES/DPRC, ATTN: CMSgt S o w e l l  
TSgt  Pr in tup  
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MEMORANDUM FOR LT COL BEYER 15 Jun 95 

UNIT RECRUITMENT NUMBERS 

1. As related in two recent forums Eor the BRAC Commission, 
the 482 FW went from 106% manned prior to Andrew to 76% fol- 
lowing the storm. Last year at this time, our unit was manned 
at 85% and from May '94 to May '95 we have accessed 479 new- 
comers. As of today, we are 101% manned. Our latest nurnbers 
are as follows: 

1189 Authorized 1201 Assigned - 101.0 
Reference has apparently been made to a HQ AFRES inquiry 

about our low manning and their request for a "game planu to 
reach year end goals (ATCH 1; 3 Mar 95) . Our subsequent re- 
sponse gave what, at that time, appeared to be some limiting 
factors as well as our plan to succeed (ATCH 2; 17 Mar 95). 
Interesting to note is that our recent success is due t.o the 
fact that many of the original limiting factors have been 
corrected. We are now forecasting to remain above 100% manned 
for the remainder of the year as well as into FY 96. 

If the intent of submitting these documents has been 
to burst our recruiting base's bubble, I'd say the above 
figures speak well for the Dade County recruiting area, 
our unit recruiters, and our plan bec:ause, with four months 
left in the fiscal year, we are 17 recruits away from reaching 
AFRES' goal for us (1830 assigned to 482d, 301st, 822d). We 
have actually exceeded the plan for Dade County and the 482d 
while efforts to the north (301st and 822d) are slightly behind. 

2. The above numbers are 482 FW specific and do not reflect 
the 301 RQS and 822 ASTS, Patrick AFB. Our MPC is responsible 
for tracking their manning and our recruiters are given their 
allocations since we have the closest Reserve Personnel and 
Recruiting offices. Conversely, we have no control over the 
one recruiter who services the Melbourne and Orlando areas as 
he is assigned to the 94 AW, Dobbins ARB, Ga. Just for argu- 
ments sake, however, here are the figures for the two Patrick 
assigned units, as of today: 

301 RQS 

452 Authorized 422 Assigned = 94.0% 

822 ASTS 

191 Authorized 190 Assigned = 99.5% 



3. The numbers would demonstrate that ~ade/~roward is a much more 
fertile recruiting ground than is ~revard/Palm Beach/Martin counties. 
Please feel free to call me at (DSN) 791-7002 or (305) 224-7002 if 
I may be of further assistance. 

w 
ig Gen, USAFR 

2 ATCH: 
3 Mar 95 HQ AFRES LTR 
17 Mar 95 482d Response 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WI FORCE RESERVE 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

PRMI: A F R E S / ~  
155 2nd Street 
Robins AFB GA 31098-1635 

SUBJECT: FY95 Strength Shortfall 

1. As I indicated i n  my 20 Jan 95 Memo, the End-Strengt:h Manage- 
ment B o a r d  will look a t  wing manning levels along with t:he man- 
dated FY95 CV goals monthly. Your unit manning fa l l s  barlow our 
minimum acceptable level of 98 percent. We recognize that w i t h  
a l l  t h e  uncertainty and varied circumstances occurring tihrouqhout 
the ecmmand, as well as your Wing, there may be unique limiting 
factors precluding you fram reaching your end-strength crbjectives. 
However, it is of paramount hportanc:e that we work thrcrugh these 
obstacles in order to m e e t  the USAFR end-strength for F9195. 

2 .  I am tasking each of you t o  prwide m e  w i t h  your game plan and 
other unitlwing measures being taken to meet your end-strength 
objective. Please provide data to BQ AFRES/DPRC not later than 
15 Mar 95 .  We will repeat this reqursst each month for those  un i t s  
that f a l l  b e l w  the 98 percent minimum. My act ion officrers an 
this issue are CWgt sowell 
497-1337, respectively. 

Attachment: 
Distribution L i s t  



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE A,KH 3 
UR#)RQlmEnvE - 

17 March 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFRES/CVA 

FROM: 482d Fighter Wig 
360 Coral Sea Blvd, Box 10 
Homestead ARB FL 33039-1299 

SUBJECT: Staff Study - FY95 Strength Shortfall (Yr Ltr, 3 Mar 95) 

- - -- .-- 
PROBLEM: The mariig in the 482 FW is below the minimum accepMle level o T B % p & z ~ -  --- -. 
ASSUMPTIONS: The Miami population base would support a manning in excess of 98 percent. 

FACTS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM: 

1. Prior to Hurricane Andrew, 482 FW manning was at 106 percent. 

2. After Hurricane Andrew, and during the unit's TDY to MacDill AFB, 482 FIV manning was 
at an all-time low of 74 percent. Many personnel otherwise counted as available were not active 
participants. 

3. Immediately upon return to Homestead ARB, we found that the base meets no USAF quality 
of life standards: 

a. No base gas station 

b. No active duty presence and associated programs for which we reservists are eligible 

d. No commissary 

e. No Clothing Sales 

f.' Substandard billeting 

g. Inadequate club facilities 

h. No recreational facilities 

i. No dining facility 



j. Limited off-base housing 

k Promised facilities were not ready upon unit's return 

I. Most existing facilities are far below USAF standards 

4. Many personnel did not return to Homestead ARB from MacDill AFB because they had lost 
their homes in the Homestead area andfor obtained permanent employment in the MacDill AFB 
area. iC 

5. During July 1994,482 FW Recruiters took the initiative to obtain Atlas Variables of local 
prior-service military personnel currently in inactive status from the Air Reserve Personnel 
Center (ARPC). They have since been exhaus'&. Currently, projected losses far outnumber 
projected gains. The vast majority of eligible military-aged high school graduates in the Miami 
area are minorities. Only five percent of that population are viable/available applicants. Only 
one percent of these actually qualify. Most are INS 15 1 "green card resident alieins" andlor have 
past criminal records. In addition, most heavily populated minority high schools are in areas that 
are physically dangerous to recruiters. 

6. The All Ranks Club is open; however, no efforts have been made to improve the club or its 
membership. 

7. Off-base housing and hotels/motels are numerous and affordable in the Hom1:stead area. 
Base billeting continues to be substandard. 

8. The small, inadequate on-base fitness center is open; however, base personne:l are convinced 
there will never be an adequate base gym, and the building remains boarded up. 

9. The shuttle is operating Charleston-Tampa-Homestead; however, this does not help us for 
the Patrick AFB, Eglin AFB, Jacksonville or Orlando areas where there are concentrations of 
military-aged and qualified personnel. 

10. The BX/CommissarylClothing Sales Mart is scheduled to open 11 May 1995.. 

DISCUSSION: 

1. The first possible solution is as a result of the new AFRES policy restricting projected losses 
from dropping from file for 180 days unless a replacement is found sooner. Impl~xnenting this 
policy at Homestead will result in approximately 96 personnel on file 30 September 1995 who 
would othemise have dropped from the 482 FW roles. This is a cosmetic fix. 



2. Another partial solution is obtaining PTI 204 authority from ARPC to dow us to more 
quickly gain new recruits, thereby potentially increasing by 21 the number of p e r s o ~ e l  on our 
roles on 30 September 1995. 

3. The above two solutions should permit the 482 FW to obtain 98 percent manning on the 
books on 30 September, however, these are not long-term solutions with which we should be 
satisfied. 

- 
4. The long-term sollution for manning at HARB is retention of a quality worldorce and 
increasing morale and job satisfaction. We must identsfy and address the reasons the members 
warit to leave the 482 FW. Some of the more siMcant and recurring reasons being given by 
exiting personnel include: - - 

- -F'.- 

a Perceived lack of promotion opportunities 

b. Retraining linked with demotion (Year of Training initiatives) 

c. Depressing surroundings and working conditions 

d. upcoming inspections 

5. We are attempting to implement fixes that are easy and most readily apparent (i.e., clean 
andfor replace carpeting, upgarde recreational facilities, add picnic tables, landscape, provide 
shower facilities, increase cleanliness in the All Ranks Club, billeting and office areas). 

6. We are attempting to increase morale somewhat by proposed celebrations (i.t:., Memorial 
Day, VE Day, BX Grand Opening, Quality Day, Earth Day). Base personnel need to know that 
wing leadership are, themselves, totally committed to participating and making Homestead ARB 
a better working environment. 

7. Commanders have been charged with recognizing their performers. 

1. The 482 FW may not make its 98 percent manning goal by 30 September 1995. 

2. Unless drastic changes occur, the 482 FW will not maintain 98 percent mann'ing past the end 
of stop-gap measures. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Obtain PTI 204 authority from ARPCIDPRA. 



2. Maintain the 1804ay AFRES policy. 

3. Increase efforts and means in minority communities to seek out qualified recruits. 

4. Follow through with proposed celebrations. 

5.  Implement quick, easy, cosmetic fuces. 

,, 
6. Retain our people. 

7. Meet customer (reservist) requirements regarding facilities, programs, etc. they expect, and 
to which they are entided but which are currently beyond the means of the Wing to provide. 

cc: AE'RES/DPRC, ATTN: CMSgt Smell 
TSgt Printup 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES A IR  FORCE 

6 JUh 1995 

r. i - 
I a " . z 3 1 1 7 . , '  "- *.-** 

, I +-, r - + ~ ~ ~ P ~ ~ ~ ~ - 3  \ 
MEMORANDUM FOR Defense Base Closure arid Realigrlnient Commission 

(Mr. David Lyles) 

FROM: AFfRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1 670 

SUBJECT: Addition of Andersen South Housing Area to Realignment of Naviil Air 
Station Agana, Guam 

Request the addition of Andersen South housing area to the realignment of Naval 
Air Station Agana, Guam. The BRAC 95 plan calls for relocation of the Navy HC-5 unit 
to Kaneohe Hawaii arid the deactivation of the Navy Public Works Center (PWC) Guam. 

The Air Force has hosted Navy flying units at Andersen AFB and provided 
housing support for Navy farriilies beginning with the Navy VRC-SO carrier logistic 
resupply unit and now the Navy HC-5 heiicoptex unit. Andersen South family housing 
capacity has been required to support the family load of these Navy missions. 
Additionally, PWC has provided significant change of occuparlcy maintenance work on a 
reimbursable basis that the Air Forct: and on-islarid c;ontracturs could nu[ perfurrrl. 
'I'l~erefol-e, the 360 unit Andersen South family housing area will be excess to Ai r  Force 
riecds due to RRAC 95 Naky realign~nents. 

'The table below shows the estit~iated net savings by consolidating housing 
operations on Andersen's main base: 

F y 9 1  FY98 FY99 FYOO -- FYO 1 
Total Savings $ 1 . 8 6 ~  $?.17M $2.18M $2.1RM 82.19M 

Caretaker Cost* $.5M $.5M $.5M 
Environmental Costs* * $.08M $.75M - 

Net Savings S1.28M $1.47M $1.68M $2.18M $2.19M 

* Caretaker costs are for minimal maintenance of units and grounds until tra~~sfer occurs 
* *  Environmental costs are for EBS, EIAP, and potential reniediation requirements. 
Thcre arc no Installation Restoration Program (IKP) sites at Andersen South housing. 



?'he Commander Naval Forces Marianas (COMNAVMAR) is the Joint Forces 
authority for land use on Guam and has developed a comprehensive Guam Land Use l'lan 
(G1,IJP). COMNAVMAR supports our initiative to include Andersen South housing as 
part of BRAC: 95. We believe adding Andessen South to the RRAC 95 plan is ].he best 
way to support the Air Base and the people of Guam. 

. BLUME Jr. ,  Maj Gen. USAF 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
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Date 061'1 6/95 

L ~ u m b e r  of pages inc/ud/ng [rover shed 2 

TO: Commissioner Cornella 

Defense Base Closure & 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore St. 

Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone (703) 696-0504 

Fax Phone (703) 696-0550 

FROM: Jim Cawy 

President 

Team Concepts 

13539 S~nallwood Lane 

Chantilly, VA 22021 

Phone (703) 378-5350 

Fax Phone (703) 378-5325 

CC: 

I REMARKS: IXI urgent For your review Reply A SAP Please Comment 

I was asked to forward you a copy of the following potential Air Force 
KC-1 35 tanker beddown option. 

If you have any questions, please call me. 



.J 1 I:! I~~E,E'.( 

The Best Possible Relocation of KC-135 Tanker Adrcraft 

Background: The BRAC 95 C o m s s l o n  has before ~t several options that involve KC-135 
tanker aircraft- 1) the DoD recommendation to relocate Malmstrom AFB's 12 KC-135 tanker 
aircraft to MacDill AFB; and 2) the Comrrusslon's added option of relocating Grand Forks 
AFB's 48 KC-135 tanker alrcraft to another locatton(s). The Alr Force has expre~sed a desire to 
maintain a nuclear deterrence capability In the North-Central U.S. and requested that the 
Comrmssion reject a total closure of Grand Forks AFB. AddltionalIy, the Air Force has agreed 
that there is a major shortfall of tanker a~rcraft In the South, especially the Southeast. In fact, 
recent BRAC 95 Comrmssion hearing statements indicate that the Southeast has 27 percent of 
the peacetlme tanker requirements but only 7 percent of the tankers, but IIO solutiot~ to this 
tanker shortfall was presented by the Alr Force. 

Discussion: However, there are options to resolve all concerns: save scarce budget dollars, 
retain tankers in the North as nuclear deterrence assets, and solve the serious tanker shortfall 
in the South. Specifically, if the Comrnlsslon endorses relocating Malmstrom's 12 KC-] 359 and 
Grand Forks' 48 KC-135s as follows, all of these concerns will be met: 

Actions Required: Realign Malmstrom AFB (retalr.1 mlss~le field) and close Grand Forks 

Relocate force structure to: 

Ellsworth AFB, SD * 18 KC-135s (retains tankers in North-Central U.S.) 
MacDill AFB, FL 16 KC-135s (helps resolve tanker shortfall ~n Southeast) 
Dyess AFB, TX * 3 6 KC-135s (helps resolve tanker shortfall ~n South) 
Robins AFB, GA " 10 KC-135s (helps resolve tanker shortfall in Southeast) 

KC-135s are totally compahhle w ~ t h  currently assigned force structure 
" KC-135s are compatible wlth currently ass~gned JSTARs alrcraft 

Although the above scenario does not comply w ~ t h  the  Air Force's "one base-one boss" pol~cy, 
~t does resolve the serious tanker shortfall in the South, saves scarce budget dollars, and 
retains tankers in the North-Central U.S. It  is ~niportant to note that, all of the above locations 
have had permdnently ass~gned tanker aircraft In the resent past and st111 reta~n I he requ~red 
infrastructure to support KC-135 tanker alrcraft, w ~ t h  the exception of MacD~ll AFB. 
Therefore, rnll~tary construction requ~rements would be min~mal. Although this optimal 
soiution doe3 reloc~te tankers from two bases to four, thr operational peacetime and 
deterrence advantages gained outweigh the potentla1 impacts of increasing the n u  mtwr of 
tanker locations In fact, when long run operating costs are totalled, ~t will probably be less 
expensive to heddown the tanker force as dep~ctecl above pnmarlly due to reducc3d ORtM costs 
~ncurred in the Southern versus Northern locat~ons, e.g., meeting the tanker dem,qnd in the 
South. 

Coaclusion: Consideration must be given to relocahng tanker assets as depfcted above. T h ~ s  
option saves money, increases peacetime productivity, and retams nuclear deterrmce. 
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Date 06/16/95 
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FROM: Jim Casey 

President 

Team Concepts 

13539 S.mallwood Lane 

Chantilly, VA 22021 

Phone (703) 378-5330 

Fax Phone (703) 378-5325 

CC: 

I REMARKS: EI urgent For your review 0 Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Commissioner Cox, 

I was asked to forin7ard you a copy of the following potential Air Force 
KC-135 tanker beddown option. 

If you have any questions, please call me 



The Best Possible Relocation of KC-135 Tanker Aircraft 

Background: The BRAC 95 Comrmsslon has before ~t several opt~ons  that involve KC-135 
tanker aircraft: 1) the DoD recommendation to relocate Malmstrom AFB's 12 KC -135 tanker 
alrcraft to MacD~ll AFB; and 2) the Commission's added option of relocating Grand Forks 
AFB's 48 KC-135 tanker a~rcraft to another location(s) The Air Force has expresised a desire to 
maintain a nuclear deterrence capabll~ty In the North-Central U.S. and requested that the 
Comrmss~on reject a total closure of Grand Forks AFB. Addltlonally, the Air Force has agreed 
that there is a malor shortfall of tanker aircraft in the South, es~wcially the Snuti-least In fact, 
recent BRAC 95 Comrmsston hearlng statements lndirate thdt the Southeast has 27 percent of 
the peac-etin-rt. tanker requirements but only 7 percent of the tankers, but no solution to this 
tanker shortfall was presented by the Air Force. 

Discussion: However, there are options to resolve all concerns: save scarce budget dollars, 
retaln tankers In the North as nuclear deterrence assets, nnci solve the serious tanker shortfnll 
in the South. Specifically, if the Commission endorses relocating Malmstrom's 12 KC-735s and 
Grand Forks' 48 KC-1 35s as follows, all of these concerns will Iw met: 

Adions Required: Real~gn Malmstrom AFB (retain missile field) and close Grand Forks 

Relocate force structure to: 

Ellsworth AFB, SD * 18 KC-1 35s (retains tankers in North-Central U.S.) 
MacDill AFB, FL 16 KC-135s (helps resolve tanker shortfall ~n Southeast) 
Dyess AFB, TX ' 16 KC-135s (helps resolve tanker shortfall in South) 
Robins AFB, GA " 10 KC-135s (helps resolve tanker shortfall ~n Southeast) 

* KC-135s are totally compatible wlth currently assigned force structure 
" KC-135s are compatible with currently asslgned JSTARs aircraft 

Although the above scenarln does not comply with the Alr Force's "one base-one boss" pollcy, 
~t does resolve the serious tanker shortfall in the South, saves scarce budget dolleirs, and 
retains tankers in the North-Central U.S It  1s important to note that, all of the above locat~ons 
have had permanently asslgned tanker aircraft in the recent past and still retain the requ~red 
~nfraatructure to support KC-135 tanker aircraft, wlth the exceptton of MacDllI AFB 
Therefore, m~litary construction requirements would he minimal. Although this opt~rnal 
solution does relocate tankers from two bases to four, the operatlonai peacetime and 
deterrence advantages ga~ned  outwelgh the potential Impacts of lncreaslng the number of 
tanker locations. In fact, when long run operating costs are totalled, ~t wlll probably be less 
expensive to beddown the tanker force ds depicted above prtmnnly due  to reduccd O&M costs 
incurred In the Southern versus Northern locations, e g., meeting the tanker demand In the 
South. 

Concltlsion: Consideration must be given to relocating tanker assets as depicted above. This 
option saves money, increases peacetime productivity, and retains nuclear deterrence 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suitc 1425 ~ l g r  $.a ~ ~ u I F & ~ T  
A-lington, VA 22209 $??%-.- 5q&Jkrp33 
Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Attached is a letter that I recently received from the Hampton Roads Planning District 
Commission raising very serious issues of  concenl v;ith the proposed privatization of tlir Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Cr'me Division Detachment, Louisville, Ke~ltucky ("NSWC"') Th i s  
paper brings to light several critical reasolis why the Louisville rcusc plan is not in thc bcst 
interest of the Department of the Navy. thc Depnrt~nent of Defense or the people of the llnited 
Statcs. 

In particular. the following conscque~~ces are presented in this paper: 

b The premise of the plan that contractor's be awarded sole source contracts from 
thc Department o f  the Navy leaves the Navy at the nlercy of onc cupplicr who \vill 
be able to set the prices and the terms of the contract by which the: Navy receives 
its gun supplies. 

C The plm circ~unvents the er,tirt: dcl'cnse bast- clusure ;ind realignment process by 
merely shifting the cost of operatio11 of the facility from thc Navy to thc 
community (through its contractor) who will in turn, pass back tht: cost to thc 
Navy by increasing the cost of the product sold to the Navy. 

b Privatization of NSWC denies the savings and efficiencies of cross-se~vicing that 
the Joint Cross-Service Group on Depot Maintenance sought to accomplish when 
it made its reccrmmenclation not onlj for the ~ I O S U ~ C  of NSWC', hut to rclocntc thi. 
functions at Watervliet and Norfolk. 

I believe that the issues raised above. and in the attached paper. needs the direc.1 attention 
of the Commission. I would appreciate thc Comn~ission's careful rcvicw of tl~csc \:cry scrious 
problems of the Louisville community priva~ization plan and a response with reg;ird 10 t hy  me~.it 
of these concerns. 

PRINTFD ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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June 12, 1995 

Honomble John Warner 
225 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-4601 

Dear Senator Warner: 

As a result of the recommended closure of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane 
Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky ("NSW(:"), the Louisville commur~ity has proposed 
a plan to privatize the facility and its equipment. The details of the Louisville piivatization plan, 
which until this juncture were largely unknown, have recently been unveiled. Tlle proposed 
structure of the Louisvillc community plan raises issues as to why thc implcrr~cntalion of such 
a reuse privatization plan is not in  the best interest of the Department of the Navy, the 
Department of Defense or the people of the United States. 

The Louisville community's plan is to facilitate a privatization through an Economic 
Development Convcyancc of the NSWC from thc Navy to the City of Louisvillc. In thc intcrim, 
the community would attempt to enter into an indefinite long-term lease of the facility with the 
Navy. Although there is a legal arugument regarding the issue of whether i t  is within the 
jurisdiction of the Commission to consider the Louisville plan as i t  could be considered "advance 
conversion planning," we would refer the Commission to a brief that was submitted by Kutak 
Rock.' However, we do feel that the particulars of the Louisville proposal ralses many issues 
of concern that need to be addressed. Thus, we offer the following analysis based solely on the 
rncrits o f  the Louisvillc community privatization plan. 

- 

That the Commission may not consider "advance conversion planning" is addressed in  a 
memorandum from the law firm Kutak Rock which was submitted to the Corn~nission for your 
review, The legal analysis in that memorandum concludes that t h e  Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides that neither the Secretary nor the Commission 
may take into account, for any purpose, any "advance conversion planning" undertaken by a11 
affected community with respect to the anticipated closure or realignment of an installation. And 
that under the Act, "advance conversion planning" includes the development of "contingency 
redevelopment plans," such as the Louisville privatization plan. 
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1. A sole source contract as proposed by the Louisville conlnlullity plan would 
ultimately lenve the Department of the Navy at the mercy of one supplier who will 
be able to set the prices and the terms oC the corllmcl b y  which Iht: Navy receives 
its gun supplies. 

The Louisville community proposal and the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding 
("MOU") with Hughes and United Defense are premised upon the Navy awarding sole source 
contracts to those entities.' It should come as no surprise that Hughes and United Defense are 
willing to enter into a sole sourcing contract whereby they can lock the Navy into any yiicc i t  
desires, once the Navy has divested itself from the equipment and facilities ai: the NSWC. 

In short, a sole source contract leaves the Navy at the mercy of a n~onopoly supplier to 
set the price for the product. The Louisville plan would have DoD conduct an Ekonomic 
Development Conveyance to the City for the land, real-estate and equipment. If the contractor 
later chooses not to perform because it wants more money, goes bankrupt, etc. the Navy does 
not havc any recourse. And, under a sole source cci~llract, l h ~ r r :  is 11u ubliga[iul~ fur anybody 
else to perform. 

- Moreover, Secretary of the Navy John Ilalton's recent remarks with regard to 
privatization are most applicable to the proposal that Louisville has set forth. The Secretary 
testified on June 14, 1995 at the BRAC heating that although the Navy supports privatization 
plans, he does so a if they entail "private swtor facilities and employees !:ornu& under 
applicable statutes, policies ad regulations. " Clmly B m u s c  the Louisville con1 muni t y  plan 
assumes a sole source contract the competition component of the Secretary's support has not 
heen meet. 

' Whether the Navy actually possesses the authority to bypass the statutorily mandared cost 
comparison requirements for contracting out work mid the cotnpetition requirement under the 
Competition in Contracting Act ("CICA") has not been resolved and is likely to be challenged. 
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In addition, we are all aware that the government contract negotiating l~rocess is arduous 
and there is no guarantee that a contract mutually agreeable to all parties (the Navy, Hughes and 
United Defense) can be reached. Thus, as this is the  last authorized round of base closures and 
realignments, if a contract cannot be hammered out and the Comniission makes a 
recommendation to privatize the facility, the Navy will be Icft holding thc Louisvillc facility 
unable to relocate the work to other bases, as cuner~tly recommended by the DoD, and the Navy 
and the United States taxpayer will continue to incur the costs of opera~ring NSWC as a 
government owned facility. 

2. Under the hutsville community privatization plan the Navy will in effect pay for 
double-overhead, thereby costing the government more money thon if it continued 
to operate the facility nt NSWC, in nddition to foregoing thc savings to bc gained 
from closure of the facility. 

The current value of the existing infrastructure at NSWC Louisville, including only the 
land and the plant, totals $282.5 M.' Under the privatization plan h u i s v i l l ~ ~  would have the 
Navy convey this ~nfrastructure to the community. These infrastructure overhead costs and base 
operating support costs will eventilally be passed back to the Navy in somr: form under the 
privatization plan. If the Navy does not convcy thc propcrty to LouisvilIc .at its fair rnarkct 
value, the Navy not only loses the value of the property, but also must continue to incur the 
"sunk" costs that will be incurred at the two facilities which are recommended to receive the 
work from NSWC. Conversely, if the Navy charges the conimunity fair market value for the 
land and equipment, that cost will be passed back to the Navy as overhead through the price of 
the product set by the contractors. 

In addition, under the terms of thc MOU as cntcrcd into by the City of Louisvillc with 
Hughes and United Defense, the Navy is ultimately scheduled to become a 1es:;e.e of the City of 
Louisville once the Economic Development Conveyance occurs. Not o111y will this be 
expensive, but we are of the understanding that such a lease is  currently precluded by DoD and 
GSA pr~cedure.~ Moreover, under the terms of  the MOU with Hughes, Hughes anticipates 

- .  

Numbers are based on speciflcatfons from NAVFAC P-164 (Sep. 30, 1994.) 

See Memorandum from GSA General Counsel to Assistant Secretary of  Defense dated 
February 8, 1995 citing an opinion of the Controller General. 65 Cornp. Gen. 330 (Feb. 25, 
1986.) 
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reimbursement of up to $5 million for initial investment costs. The MOU does not specify who 
Hughes anticipates paying the reimbursement, however, it is an additional cost which must be 
factored into the cost of privatization. Thus, the costs of privatization could well exceed any 
savings, if any, that will occur from the privatization. 

3. Privatization of NSWC Louisville would ckcurnvent the defense b s e  closure and 
realignment process and the savings that will be achieved through the closure of 
NSWC. 

Clearly, the primary objective of BRAC i s  to generate financial savings through the 
reduction and realignment of military forces. However, the secondary objective, and the logical 
dcsircd outcome, is to also generate savings through the consolidation of activities at remaining 
facilities with excess capacity. 

The ~ u i s v i l l e  community proposal denies this secondary benefit at the two additional 
government-owned facilities that woi~ld have received the huisville workload. Thus. not only 
does this proposal deny the savings of closing the Louisville facility, it also denies the savings 
associated with back-filling the two additional bases that are recommended to receive the work 
from NSWC with the resulting savings from economies of scale. 

4. Privatization of NSWC would deny achieving the savings nnd efficiencies of cross- 
servicing that the Joint Cross-Service Group on Depot Mainteaance souglit to 
accomplish when it made its recommendation not only for the closure of NSWC, but 
to reloate the functions at Watervllet and Norfolk. 

Thc Dcputy Secretary of Defense in a Jarlua~y 7,  1995 nlenlorandu~n sets fort11 p l i c y  
guidance on the base closure process. In this memorandum the Secretary addresses cross- 
servicing npprtrrnities and provides that where operational and cost-effec.tive, the Services 
should strive to retain in only one Service military-unique capabilities used by two or more 
Services; consolidate workload across the Services to reduce capacity; and assign operational 
units from more than one Service to a single bzse. 

The DUD'S prrspsd  corlsolidatiurl uf the Navy's gun barrel plalirlg wurkloacl LU thc 
Army's Watervliet Arsenal in New York allows for a cross-servicing effbrt between the 
Department of the Navy and the Department nf the Army. T h e  c n r n m u n i t y ' ~  plan whnhgeq thiq 

attempt at cross-servicing. 
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Moreover, anticipated savings from the closure of NSWC Louisville, based on the 
consolidation of activities to facilities where excess capacity currently exists, will be lost. 
Although the community plan mantains that savings w~ll  result from the pri\~atmtion because 
infrastructure and worker costs to the DoD will be eliminated, the proposed privatization does 
not take into consideration the savings that will bc achieved at othcr installations from reducing 
excess capacity at those bases. 

To allow Louisville, or any community affected by a closure, to pirivatize a facility 
through long-term interim l a s e s  m d  concessionary property transfers would effectively render 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's decisions to close: sucll facilities a 
nullity. Therefore, we urge the Commission to strongly resist any efforts to effectuate 
privatization of NSWC Louisville through long-term interim leases and transfer of ownership 
between the Louisville community and the Navy. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Arthur Collins .J 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Attached is a letter that I recently received from the Hampton Roads Planning District 
CwTnvission r~isino D very serieus iser;es of rc?r?c?rr, with 5-e proposed pri~;atiz3tbr: 9f the Nzy.lsl 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, I,ouisville, Kentucky ("NSVJC"). This 
paper brings to light several critical reasons why the Louisville reuse plan is not in the best 
interest of the Department of the Navy, the Departmenl. of Defense or the people of the United 
States. 

In particular, the following consequences are presented in this paper: 

b The premise of the plan that contractor's be awarded sole source cointracts from 
the Department of the Navy leaves the Navy at the mercy of one supplier who will 
be able to set the prices and the terms of the contract by which the Navy receives 
its gun supplies. 

b The plan circumvents the entire defense base closure and realignment process by 
merely shifting the cost of operation of the facility from the Navy to the 
community (through its contractor) who will in turn, pass back the cost to the 
Navy by increasing the cost of the product sold to the Navy. 

b Privatization of NSWC denies the savings and efficiencies of cross-servicing that 
the Join? r'rosq-Service CTt.~up Qn Depot Maintenance sought to accomplish when 
it msde its recorz~xendati~rz not onb for the closure of NSWC, but it;o re!oi&te the 
functions at Watervliet and Norfolk. 

I believe that the issues raised above, and in the attached paper, needs the direct attention 
of the Commission. I would appreciate the Commission's careful review of these very serious 
problems of the Louisville community privatization plan and a response with regard to the merit 
of these concerns. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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June 12, 1995 

Honorable John Warner 
225 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-4601 

Dear Senator Warner: 

As a result of the recommended closure of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane 
Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky ("NSWC"), the Louisville communit:y has proposed 
a plan to privatize the facility and its equipment. The details of the Louisville privatization plan, 
which until this juncture were largely unknown, have recently been unveiled. The proposed 
structure of the Louisville community plan raises issues as to why the impleme~ltation of such 
a reuse privatization plan is not in the best interest of the Department of the Navy, the 
Department of Defense or the people of the United States. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 

The Louisville community's plan is to facilitate a privatization through an Economic 
Development Conveyance of the NSWC from the Navy to the City of Louisville. In the interim, 
the community would attempt to enter into an indefinite long-term lease of the facility with the 
Navy. Although there is a legal arugument regarding the issue of whether ii: is within the 
jurisdiction of the Commission to consider the Louisville plan as it could be consiclered "advance 
conversion planning," we would refer the Commission to a brief that was submitted by Kutak 
Rock.' However, we do feel that the particulars of the Louisville proposal raisr:s many issues 
of concern that need to be addressed. Thus, we offer the following analysis based solely on the 
merits of the Louisville community privatization plan. 

' That the Commission may not consider "advance conversion planning" is addressed in a 
memorandum from the law firm Kutak Rock which was submitted to the Commj,ssion for your 
review. The legal analysis in that memorandum concludes that the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, provides that neither the Secretary nor the Commission 
may take into account, for any purpose, any "advance conversion planning" undertaken by an 
affected community with respect to the anticipated closure or realignment of an installation. And 
that under the Act, "advance conversion planning" includes the development of "contingency 
redevelopment plans," such as the Louisville privatization plan. 

HEAOOUARTERS .THE REGIONAL BUILOIP~G .723 WOODLAKE DRIVE.  CHESAPE~AKE. V~RGINIA 23320. re,-) C' 423-e339 
PENINSULA OFFICE. HAREOUR C E V f i E  2 EATON STfiEET. SUITE 552 HAMFTON. V:fiGlNiA 23663 - ieW1 Z 8  23137 



Honorable John Warner 
June 12, 1995 
Page 2 

ANALYSIS 

1 A sole source contract as proposed by the Louisville community plan would 
ultimately leave the Department of the Navy at the mercy of one supplier who will 
be able to set the prices and the terms of the contract by which the! Navy receives 
its gun supplies. 

The Louisville community proposal and the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding 
("MOUw) with Hughes and United Defense are premised upon the Navy awarding sole source 
contracts to those en ti tie^.^ It should come as no surprise that Hughes and United Defense are 
willing to enter into a sole sourcing contract whereby they can lock the Navy j.nto any price it 
desires, once the Navy has divested itself from the equipment and facilities at the NSWC. 

In short, a sole source contract leaves the Navy at the mercy of a monopoly supplier to 
set the price for the product. The Louisville plan would have DoD conduct an Economic 
Development Conveyance to the City for the land, real-estate and equipment. If the contractor 
later chooses not to perform because it wants more money, goes bankrupt, etc. the Navy does 
not have any recourse. And, under a sole source contract, there is no obligation for anybody 
else to perform. 

Moreover, Secretary of the Navy John Dalton's recent remarks with regard to 
privatization are most applicable to the proposal that Louisville has set forth. The Secretary 
testified on June 14, 1995 at the BRAC hearing that although the Navy supports privatization 
plans, he does so g& if they entail "private sector facilities and employees ca~mpeting under 
applicable statutes, policies and regulations." Clearly because the Louisville community plan 
assumes a sole source contract the competition component of the Secretary's :support has not 
been meet. 

Whether the Navy actually possesses the authority to bypass the statutorily mandated cost 
comparison requirements for contracting out work and the competition requirejment under the 
Competition in Contracting Act ("CICA") has not been resolved and is likely to be challenged. 
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In addition, we are all aware that the government contract negotiating prlocess is arduous 
and there is no guarantee that a contract mutually agreeable to all parties (the Na~vy, Hughes and 
United Defense) can be reached. Thus, as this is the last authorized round of base closures and 
realignments, if a contract cannot be hammered out and the Commi:ssion makes a 
recommendation to privatize the facility, the Navy will be left holding the Louisville facility 
unable to relocate the work to other bases, as currently recommended by the DoD, and the Navy 
and the United States taxp3yer will continuz to incur the costs of operatirlg NSWC as a 
government owned facility. 

2. Under the Louisville community privatization plan the Navy will in1 effect pay for 
double-overhead, thereby costing the government more money than if it continued 
to operate the facility at NSWC, in addition to foregoing the savings to be gained 
from closure of the facility. 

The current value of the existing infrastructure at NSWC Louisville, including only the 
land and the plant, totals $282.5 M.3 Under the privatization plan Louisville would have the 
Navy convey this infrastructure to the community. These infrastructure overhead costs and base 
operating support costs will eventually be passed back to the Navy in some form under the 
privatization plan. If the Navy does not convey the property to Louisville at its fair market 
value, the Navy not only loses the value of the property, but also must continue to incur the 
"sunk" costs that will be incurred at the two facilities which are recommended to receive the 
work from NSWC. Conversely, if the Navy charges the community fair market value for the 
land and equipment, that cost will be passed back to the Navy as overhead through the price of 
the product set by the contractors. 

In addition, under the terms of the MOU as entered into by the City of Louisville with 
Hughes and United Defense, the Navy is ultimately scheduled to become a lessee of the City of 
Louisville once the Economic Development Conveyance occurs. Not olily will this be 
expensive, but we are of the understanding that such a lease is currently precluded by DoD and 
GSA pr~cedure.~ Moreover, under the terms of the MOU with Hughes, Hughes anticipates 

Numbers are based on specifications from NAVFAC P-164 (Sep. 30, 1994.) 

See Memorandum from GSA General Counsel to Assistant Secretary of Defense dated 
February 8, 1995 citing an opinion of the Controller General. 65 Comp. Gen. 330 (Feb. 25, 
1986.) 
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reimbursement of up to $5 million for initial investment costs. The MOU does not specify who 
Hughes anticipates paying the reimbursement, however, it is an additional coslt which must be 
factored into the cost of privatization. Thus, the costs of privatization could well exceed any 
savings, if any, that will occur from the privatization. 

3. Privatization of NSWC Louisville would circumvent the defense base closure and 
rca1ignn;ent process and the swings that *72! be achieved through the closure of 
NSWC. 

Clearly, the primary objective of BRAC is, to generate financial savings through the 
reduction and realignment of military forces. However, the secondary objective, and the logical 
desired outcome, is to also generate savings through the consolidation of activities at remaining 
facilities with excess capacity. 

The Louisville community proposal denies this secondary benefit at the two additional 
government-owned facilities that would have received the Louisville workload. Thus, not only 
does this proposal deny the savings of closing the Louisville facility, it also denies the savings 
associated with back-filling the two additional bases that are recommended to rt:ceive the work 
from NSWC with the resulting savings from economies of scale. 

4. Privatization of NSWC would deny achieving the savings and efficiencies of cross- 
servicing that the Joint Cross-Service Group on Depot Maintenance sought to 
accomplish when it made its recommendation not only for the closure of NSWC, but 
to relocate the functions at Watervliet and Norfolk. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense in a January 7, 1995 memorandum sets forth policy 
guidance on the base closure process. In thi? memorandum the Secretary addresses cross- 
servicing opportunities and provides that where operatio~~al and cost-effective, the Services 
should strive to retain in only one Service military-unique capabilities used b,y two or more 
Services; consolidate workload across the Services to reduce capacity; and assign operational 
units from more than one Service to a single base. 

The DoD's proposed consolidation of the Na.vy's gun barrel plating workload to the 
Army's Watervliet Arsenal in New York allows for a cross-servicing effo~t between the 
Department of the Navy and the Department of the Army. The community's plan sabotages this 
attempt at cross-servicing. 
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Moreover, anticipated savings from the closure of NSWC Louisviller, based on the 
consolidation of activities to facilities where excess capacity currently exist,s, will be lost. 
Although the community plan maintains that savings will result from the privatization because 
infrastructure and worker costs to the DoD will be eliminated, the proposed privatization does 
not take into consideration the savings that will be achieved at other  installation:^ from reducing 
excess capacity at those bases. 

SUMMARY 

To allow Louisville, or any community affected by a closure, to privatize a facility 
through long-term interim leases and concessionary property transfers would efFectively render 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's decisions to close such facilities a 
nullity. Therefore, we urge the Commission to strongly resist any efforts to effectuate 
privatization of NSWC Louisville through long-term interim leases and transfer of ownership 
between the Louisville community and the Navy. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Arthur Collins J 

Executive Director1Secreta1-y 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, IJSAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE:S, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear John: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a letter fiom the Hampton 
Roads Planning District Commission regarding the privatization proposal for the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments on this issue. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the infbrmation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information provided by the Hampton Roads Planning Commission will be given careful 
attention by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's militaqr 
infrastructure. 

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

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon w 
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OWEN PICKETT 
2ND DISTRICT 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2430 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, D.C.  20515 

(202) 225-421 5 

HOUSE OF REPRESE,NTATIVES 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

COMMITTEE: ON NATIONAL SECURITY 
- 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 205 15 RANKING MEMBER: 
SUBCOMMI'WEE ON MILITARY PERSONNEL 

June 16, 1995 SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY READINESS 

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am forwarding to you for the consideration of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment (BRAC) Commission the enclosed memorandum compiled by the Hampton 
Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC) concerning air conformity issues raised 
in regard to the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense to redirect FA-18 
Squadrons to NAS Oceana. The HRPDC has provided this information in response to a 
memorandum submitted to the BRAC Commission on behalf of North Carolina by the 
law firm of Ward and Smith regarding the air quality of Hampton Roads. 

I urge you to give the comments of the HRPC every due considera1:ion. I thank 
you in advance for your time and attention to this matter. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 

& g r  
Owen Pickett 
Member of Congress 

VIRGINIA BEACH OFFICE: 
2 7 1 0  VIROINIA BEACH BOULEVARD 
VIRGINIA BEACH, VIRGINIA 23452  
(804) 486-3710 

NORFOLK OFFICE: 
WARD'S CORNER 
112 EAST LITTLE CREEK ROAD 
NORFOLK. VA 23505  
(804) 583-51192 
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The Honorable Owen 6. Pickett 
U .S. Representative 
1204 Longworth HOB 
Washington, D.C. 2051 5 

Re; Comments on Ward & Smith, P.A. 
Memorandum of June 5, 1995, 
Regarding Air Corrformity 
Requirements Associated with 
FA-1 8 Squadron Fiedirect to 
NAS Qceana 

Dear Representative Pickett: 

The memorandum recently submitted to the BRAG Commission by 
North Carolina's paid consultants, the law firm of Ward ancl Smith, offers one 
possible legal interpretation of Clean Air Act requirements as they might apply 
to pending BRAC decisions. While containing much factual information, the 
memorandum strays into unfounded speculation and veiled threats of potential 
legal challenges. As a general observation, Ward andl Smith frequently 
confuse, or fail to differentiate between transportation-related air quality 
conformity and general conformity, the latter relating tcl point sources of 
hydrocarbon emissions. As Ward and Smith concede, the Navy BSEC has 
already provided views on its responsibilities regarding general conformity 
determinations and confidence in a positive outcome. Whille seeming to place 
all responsibility for obtaining conformity determinations on the Navy, much of 
Ward and Smith's discussion of EPA concerns relates to transportation-related 
conformity which, by law, invotves major planning and procedural 
responsibilities for state Departments of Transportation andl local Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPO). In Hampton Roads, the MPO is synonymous 
with the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission. As Executive 
Director/Secretary of both organizations, t feel cornpletent to add the 
transportation conformity dimension to the Navy's previous comments on 
overall conformity determination. 

Comprehensive rebuttal of all misrepresentafins in l'he Ward and Smith 
memorandum would require a lengthy essay. To provide al timely and concise 
response, the following commenlts'are limited to the numlxred "Summary of 
Concerns ..." beginning on page 9 of the memorandum: 

HEMOUAAYERS * THE REGKWAL BUILDING 723 WOODLAKE ORlVE CMESrtPEME. VIRGINIA 23320- (804) 420-9300 
Pf NlNSULA OFFICE HARBOUR CENTRE. 2 EATON STREET 4 SUITE 502. WMP70N. VIRGINIA 23660 (804) 728-2067 
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1 . The air qualdy of the Hampton Roads area is already poor.. .and not impmving. ..and, 
in fact, may be deterimting with regard fo ozone ... m d i W o n  of Cecil Field FA-7 8's 
will only exacehate the condifion and make attainment of the ozone NAAQS mom 
difficult. " 

Comments: 

"Poor" is a meaningless term implying a more serious problem than justified by the 
actual definition of "marginal nonattainmentoo in the case of tiampton Roads. The 
EPA designated Hampton Roads a "marginal ozone nonattainment area" in 
November, 1991. To demonstrate attainment, Hampton Roads musl: average no 
more than 1.0 expected exceedances of the ozone National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard (NAAQS) per year during a three-year period with the initial test period 
being 1991-1993. According to the EPA, Hampton Roads experiencecl an average 
number of 1.7 annual expected exceedances during the period 1991 -1 993, thereby 
failing to demonstrate attainment by the EPA specified deadline of November 15, 
1993. It should be noted that exceedances during this initial test pericd measured 
only slightly above the ozone standard (0.131 ppm compared to W I Q S  value of 
0.120 pprn). 

As clearly indicated in its Federal Register announcement of January 17, 1095, the 
EPA proposal to reclassify Hampton Roads as a "moderate nonattainment arean 
was based on the number of NAASQ exceedances during the overlapping periods 
1991-93 and 1992-94. While the EPA noted a lack of improvement during the 
period 1992-94, this result was largely due to the number of exceerdances and 
ozone levels occurring during 1992 and 1993 which affected both th~se-year test 
periods.' The Hampton Roads MPO contested the EPA's recornmiendation on 
January 17, 1995, in a letter to EPA Regional Director, Mr. Peter H. Kostmayer. 
This letter described significant improvements in Hampton Roads' air quality 
including no exceedance of any NAAQS for the past 18 months and an average of 
less than one hour of exceedance pet year for the past six years, The MPO letter 
also reported the latest test results on the Hampton Roads 201!j Financially 
constrained Transportation Plan indicating that hydrocarbon emirwion will be 
reduced by nearly 50%in the year 2015 as compared to our 1990 base-year 
conditions. In a response dated February 6, 1995, the EPA Region Ill Regional 
Administrator acknowledged that "We (the EPA) agree you (the Hatlnpton Roads 
MPO) are proactively and successfully addressing the issues of air quality in the 
Hampton Roads Region." On February 16, 1995, the MPO submitbed additional 
analyses to the EPA stressing the significant downward trend in mea~sured ozone 
levels over the past seven years. This letter also stressed voluntary actions taken 
to accelerate ozone level reduction within the nonattainment area, including the use 

 he Hampton Roads Suffolk monitor recorded no exceedances in 1991.2 in 1Q92,3 in 1993 and 
none in 1994, resulting in a 1.7 average for the test periods in both 1991-93 and 1992-94. 
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of reformulated gasoline beginning January I, 1995 and commitment c~f  $1 million 
to develop a program for enhanced inspection and maintenance (ICkM) for the 
region. Based on a review of our case, the EPA withdrew its direct final rule 
pertaining to conformity reclassification of Hampton Roads in a Fede~ral Register 
announcement of March 13,1995 (copy attached). In summary, redae;sification to 
a moderate nonattainment status is not "imminent," as Ward and Smith speculate, 
and there is absolutely no evidence to support the contention that our iair quality is 
"not improving and, in fact, may be deteriorating with regard to ozone." In fact, 
having experienced zero exceedances since 1993, we will have s;uccessfulty 
demonstrated conformity if no exceedances occur prior to November 15,1995. 

Regarding the air quality impact of FA-1 8 squadron realignments to NAS Oceana, 
the Hampton Roads MPO has already included proposed population data in our 
planning projections. As an adjunct to the recently submitted annual Tntnspottation 
Conformity Report prepared by ICF Kaiser for the Virginia Department of 
Transportation in accordance with FR 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, ICF Kaiser was 
requested to model and analyze the potential air quality impacts of proposed FA-I8 
and F-I4 realignments at NAS Oceana. In a memorandum to the Virginia VDOT 
dated June 7, 1995, ICF Kaiser reported that: 

"The BRAC '95 recommendations, if appmved, would uttimately msult in an 
employment population of 12,390 at Oceana in the year 2015. (Lhis population) 
would exceed the 7 990 baseline population in the Hampton Roads 201 5 Economic 
Forecast by only 60 ... This increase is highly insignificant (less than 1 pement). 
Thus, the BRAC '95 recommendation essenfiaIIy reptwsenfs a reerlignment of 
existing trips along the Hampton Roads transpodation network. It rvill have no 
significant impact on VMT nor vehicle emissions overall in the rmg;@n, and 
therefore, will have no impacts on the rwults of the recently completed 
conformity deterininations for the Hampton Roads nonattainmenrt area. " 

2. The State of Virginia has not yet developed an emissions budget f i r  Hampfon 
Roads, and apparently no computer modeling has been conducted; thus neither the 
Navy nor the B RAC Commission can determine whether FA-7 8 squaclmns can be 
accommodated wifhauf contributing to further violations of the ozone NAAQS. 

Comments: 

Extensive computer modeling has been accomplished for transportation conformity 
in accordance with FR 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93. As noted above, analysis of DoD 
recommended realignments at NAS Oceana confirms there will be no impacts on 
transportation conformity because of statistically insignificant changes in the 1990 
employment population baseline. As for point sources of emissions at lW Oceana 
affecting general conformity, there is every reason to believe point source emissions 
will also prove to be below or not significantly different than baseline le\rels since the 
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resulting base load is essentially equal to the 1990 base load, Moreover, the 1990 
base load included aircraft which produced higher emission levels. 

3. The Oceana FA-78 relocation proposal should be evaluated togethear with other 
growth impacts reasonably anticipated for Hampton Roads, The aggwafe impacts 
of future development may pose even more serious air quality pmblefins.. . 
Comments: 

Ward and Smith are obviously unaware of the major planning activities of the 
Hampton Roads MPO and its extensive body of data and analysis on precisely the 
project they describe. The Hampton Roads PDCIMPO performs exhaustive 
evaluations of long range demographic trends, employment forecasts and 
transportation plans for Virginia Beach and the other 14 cities and counties within 
the Hampton Roads MSA. 

In alleging an absence of comprehensive evaluation of potential growth factors, 
Ward and Smith raise the specter of a "growth spurt" resulting from the Lake Gaston 
water project and speculate, without benefit of any supporting data, that the 
aggregate result of the Lake Gaston project and BRAC '95 realignments "arguably 
will result in unacceptable cumulative environmental impacts.,." The Hampton 
Roads PDCiMPO has proactively addressed potential impacts asslxiated with 
aircraft realignments to NAS Oceana in the context of all "growth impacts 
reasonably anticipated," as Ward and Smith suggest. Our growth prcjections are 
based on widely accepted economic and population forecasting rnethotlologies that 
incorporate a wide variety of independent variables including those rekited to water 
supply. While ffie Lake Gaston project will benefit existing and future water supply 
needs in Southeast Virginia and Northeast North Carolina, it will not have a 
significant effect on forecast population growth trends in Virginia Beach and 
adjacent communities included in our current conformity determinaticrn. Contrary 
to Ward and Smith allegations, there will be no population "surge" resulking from the 
Lake Gaston project. Moreover, Ward and Smith are obviously uniaware of our 
current population forecasts which reflect growth rate declines due to ilnanticipated 
defense downsizing. 

4. The Navy should make a confomrfy determination, or at least ~nde~rtake a moE 
detailed conformity analysis, prior to the BRAC decision. WNout sucl) infinnation, 
a final BRAC decision redirecting FA-48's to NAS Oceana may be vulnerable to 
legal attack. 
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Comments: 

I understand the DBCRC Commission General Counsel recently issued an opinion 
to the effect that it would be inappropriate to require the Navy to obtain a conformity 
determination prior a Commission decision on realignments to NAS Occana. This 
opinion is well precedented by previous adions of the Commission and the historic 
practice of funding required NEPA and CAA determinations within the service 
budgets allocated to BRAC decision implementation. It is also doubtful that the 
EPA and cognizant DOT agencies would render a final judgment on whtat amounts 
to a hypothetical "what if" question. 

In a June 9, 1995 memorandum to Mr. Alex Yellin of the DBCRC Staff, David Gist 
of the Hampton Roads PDCIMPO staff forwarded ICF Kaiser's report predicting "no 
impact" on transportation conformity due to proposed realignments iat Oceana, 
This memorandum further detailed our role in this matter and the opinion that no 
further action could be taken to obtain a conformity determination until the 
Commission rendered its final decision. 

It should be apparent by this point that a considerable amount of a,nalysis and 
progress toward a conformity determination has been accomplished arid that such 
actions are not solely a Navy responsibilrty. It is worth enlphasizing that General 
Conformity Regulations, Sections 51.859 and 93.159, the "Praxdures for 
Conformity Determinations of General Federal Actions," give fulPO's sole 
responsibility for determining the population, employment, travel and, congestion 
planning assumptions used as a basis for conformity determinations. 

Ward and Smith conclude their number 4 "concern" with an apparent thr-eat of future 
legal challenges grounded in insufficient a prion' consideration of errvironmental 
concerns. We find this position particularly interesting given the legal vulnerability 
of recent NEPA actions at MCAS Cherry Point. BRAC '93 decisions resulted in 
significant expansion of the Cheny Point Naval Aviation Depot (NfrDEP). The 
environmental impact of this growth was addressed with a brief and somewhat 
flawed EA rather than an EIS, which arguably would have been morel appropriate 
given the industrial pollution and other serious issues involved. The 1% finding of 
"no significant impact" rested heavily on the stated assumption that the! '%umulative 
impact" of both the Cherry Point NADEP and the concurrent decision to relocate 
Cecil Field FA-18 squadrons to Cherry Point would be addressed in a subsequent 
EIS. Although this EIS was completed in draft form more than six rnor~ths ago, the 
public hearings scheduled for February, 1995, were canceled and the Draft EIS still 
has not been released by the Navy. There is a certain irony in North Carolina's 
"concern" for predecision consideration of environmental factors at Cloeana while 
pressing their case to reinstate an FA-1 8 basing decision that, two years after the 
fact, is still not supported by the NEPA-required systematic e!valuation of 
environmental issues. Meanwhile, significant issues in the EA for Ctierry Point 
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NADEP were deferred to the apparently defunct EIS, thereby bringing the legality 
of the EA into question. 

In summary, we have every reason to believe that air quality confi>rmity is a 
nonissue in relation to proposed aircraft realignments to NAS Oceana. I will be 
pleased to provide any supporting documentation that you or the Commission may 
desire to support this conclusion. 

w Arthur L. Collins 

Executive Directorihcretary 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN 15 MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Owen Pickett 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Pickett: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of a memorandum fh3m the Hampton 
Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC) concerning air conformity issues raised in relation 
to the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to redirect FIA-18s to Naval Air Station Oceana. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the information you have provided will be conside:red by the 
Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

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

Sincerely, 
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16 June 1995 

-%- 
Dear Mr. Sisisky, 

since I last w r o t e  to you on the subject o f  the 
important contribution Fort Pickett makes towards the 
readiness of the 2d ~arine Division, I have become even 
more convinced of the necessity to maintain the 
availability of this remarkable training facility. 

I previously mentioned the cost effective aspects 
associated with being able to accomplish our mechanized 
qualifications at Fort Pickett. For my division this is 
crucial as we have no access to any ather suitable 
training area on the e a s t  coas t  f o r  these important 
purposes. . O t h e r  sites available to us for these purposes 
within the United States  will result  i n  costs that are, by{ 
comparison, not affordable. We have, historically, made 
great USP of Fort ~ickett for of our infantry 
operations, from small special operations such as downed 
pilot rescue mis s ios ,  to full battalion and regimental 
sized maneuvers. It may be of interest to you to know tha,: 
units such as the 24th Marhe EXpeditionary Unit (Special 
Operations Capable), the unit which rescued Air Force 
Captain O'Grady in Bosnia recently, have routinely 
p r a c t i c e d  their missions at  Fort Pickett prlor to their 
world wide deployments. 

I respectfully urge full consideration of the fact 
that Fort Pickett also offers our Nation the ability to 
provide surge training during t i m e s  of national 
emergency. It is a very important training complex. 
Should it disappear, there woatt be another to replace it 
and we will be further challmged to maintain the 
readiness the   at ion expects of it's most forward deployed 
U.S. based division. 



you f o r  taking the time to consider these 
observations. 

Semper Fidelis, 

Mj or Gfis13L1. J~zg C O T S  

C o m m a n d i n  ~ e n e r a l ,  I d  Marine Division 

The Banorable Norman Sisisky 
U.S. Bouse of Representatives 

Waahbgton, DC 20515 
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SIDNEY R. YATES 
STH DISTRICT, ILLINOIS 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

C O M M I T T E E  

APPROPRIATIONS 
- 

RANK~NG MEMBER, INTER~OR AND 
RELATED AGENCIES - 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

230 S. DEARBORN STREET 

Culcaco. IL 60604 
(312) 353-4596 

June 13, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I have received the enclosed self-explanatory lettt. >r of 
June 5 ,  1995, from my constituent, Mr. Gregory E. Berry of 
~lenview, Illinois. 

Mr. Berry is concerned about the closure of NAS Gltznview and 
the relocation of MACG-48. He seems to raise some important 
points. 

I would be grateful if you would review Mr. Berry's: 
correspondence and let me have your comments. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosures 

PRINTED O N  RECYCLED PAPER 



Gregory E. Berry 
P.O. Box 936 
Glenview, IL 60025 

June 5, 1995 
Honorable Sidney R. Yates 
2 109 Rayburn House OEce Building 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Representative Yates: 

The attached editorial attempts to focus attention on the potential waste of tens of inillions of 
taxpayers dollars, and it is my sincere hope is that enough concerned citizens write to you and 
other legislatuers to ensure that this tragic waste of money and needless hardship doesn't come to 
hit ion.  

In a nutshell, a B M C  (Ease Closure and Realignment) Commission directive demands that the 
Marine Corps needlessly spend tens millions of dollars to move a Marine Reserve unit from 
Glenview, Illinois to Dam Neck, Virginia. As a Reserve unit, the 300 Marines attached to Marine 

" Air Control Group 48 maintain their homes and civilian careers in the Chicago area. A vast 
majority of these highly skilled Marines would not sacrifice their professional civilian careers to 
drill monthly on the East Coast, thus the America would lose these highly skilled Marines, 
detrimentally affecting the Corps' combat readiness. Additionally, the Dam Neck, Virginia area 
doesn't readily support the move, as there are no facilities in place. The unit would basically start 
fiom scratch, recruiting new personnel as well as constnlcting new buildings needecl to house 
them. 

Time is of the essence, though, as NAS Glenview closes on September 1, 1995, and only through 
a redirect of the BRAC decision to relocate MACG-48 thousands of miles away can this tragedy 
be averted. The decision to allow the Marines to remain in the Glenview area, where the local 
government wants them to remain, and where the unit's presence would in no way affect the 
actual closure of NAS Glenview, is logical in maintaining military combat effectiveness and fiscal 
responsibility. 

I urge you to contact the Marines if you have questions concerning tlie actual dollar amounts 
involved, or if you have technical questions concerning the unit's mission and/or history. 
MACG-48 is commanded by a Marine colonel -- Col Rayfel M. Bachiller -- who car1 be reached 
at (708) 657-2 13 1. 

I also request a reply as to your intentions on this important issue. I may be reached via electronic 
mail (geberry@interaccess.com), by letter or by telephone at (708) 657-8906. I aweit your reply, 
and sincerely hope that logical, sensible and responsive government carries the day. 

Sincerely concerned, 

Greg6ry~ .  Berry 



Dear Editor: 

As the battle over the budget rages on Capitol Hill, citizens increasingly demand the absolute best 
bang for the buck in all aspects of government, and I am no exception. Consequently, when an 
opportunity arises for a governmental agency to save money, the decision should be what's 
commonly termed a "no brainer." 

The United States Marine Corps understands this, and an opportunity has arisen to save more 
than $20 million of the taxpayers' money -- but Congressional forces in the form of a BRAC (Base 
Closure and Realignment) Commission directive, have demanded that the Corps needlessly spend 
the money on a project which will, if carried out, detrimentally affect combat readiness at the 
same time wasting not millions, but tens of millions of dollars. 

The no brainer I'm referring to is the forced move of a Marine Reserve force from Naval Air 
Station Glenview, Illinois to Dam Neck, Virginia. While no one in the Marine Corps disputes the 
closure of the Naval Air Station in Glenview, thus supposedly saving millions of dollars, the 
necessity of moving Marine Air Control Group 48 to Dam Neck is ludicrous considering the 
alternatives readily available. Physical office space has been offered by the City of Glenview, thus 
limiting the distance that equipment and manpower has to be shifted. The buildings are in place, 
thus there are no construction costs, and moving expenses are insignificant compare:d to the 
cross-country move to Virginia, where new buildings will need to be constructed at a cost of $17 
million. 

Wake up Congress! This is a no brainer, and the citizens are tired of wasteful practices!! All it 
will take to save the taxpayers $20 million is for BRAC to issue a redirect to allow the Marines to 
accept the City of Glenview's offer to lease office space within the City's self-described "Federal 
Enclave" for the sum of $1 a year. This practice mirrors the City of Chicag,o's generous lease of 
facilities to the Marines on Foster Avenue. 

As a Marine Corps Reserve unit, MACG-48 is primarily composed of more than 300 Marine 
Reservists who live in the metropolitan Chicagoland area, a vast majority of whom reside within a 
50-mile radius of Glenview. The move to Dam Neck would necessitate those Reservists to either 
travel to Virginia monthly, or end their military reserve careers. These highly skilled Marines are 
the same ones who seemlessly augmented the Marine Corps active duty forces during Desert 
Shield and Desert Storm. To replace these talented Marines, young men and women in the Dam 
Neck, Virginia area would have to be recruited and trained, a process which would limited the 
unit's combat capabilities for up to seven years. 

The Marines' desire to remain in Glenview is not a "smoke and mirrors" attempt to keep NAS 
Glenview from closing, as the closure is progressing normally. However, Glenview's plans for the 
base property have, from the outset, included an area for MACG-48 to remain. The main points I 
want taxpayers to keep in mind are: More than $20 million will be saved by permitting the 
Marines to stay in Glenview; there is a military value in the Marines staying; readiness and 
recruiting do not support MACG-48 moving to Dam Neck, Virginia; and community interests in 
Glenview support the Marines staying. 

The choice seems clear. Change the law that forces the Marines to waste tax payers' money, and 
allow the Marines to stay in Glenview, Illinois, where local officials -- including the mayor, and 
city government, state and federal representatives, and the majority of average citizens -- want 
them to stay. 



Concerned citizens should write to their elected officials, including Senator Alan J. Dixon, BRAC - 
Chairman. His address is: 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Demand a reply. I am. 

Sincerely, 

P.O. Box 936 
Glenview, IL 60025 
(708) 657-8906 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT.&OMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142% +..?-- 7 -  *-:4 €h'j S J ~  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 Y:: - . : ~2z?h!3%/ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, LISAF (RET) 
5.  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE ST'EELE 

June 20,1995 

The Honorable Sidney R Yates 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Sid: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a letter fiom Mr. Gregory E. Berry, of 
Glenview, Illinois, concerning the Commission's 1993 decision to relocate the MPLCG-48 unit 
fiom Naval Air Station (NAS) Glenview, to Dam Neck, Virginia. I have passed it along to my 
fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff and it will be carefully considered as we proceed 
with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 hearing in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myselffiom participation. As you can see 
fiom this statement, I will not participate in the consideration of any decision affecting any Illinois 
f d t y .  

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

klD:js 
Enclosure 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAI' (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JIR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEL.E 

June 21,1995 

Mr. Gregory E, Beny 
P.O. Box 936 
Glenview, Illinois 60025 

Dear Mr. Berry: 

Representative Sidney Yates forwarded to the Commission your letter conct:rning the 
MACG-48 unit at the former Naval Air Station Glenview. I appreciate your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

At the Commission's May 10 hearing in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself from participation. As you can see 
from this statement, I will not participate in the consideration of any decision affecting any 
Illinois facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission if you have additional information to 
bring to our attention. 

Since* 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 
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WEND1 LOUISE STElELE 

STATEMENT OF CHMRhLZtY DIXON ON RECL7S.U 

Washington, D.C. 

May 10,1995 



LADIES ;LW GEYTLEMEN, I BELIEVE THIS IS THX .4PPROPIU.4TE T O E  

TO .A BRIEF STa4TE,MENT REGARDIIVG BASES ON WHICH I IKAVE 

RECLSED MYSELF FR0.M P.ARTICIPATION. 

I T W-4!5 MY PrUtUEGE FOR 42 k'EARS TO SERVT THE CTTIZX3S OF 

ILLINOIS .G .-LY ELECTED OFFICIAL. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED J 3  

ST.-iTEWlDE OFFICES. CLEARLY, ,MY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE PEOPLE OF 

hfk' HOME STATE IS -4 SPECLAL ONX OF WXICH I .&\I VERY PROLTI. 

AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEVER I DO NOT WISH THAT REU.TIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOUD THE WORK OF TKIS CO~fl+lISSION. I WISH TO LYSCRE THAT 

THERE IS NO CHAYCE OF EVEN AV m i C E  OF LOSS OF IMPARTIALITY 

DY THE PERFORtkiCE OF ,MY OFFICIAL DCTES.  

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL RECUSE MYSELF FROM P.4RTICIPATION IN 

iLYY P-4RT OF THE BASE CLOSLRE PROCESS THAT AFFECTS ..LYY ItLI3OIS 

INSTALLATION, EVEN THOUGH SUCH -4 R E C C S S  IS NOT REQL?RE:D BY THE 

ETHICS STATLTES THAT GOVERY US. 



- 

HOWEVER, THOSE S T A T G J S  RQ R E Q C , J  RECCSAL WEfEiY AW 

COiWkIISSIOhiR &AS -4 DIRECT FINAYCIAL NITREST TEUT COL:'I-D BE 

AFFECTED BY A B S E  CLOSURE OR RE;ILIGXHE,YT. I FIND MYSE1.F I 3  SVCH A 

SITUATION ON TIlE ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AVLITION- 

TROOP COMMA,YD. 

SO I WILL RECVSE MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL, ,.~YDI ON AW 

OTHERS THAT .MAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW READY FOR THE STAFF 

PRESENTATION ON TEE O'HARE AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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JIM CHAPMAN 
FIRST DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

2417 RAVBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-4301 
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-3035 

Mongrese: of tbe %Initeb States 
Bouee of %epre$entatibe$ 

COMMITTEE: 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT 

VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT 
AGENCIES 

June 13, 1995 

Commissioner Benjamin Montoya 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Admiral Montoya: 

Thank you again for considering the case against closure of Red River 
Army Depot and the Defense Distribution Depot, Red River, Texas in my 
Congressional District. Your attention to the fate of this installation, 
which is the economic backbone of this region, is very much appreciated. 

In response to your questions during the June 8 site visit to Red River, 
please find enclosed an information paper compiled by DDRT employees. This 
material explains in detail the $17.6 million in estimated sunk costs that are 
associated with the Distribution Operations Center (DOC) project. As you 
know, the DOC construction contract was suspended pending the outcome of the 
base closure process. This $17.6 million figure does not include contract 
termination costs and other costs that will significantly add to the total 
bill to the American taxpayer for this project that now stands incomplete and 
idle. 

I have received a written commitment from the Headquarters of the 
Defense Logistics Agency that DLA will direct the DOC contracting agent to 
immediately execute the construction contract should the BRAC Com~nission take 
action to reverse this proposed closure. Having worked in the Congress for 
nearly ten years to garner support for this project, I am hopeful the BRAC 
process will allow us to resume building this state of the art facility. 

Once again, thank you for visiting Red River last week. As the First 
District's Representative and the spokesman for the Red River family, I want 
you to know how grateful I am to you for considering the case for the best of 
the best. Please let me know if I may provide any additional information. 
With warm regards, I am 

Enclosure 

Jim C pman 
b;$of congress 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE CIF RECYCLED FIBERS 



DDRT-W (R. Webs~er)l(903 )13 34468 1 13 Jun 95 

P-SE: To provide the estimated sunk costs for the Distribution Operations Center (DOC) at 
Dehmrc Distribution Depot Red River (DDRT) located a Red River Army Depot (RRAD) requested by 
BRAC Commissioner, Mr. Benjamirr Montoya. 

a. The DOC projm for Defme Logistics Agewy is being built at a previous Army Mi- 
Construction site tbr a 1.2 million SF facility d e d  the Central Distribution Center (C:DC). The CDC 
project had completed site work design and construction at a wst of $7.1 million doikus. In addition, an 
electrical substation had been completed at a wst of $500,000. The construction for the remainder of the 
CDC project was warded in FY90 and terminated by the Department of Army prior to the Notice to 
Proceed. 

b. The Supply mission was transferred to DLA an 1 October 1991. In FY 92, DLA obtained a 
$39 million appropriation to construct a 680,000 SF hi l i ty called the DOC. The DO(': is a sigruficantly 
scaled down version of the CDC.and was sited on the same: site as the CDC. By locating the DOC on the 
same site as the CDC, the site work and substation work could be utilized. 

G. The ficility part of the DOC projat was awarded for $28,750,000 and a notice to proceed 
issued on 7 June 94. The project is currently 20% complete md was suspended on 18 Apr 95. The 
suspension was a direct result of RRAD being added to the Base Realignment and Clorwe (BRAC) List. 

a. The sunk costs far the DOC project were provided to the DOD Inspector Gsnerd's (IG ) 
representatives on their 5 Apr 95 visit to DDRT. The DODIG representatives visited all BRAC locations 
that had Military Construction projects in the process ofbeing constructed. 

b. The following sunk costs were provided to the DODIG and are part of their on-going analysis 
of all Military Constmetion projects: 

1) CM: Sunk Costs used fbr the DOC Project: 

a) Site work and Design $7.1 million 
(Netherton Corp., Contract # 884;-0035) 

b) JZleotrical Substation $0.5 million 
(Bradshaw-Ctark Corp., Contract # 89-C-0 1 73) -- 

TOTAL, CM: S U N K  COSTS FOR 'DOC PROJECT: $7.6 million 



DDRT- W (R Webster) Page 2 13 Jun 95 

DOC Conaact Sunk Costs: 

a) Site work and Design 
(Keok Corp., Contract # 93-C-0122) 

b) DOC Facility Design 
Corp., Cornact # 94-C-0110) 

c) DOC Progress Payments as of 7 Apr 95 $6.6 million * 

d) Ft. Worth Corps of En&- Costs to Date $0.4 million 
(20 % of total Supervisory & Admiu costs) - 

TOTAL DOC CONTRACT SUNK COSTS $10.0 million 

3 )  TOTAL SUNK COST FOR TEE DOC PROJECT: a7.6 MILLION 
(combides pangraphs 1) & 2) she) 

-I. . . _ .. 

* - The pay estimate provided to the DODIG was for the time period ending p on 15 Mar 95. 

SUMMARY: In summary, the total current (as of7 Apr 95) estimated sunk casts fbx the DOC project 
is $17.6 million. Jt is important to note that this cost estimate does not include any contract termination 
costs, costs incurred during the suspension period s i .  7 Apr 95, or site restorstion costs if a daision is 
made to terminate the DOC project. These additional wsts will be several million dollars 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 21,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEIELE 

The Honorable Tun Chapman 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Chapman: 

Thank you for your letter addressing questions I raised during my visit to the Red River 
Army Depot (RRAD) and Defense Distribution Depot Red River (DDRT) on June 8, 1995. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of both facilities and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided is being considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military bfhstructure. 

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

Sincerely, 
A 

%M Benjamin Montoya, USN (Ret) 
Commissioner 



Document S eparator 
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JACK OUlNN 
~ O T H  DISTRICT. NEW YORK 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

WATER RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 
RAILROAOS 

June 9. 1995 

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

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
331 CANNON BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 
(2021 225-3306 
FAX: 2260347 

d MAIN OFFICE: 
403 MAIN STREET 

SUITE 240 
BUFFALO, NY 14203-2199 

(716) 845-5257 
FAX: 847-0323 

SATELLITE OFFICE: 
1490 JEFFERSON AVENUE 

BUFFALO, NY 14208 
(716) 886-4076 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am again writing to express my concern over the possible realignment or closure of 
the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station. 

As you know, Niagara Falls ARS serves as a major employer in the Western New 
York area and has played a valuable role in the defense of our nation and its interests 
throughout the world. 

The involvement of four members of the Niagara Falls-based 107th Air Refueling 
Group of the New York National Guard in the heroic rescue of Air Force Captain Scott 
O'Grady in Bosnia on Thursday morning further exemplifies the importance of the Niagara 
Falls ARS to our national defense. I have enclosed a11 article from Friday's Buffalo News on 
this issue. 

I remain confident that your analysis of the base and our defense objectives will allow 
the base to remain open to continue to serve our nation in the future as well as it has in the 
past. 

Again, thank you for allowing me to express my views on this matter and I hope that 
you do not hesitate to contact me at anytime sh~uld  you or any other members of the 
Commission require any additional comment or have any additional questions. 

Best wishes. 

JQ:mj k 
enclosure 



The B u f f a l o  News J u n e  9, 1995 

-- - 

lcheektowaga reservist took part in pilot rescue 
i By JERRY ZWbBKl 
: News wnshington Wlrwu , 
1 

+ WASHINGTON - Melirsr Lambert of 
': Cheektowaga was su rised to hear that her fi- 
r ancee, Air National % Wtd Opt. J a b  DPbby, - was involved in the dramatic rescue of m 

American pilot whose plane had been shot 
' down in Bosnia. 

In fact, as of Thursday afternoon, she was 
, not even aware that the pilot had been res- 
t cued. 
L "I try not to watch too much TVl" said Ma 

Lambert, who has previous19 "seen Dabby fly off 
. to missions in Panama and the Persian Gulf. 
' "He's been there in the middle of practically 

*, everything big that's happened. . . . It really 
worries me." 

Dabby, a Cheektowaga resident for the past 
year, was one of four members of the Niagara 

.' Falls-based 107th Air Refueling Group of the 
:-New York Air National Guard who were in- 
, volved in refueling planes that took part in the 

john Dabby "'. * " - 

mama 
The otRers wen 

Maj. Jeff* Dirhart, I a comrdetc r l  airline 
pilot from Sun Fran- 
cisco, Capt, Rick 
Smith of Lock rt 
and Sgt. Jesus &I 
of Buffalo. 

Dishart piloted a 
KC-13SR stratotanker 
that refueled the 
phnes providing air 
cover over the Ma- 
rines who rescued the -...-- - - - - -. . - 

pilot, Capt. Scott F. OGrady. 0 ~ r a d ~ ' s  plane 
was shot down last Friday while flying cln a 
North Atlantic T k t y  Organization mission in 
the war-tarn Balkan nation. 

For Dishart, the mmre mission must have 
had a specid signifbau#. He was involved in 
the refueling of O'Orady's plane just before it 
was shot down. 

" ~ e w u o ~ , d t h e & t g u y s t o t r l l : t 6 h i m ~  
BaaerPc he went &mu," Ms. Lambert sai4 
Ms. W r t  last talked to her fiandm oa 

' h d i l y  a d  d he was wry worried Wout 
@&a@ fato. 

"~hqr were g e m  nixed sip&," rb 
'They weren't even sure he was alive." 

Capt. Barry M t h ,  a 3polresarcm for'ihe 
107th Air Refmiiq Oronp,' aiB tbe crew led 
by Mahart ir an a two-week tour of du 

r e ,  France, in suF 
in k n k .  :.:* .A 

kb. L.mb.rt uM she and Dabby mb*to 
Cheektowrgr & b u t  a year ago so thwt br 
wuld work out of the Niagara Falls bas&'& 
d w r s l  wm statioaed at air m e  b& kr L.ubu4 d Awe m, Texas. 

9hb rrid rh6 tud been watching D a m  go 
df to the d d ' r  trouble spots ever sina tU 
U.& invasion af hmma in 1989 and was 
py to h e u  that hi& latest mimion had 
aut me well. ' , ,  I 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. IJSAF IRET) - - - . - .  

June 20, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE:S, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jack Quim 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Quim: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Niagara Falls IPLP Air Reserve 
Station (ARS). I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff and 
it will be carefully considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and 
realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the ericlosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can see 
fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision afF&g any Illinois base that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reserve: Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve Station. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Niagara Falls ARS will be l l l y  
and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the informatic~n you have 
provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military 
infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 



THE OEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMlMlSSION 
1700 NORTW MOORE S T R L m  SUITL 142s 
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703-6960SOA 

N A N  1. OIXON. CWAIRMAM 

COMMISSIONCRS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBCCCA COX 
GLN J. 3. DAVIS. I J U C  ( R R I  
S. LSt ICUNG 
RAOM SLPUAMIN C. UONTOYA. 2SN R c 1  
W G  JOSUE ROOUS.  AR.. USA R C !  
'UENOl LOUISE S T L E U  

Washington, D.C 



LXDLES .LbTD GE?iTLESEY, I BELIEtF: THIS IS 'ITHE -LPPROPRtATE TIME 

TO > L W  -4 BRIEF ST.ATE3IEYT REG.ARDl3G BASES 03 WHlCE 1' HAVE 

RECUSED MYSELF FROM P.Gt'T1CIP.ATIOW. 

I T W S  MY PRIVILEGE FOR 42 YE.- TO SERt'E TEE CTIIZEIYS OF 

fLLl3OIS -4S .LV ELECTED 0FFICI.U. FOR 20 OF TEOSE YE.US, I SER%XD I3 

ST-ATEWIDE OFFICES. CLE-ARLY, MY RELAI'TONSElP %TITI THE I?EOPLE OF 

h R  HOME ST-ATE IS -A SPECLU OhT OF nHICH I .LIE VERY PR0L.D. 

.AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEI'ER I DO YOT WISH THAT RELATIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOCD THE WORK OF TEtIS CO3f3fISSION. I %TSH TO XYSLXE THAT 

THERE IS NO CB;LYCE OF EVEY -1Y OF LOSS OF MlP-mTLa 

I;u THE PERFORtUIYCE OF MY OFFICLU DC"IIES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL RECIC'SE MYSELF FROM P-mTXCIP-ATION N 

-LXY P-*T OF THE B G E  CLOSITRE PROCESS TH..AT .AFFECTS .L?iY U - O I S  

DST-UTION, EtXY THOUGH SKCH -4 REmSAL IS YOT REQZTIRED BY TEE 

ETHICS STATXTES THAT GOITRV US. 



- 

HOmYER, THOSE S T . 4 ~ ~  PQ REQtZRE RECUSAL WHEN ANY 

COkf3IlSSIONER BAS -4 DIRECT FINAYCML, INSEREST TBLIT COULD BE 

.UFECIED BY A BASE CLOSLRE OR REUIG?OfEXT. I FIDD M Y S E L F  M SUCH A 

SI'IT-4TION ON TEE .ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISEST.%BLXSH ITS AVt.1,TION- 

TROOP C O ~ L L Y D .  

SO I WDLL REC1L'SE MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL, ON iLW 

OTHERS THAT MAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE .4RE NOW READY FOR THE Sl"4FF 

PRESLYTATION ON THE O'EARE AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY AND THE AIR FORCE 
NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310-2500 

NGB-ARZ -Lt 14 June 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission, ATTN: 
Lieutenant Colonel Steve Bailey, 1700 Norrth Moore Street, 
Suite 1425, Arlington, VA 22209 

SUBJECT: Clarification of Director, Army National Guard (DARNG) Comments 

1. Reference: Defense Base Closure and Realignment ( B W )  Comrrrission 
Memorandum of Meeting, June 8, 1995. 

2. Discussion: 

a. The DARNG met with BRAC Commission staffers on 8 June 1995 to discuss 
the Army National Guard (ARNG) position in relation to the enclaves located on the 
closing bases. 

b. The DARNG believes the author's paraphrased quotes will be taken out of 
context and form the basis for misconceptions. 

(1) While the DARNG did indeed refer to weekend training, nurnerous 
comments were made to identify the Army National Guard (ARNG) need to accomplish 
annual training (AT) as well as inactive duty training (IDT) on the closing sites. 

(2) In response to a question regarding the numerous positions' being 
espoused by The Adjutants General of the States where closing bases ant located, 
General D'Araujo pointed out that he, as the DARNG, would provide the A,RNG position 
on each base to the Army and he could be quoted as having stated that. At no time 
was a comment made to "don't pay attention to any Adjutant General". 

(3) The National Guard Bureau (NGB) has worked closely with the states in 
developing enclave requirements for input to the Army, and those requirements are a 
joint position of NGB and the States. 

(4) The DARNG was very specific in explaining his inability to fund the 
enclaves out of the present ARNG budget. He explained the Program Objective 
Memorandum (POM) process and the need to have the Army recognize the bill for the 
sites. At no time was an amount discussed or identified for the first year of operation. 



NGB-ARZ 
SUBJECT: Clarification of Director, Army National Guard (DARNG) Comments 

(5) While the DARNG was forthright in supporting the Army's IBRAC 
recommendations, he was candid in pointing out that the issue of funding of the 
remaining enclaves remained an unresolved issue. 

(6) The Army quoted a Vice Chief of Staff of the Army letter and alluded to 
the fact that $20 million of residual funds were available for transfer to support the 
remaining enclaves on Forts Chaffee, lndiantown Gap, and Pickett. These funds could 
be transferred to the ARNG for operations of the remaining enclaves. 

3. Request this memorandum be included for record with the original rnemorandum 
of meeting and that your office distribute this memorandum to all personslagencies that 
were provided a copy. 

4. Point of contact is the undersigned, 695-3778. 

/&a'&$-- CARL T. SAHLIN, Jr. 
. 

" 
COL, GS 
Executive, Army National Guard 

C F: 
The Army Basing Study 
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Wesley J. Skoglund 
State Representative 

Minnesota 

District 628 
House of 

Hennepin County Representatives 

CHAIR - JUDICIARY 
COMMITTEES: JUDICIARY FINANCE; CAPITAL INVESTMENT; HOUSING 

June 12, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

My legislative district adjoins the Air Force Reserve base at the 
Minneapolis/St . Paul International Airport. I urge the Defense 
Base Closure and Alignment Commission to keep the 934th Airlift 
Wing open for many reasons, but 1'11 mention just two. 

First, the 934th is a good neighbor to Minneapolis. Elected 
officials spend a great deal of their time dealing with their 
constituents' complaints, about almost every government and 
airport entity ever created. Nonetheless, it has been almost 18 
years since I last received a complaint about the Air Force Reserve 
unit. There is no other governmental unit in the area I :represent, 
which has generated fewer angry calls. 

Second, even though Midwesterners have accepted low military 
spending for their communities, we nonetheless want to be part of 
the defensive strategy of the united States. We are pal~riots who 
want to remain part of the solution. If the 934th cl.oses, the 
number of military personnel in Minnesota would probably be the 
lowest in the United States on any measure utilized. The same may 
be true for our neighboring states given the fact that the unit 
draws personnel from Eastern South Dakota, Western Wisc:onsin and 
Northern Iowa. The distance to other units would make it 
impossible for these weekend peacekeepers to continue their service 
to our country. 

You have difficult decisions ahead of you. Voting to keep open the 
good neighbor 934th and allowing the fine men and women who serve 
our country there is the right decision. 

State ~G~Mentative 

4838 30th Avenue South, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55417 - (61 2) 721 -1 51 5 

State Office Buildinq, 100 Constitution Ave, St. Paul. Minnesota 55155-1298 (61 2) 296-4330 1 . . 
FAX (612) 296-41 21 TDI) (61 2) 296-9896 
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703-696-0504 33%/2~*4 / 
ALAN J. DIXON, CI-IAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS 
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June 20, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, LlSAF IRET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE Sl'EELE 

The Honorable Wesley Skoglund 
State Representative 
Minnesota House of Representatives 
4838 30th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 5 54 17 

Dear Representative Skoglund: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Minneapolis-St. Paul Air 
Reserve Station (ARS). I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission 
staff  and it will be carefully considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure 
and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the en~closed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As :you can see 
fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reserve Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve Station. I want tht:re to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Minneapolis-St. Paul ARS will be 
l l ly and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the infonnation you 
have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review OF the nation's 
military infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:cmc 
Enclosure 
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LADIES =LYD GEXIIE3IE3, I BELIEVE THIS IS THX .UPROPEXATE mCE 

TO YLAKE -4 BRXEF ST-ATE>IENT REGARDBG B.ASES ON WHICH I ELAVE 

RECUSED MYSELF FROM P.UtTICTPATION. 

I T W-AS MY PRlVILEGE FOR 12 YE- TO SERVE TEE CITIZEXS OF 

ILLINOIS .G .LV ELECTED OFFtCLa. FOR 30 OF TEOSE YEARS, I SERVED LV 

ST-ATEWIDE OFFICES. CLEARLY, MY RELATIONSHIP W l T E  TEE PIlOPLE OF 

1CN HObIE STATE IS -4 SPECLU O b i  OF WmCH I - 0 1  \TRY PROLD,. 

AT THE SAME T"I&LE, HOWEVER I DO XOT WISH THAT R E ~ I ' I O N S ~  

EVER TO CLOC?) THE WORK OF THIS CObf3f3SSION. I WBE TO IiYS'C. TEAT 

THERE IS 30 CEU,YCE OF EVEN .A3 ,APPu-LYCE OF LOSS OF WAR- 

N THE PERFOR?&VCE OF ,MY OFIFICLAL Dt"IIES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL RECUSE &MYSELF FROM P.A.RTICll?AIION IN 

.W P-4RT OF TEE BASE CLOSL'RE PROCESS THAI' .4FFECTS .1W II.LDiOIS 

INST.4LXATION, Et'EZI THOUGH SGCH -4 RECCSAL IS YOT RJ3QCIRE.D BY THE 

ETHICS ST.4'IZ.S T&AT GOVERY US. 



- 

HOWEVER, THOSE STAT[JJS R Q  REQUIRE RECUSAL WHEY .4YY 

COhOIISSIONER E4S -4 DIRECT FlN,LYCLU. INTEREST TEhT COUlrLD BE 

AFFECTED BY A BASE C L O S L .  OR REU,(G?MEXT. I FND M Y S E L F  LY SUCH A 

SXTUATION ON THE ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AMATION- 

TROOP C O ~ Y D .  

SO I WILL REWSE MYSELF ON THE ATCOhl PROPOSAL, AM) ON itYY 

OTHERS THAT %LAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE .ARE iVOW READY FOR THE STAFF 

PRESENTATION ON THE 09&UZE AIR FORCE RESERVE UMT. 
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STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

OFFICE OF THE SPEAKER 

TIM FORD, SPEAKER 
POST OFFICE BOX 1018 

JACKSON. MISSISSIPPI 39215-1018 

TELEPHONE (601)  3 5 9 - 3 3 0 0  

HOME ADDRESS 

1 2 0 3  CLAYTON AVENUE 

TUPELO. MlSSlSSlPPl 3 8 8 0 1  

June 7, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Gentlemen: 

The Mississippi House of Representatives is very supportive 
of the Columbus Air Force Base and the Meridian Naval Air 
Station, and we respectfully request that they both remain open. 
Please give them every consideration. 

With kindest regards, I am 



. THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COWlMlSSlON 
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COMMISSIONERS;: 
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REBECCA C O X  
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June 21, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLIIS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

The Honorable Ti Ford 
Speaker, State of Mississippi 
House of Representatives 
Post Office Box 1018 
Jackson, Mississippi 3 92 1 5- 10 1 8 

Dear Speaker Ford: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission expressing your support j'br 
Columbus Air Force Base and Naval Air Station Meridian. I certainly appreciiite your 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the infbrmation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be carefully considered by the Commission as we 
conclude our review of the nation's military ihutructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information .to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon 9 
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1 

June 12,1995 

Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Mr. Dixon, 

I am writing to join in the support for the Point Mugu Navel Air Warfare Center. 
Point Mugu is not only an important asset to Ventura County but also ,a valuable 
resource for Santa Barbara County as well. 

We are preparing a Cooperative Reasearch and Development Agreement (CRADA) 
with Pt. Mugu that enables Santa Barbara Cou.nty businesses and the University 
of California a t  Santa Barbara to use the testing facilities on the Base. 

This very powerful public-private partnership will be a major economic benefit for 
the entire Santa Barbara-Ventura area which has been impacted by the reduction 
of defense contracts. The availability of these unique facilities can be crucial for a 
company's business plans. Several employers such as GM Hughes-Deleo and the 
Western Commercial Space Center at Vandenberg AFB have indicated a strong 
interest in utilizing the Pt. Mugu facility. The long term employment opportunities 
and technical assistance the Base provides far outweigh the limited benefit of a 
mothballed Pt. Mugu. 

Santa Barbara County citizens support a strong national defense and we understand 
the charge of the Commission. However, the base is an important component of our 
country's defense strategy. I do not feel that it would be in the best interest of the 
nation to close Pt. Mugu. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Bill Wallace 
Third District Supervisor 
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Mr. Bill Wallace 
County Supervisor, Third District 
Santa Barbara County 
105 East Anaparnu Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93 101 

Dear Mr. Wallace: 

Thank you for your letter in support of the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC), 
Point Mugu, California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission received testimony on 
behalf of the NAWC, Point Mugu during a public regional hearing in San Francisco, on 
May 25, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited the NAWC Point Mugu on May 30, 
1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. The information gained 
during the hearing and base visit, in addition to all other sources of information provided 
to the Commission and pertaining to the NAWC, Point Mugu, will be careh1l:y scrutinized 
by the Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached affecting the facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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OFIFIICE OF THE MAYOR 
180 West First Street, Yuma, Arizona 85364 

Phone: (602) 783-1 270 

Mayor 
Mar~lyn R ' i o t ~ ~ ~  June 12, 1995 $.jlli-dV :&;by tilhcj i&r r  ti+& 

45-Q- 8 v.PW ~wm2&ag- 
The Honorable Alan W. Dixon 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22203 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As the Base Closure and Realignment Commission continue its deliberations, 
we would like to inform you of the efforts of the City and County of Yuma to 
protect the operations of the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Yuma from 
encroachment and land use conflicts. Although we are aurare that the 
installation has not appeared on the published list of candidates for closure, 
we wish to inform the Commission concerning our actions to support and 
retain the station within our community. 

We are currently preparing comprehensive joint land use amendments to the 
General Plans of the City and County with two objectives: 

* ensure compatible land uses in the vicinity of MCAS Yuma; 

* provide for development in locations that do not interfere with 
the installation while meeting the goals for the growth of the 
City and County. 

A joint land use plan has been prepared in draft form, and we anticipate that 
it will be ready for review by the City Council and County Board of 
Supervisors in the summer of 1995. 

The preparation of the joint land use plan has been widely supported by both 
City and County officials and the public This is a demonstration of our long- 
term and continuing commitment to the air station. The air statilon has been 
a significant part of the life of the community and has been supported by 
zoning ordinances and other City and County policies since the 1960s. We 
recognize not only the social and economic contributions of the station and 
its personnel, but we take pride in the role of the installation in the defense 
of our nation. 



The Honorable Alan w. Dixon 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
June 12, 1995 
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We should note that this joint land use planning effort has been made 
possible by funds provided by the State of Arizona through its Military Facility 
Study Committee (MFSC). 

Thank you for hearing our efforts to support MCAS Yuma. If you have any 
questions regarding our planning effort, or its status, please contact Russell 
L. Lambed, AICP, Senior Planner, City of Yuma, Department of IDevelopment 
Services, 3 West 3rd Street, Yuma, Arizona 85364, or call (520) 783-1277. 

cerely, 

Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
City of Yuma Yuma County 

cc: Joyce a. Wilson, City Administrator 
James Stahle, County Administrator 
Colonel William Hanson, Commanding Officer, MCAS 'fuma 
Governor Fife Symington 

CITY OF YUMA, ARIZONA 
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The Honorable Marilyn R Young 
Mayor, City of Yuma 
Office of the Mayor 
180 West First Street 
Yuma, Arizona 85364 

Dear Mayor Young: 

Thank you for your letter informing the Commission of actions taken by the City 
of Yuma to protect operations at the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS), Yu~na. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided on MCAS, Yuma will be 
considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military 
infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional idorrnatior~ to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



Documeut Separator 
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CITY or I ? O L S O ~  
90 Natoma Street 
l?olroxxx. Califorais 95630 

June 12, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission Fm~%et~bx) '  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 w M m  
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

On behalf of the city of Folsom, I am writing to request that you 
keep McClellan Air Force Base open. 

There are many important factors why the base should stay open. 
Some of the advantages that McClellan has over the other bases are 
its strategic location, highly efficient workforce, and 
technologically unique facilities. 

McClellants microelectronics capabilities, advanced composite 
technologies, large and small radar applications, electro-optics 
"night visiontg program, and electronic warfare systems expertise 
make it extremely important for our nation's future military 
requirements. 

Due to McClellanls west coast location and access to a port nearby, 
important military parts will always be delivered on time with no 
obstructions. It seems wise to maintain and keep depot 
installations that are situated on both the west and east coasts. 

The Greater Sacramento ~etropolitan Area has already given more 
than its fair share of military cutbacks. Mather ~ i r  Force Base 
and the Sacramento Army Depot have been closed at a cost of several 
thousand jobs to the community. The closure of McClellai? ~ i r  Force 
Base would be devastating to the Sacramento economy. 

It is imperative for our nation that McClellan Air Force Base be 
eliminated from any considerations to closure or future cutbacks. 

Very truly yours, 

'ROBERT G. HOLDERNESS 
Mayor 

RGH : gr 

cc: city Council Members 
City Manager 

(916) 355-7200 FAX: (916) 355-7227 
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The Honorable Robert G. Holdemess 
Mayor, City of Folsom 
50 Natorna Street 
Folsom, California 95630 

Dear Mayor Holderness: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for McClellan Air Force Base 
(AFB), California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating rnilitruy bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission received testimony on 
behalf of McClellan AFB during a public regional hearing in San Francisco, California on 
May 25, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited McClellan on May 22 and May 26, 
1995 to examine, &sthand, the operations conducted at the base. The information gained 
during the hearing and base visit, in addition to all other sources of information provided 
to the Commission and pertaining to McCleUan AFB, will be w e W y  scrutinized by the 
Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached affecting the facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information .to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Conyngham Borough Planning Commission 
CONYNGHAM, PENNSYLVANIA 182 19 

June 12, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense BRAC Committee 
1700 North Moore S t r e e t  S u i t e  1425 
Arlington, Virg in ia  22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

A s  t h e  planning agency f o r  Conyngham Borough i n  Luzerne County, 
Pennsylvania, we a r e  wr i t ing  you t o  express our  support  f o r  t h e  Tobyhanna 
Army Depot c u r r e n t l y  under review by t h e  HRAC Committee. Fkom a planning 
standpoint ,  we a r e  n a t u r a l l y  concerned about t h e  negat ive  impact on our  
community and a r e a  which would r e s u l t  from t h e  c los ing  of t h i s  : f a c i l i t y .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  i s s u e  of l o c a l  impact, we a r e  a l s o  concerned t h a t  
any dec i s ions  made with r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  corit,inued opera t ion  of dsfense  
f a c i l i t i e s  be t h e  r e s u l t  of  balancing na t iona l  i n t e r e s t  with economic sense. 
I n  t h i s  regard ,  a l l  of t h e  previous evalua t ions  of Tobyhanna, e s p e c i a l l y  
those  made by t h e  Army i t s e l f ,  provide s u b s t a n t i a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o ~ i  f o r  
continued and even expanded opera t ion  of t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  

S incere ly ,  

Timothy J. Ference 
Cornrni s s i o n  Chairmarl 
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ALAN J. DIXON, ClHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERII: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
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Mr. Timothy J. Ference 
Commission Chairman 
Conyngham Borough Planning 
Commission 

Conygham, Pennsylvania 1 82 19 

Dear Mr. Ference: 

Thank you for your letter in support of the Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania. 
I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received 
testimony on behalf of the Tobyhanna Army Depot during a public regional hearing in 
Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited Tobyhanna 
Army Depot on June 1, 1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. 
The information gained during the hearing and base visit, in addition to aU othtx sources of 
information provided to the Commission and pertaining to Tobyhanna Army Depot, will 
be carefklly scrutinized by the Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached 
affkcting the fxility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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GLEN BROWDER 
3D DISTRICT, ALABAMA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURIN  

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

June 16, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

104 FEDERAL BUILDING 
POST OFFICE BOX 2042 
ANNISTON, AL 36202 

PHONE: (205) 23C5655 
- 

107 FEDERAL BUILDING 
OPELIKA, AL 36801 

PHONE: (334) 745-6221 

General J.B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Davis: 

During Wednesday's hearing with the Department of the Army, 
you asked Army Chief of Staff General Gordon Sullivan whether the 
recent Sarin incident in the Tokyo subway system troubled him in 
relation to the proposed movement of the Chemical Defense 
Training Facility (CDTF) from Fort McClellan, Alabama, to Fort 
Leonard Wood, Missouri. 

As you will see from the enclosed letter to me, the Sarin 
incident sparked a spate of inquiries to the Army Chemical and 
Military Police School involving requests for training or 
advisory assistance. These inquiries came from the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey, the Argentina Millistry of 
Defense, the Chicago Police Department Bomb and Arson Section, 
the Regional Response Team from the 1996 Atlanta Olympics, and 
the Arizona Department of Emergency Management. 

The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the 
threat that these weapons now present to an unprotectetl civilian 
community prompted the House National Security Committee in its 
version of the Fiscal Year 1996 National Defense Authorization 
Bill to include a provision that allows the Defense Department to 
make available, upon request, training facilities such as the 
CDTF at Fort McClellan to emergency response and federal and 
local law enforcement agencies. 

President Clinton in his May 31,, 1995, commencemerlt address 
at the U.S. Air Force Academy said we must provide the military 
"with the resources, training and strategic direction necessary 
to protect the American people and our interests around the 
world." He stated further that "In the aftermath of Oklahoma 
City, our top law enforcement officers told us they needed new 
tools to fight terrorism ..." including the limited authority "to 
use the unique capacity of our military where chemical or 
biological weapons are involved here at home." 

At a time in our history when the threat from terrorist use 
of chemical and biological weapons continues to grow, it would be 
irresponsible to put at risk the world-class, one-of-a-kind 

BlBB CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA LEE 
MACON RANDOLPH RUSSELL ST.CLAIR TALLADEGA TALLAPOOSA 
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training that the CDTF offers. The closure of Fort McClellan 
inevitably would result in disruption of critical live-agent 
training and eventually could result in the loss of live-agent 
training altogether if environmental permitting roadblocks 
prevent the CDTF from being reconstructed at Fort Leonard Wood. 

I ask that you strongly conside:r the current threat and the 
critical need for uninterrupted continuation of this training as 
you weigh your upcoming decision regarding Fort McClellan. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 

Glen Browder 
Member of Congress 

Enclosure 

cf: The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Base Closure Commissioners 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CHEMICAL AND MILITARY POLICE CENTERS & FORT McCLELlAN 

FORT McCLELLAN, ALABAMA 36205-5000 
May 10, 19535 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Strategic Plans Oftice 

Honorable Glen Browder 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15-0 103 

MAY ~qpc 

Dear Mr. Browder: 

This is in response to your request for information concerning recent inquiries 
made to Fort McClellan requesting support or assistance of any sort in combating 
terrorism. 

I appreciate your continued interest in the role that Fort McClellan plays in 
training to combat terrorism. The U.S. Army Chemical and Military Pollice 
Schools have received five requests in the recent past. These requests are 
summarized below. 

Since the recent sarin attack on the Japanese subway in Tokyo, the Chemical 
School has received several requests for training or advisory assistance. The Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey requested assistance in defining and 
scoping potential responses to chemical and biological terrorism. They * 1 SO sent 
four Port Authority representatives to visit Fort McClellan on 10 April 1995. The 
Argentina Ministry of Defense requested Fort McClellan's assistance in obtaining 
chemical and biological defensive equipment related to chemical and biological 
accidents and disasters. The Chicago Police Department Bomb and Arson Section 
requested Army Field Manuals related to chemical and biological defense and 
indicated an interest in potential training at Fort McClellan. The Federal Region 
IV, Regional Response Team from Atlanta, Georgia requested Fort McC:lellan's 
assistance in preparing for the 1996 Olympics. The Arizona Department of 
Emergency Management telephonically requested a program of instruction for any 
chemical and biological counter-terrorism courses. They were told that ZL program 
of instruction was under development and would be mailed to them as soon as it 
was approved. They also expressed an interest is conducting training prior to the 
Super Bowl activities in Phoenix, Arizona. 

In addition to the requests received by the Chemical School, the Military 
Police School received a visit from The Port Authority of New York and New 
Jersey. The purpose of the this visit was to determine what Military Police 
countering terrorism courses could be combined with the chemical training to 



produce a Port Authority First Response Team. The Alabama Olympic Security 
Planning Committee also visited Fort McClellan to tour possible training facilities 
and attend briefings on possible training programs which may meet their :security 
requirements during the 1996 Olympics. 

The U.S. Army Chemical and Military Police Schools have, and will continue, 
to play an important role in providing requested anti-terrorism training to cities, 
allied governments, and other federal or state government agencies. We .will 
provide you with copies of any and all subsequent requests that we may receive in 
the future. 

I hope you find this useful in responding to your request for information. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, General Staff 
Chief of StafF 

Copy Furnished: 

Office Chief Legislative Liaison 
ATTN: Gail Warren, Room 206000 
1600 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-1600 
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The Honorable Glen Browder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Browder: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Fort McClellan Chemical Defense and Training 
Facility (CDTF). I appreciate your strong interest in the future of Fort McClellan ancl welcome 
your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the idormation 
you have provided, concerning the impact on the military's operational readiness by a relocation 
of the CDTF, is being considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military hhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this issue during this difEcult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission whenever you believe 
we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

General J.B. Davis, USAF (Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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Oneida Tribe of Indians of Wisconsin1 
I, 

Post Office Box 365 

Phone: (414) 869-2214 Oneida, Wi 54155 

Oneidas bringing several 
hundred bags of corn to 
Washington's starving army 
at Valley Forge, after the 
colonists had consistently 
refused to aid them. was made possible. 

Mr. Alan Olsen, Director 
Air Force Base Conversion Agency 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 2300 
Washington, D.C. 22209-2802 

June 14, 1995 

Dear Director Olsen: 

RE: Defense Base Closures: rome Laboratory and Griffiss Air Force Base--New Y'ork 

The Oneida Tribe of Indians of Wisconsin is hereby submitting this "Letter of Intent" to 
officially notify you of our intent to file applications for the acquisition of the com:plete military 
installations known as Rome Laboratory and Griffiss Air Force Base, located in tht: State of New 
York. 

Sincerely, 

~ore t& V. Metoxen, 
Vice-Chairwoman 

cc: President William Clinton 
U.S. Senator Herb Kohl 
U.S. Senator Russell Feingold 
U.S. Senator Daniel Moynihan 
U.S.Seantor Alfonse D'Amato 
U.S. Congressman Toby Roth 
U.S. Congressman Shenvood Boehlert 
Secretary of the Interior, Bruce Babbitt 
Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs, Ada Deer 
Secretary of Defense, William Perry 
Secretary of the Air Force, Dr. Sheila Widnall 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Chairman, Jim Courter 
Director of Defense Office of Economic Adjustment, Paul Dempsey 
Deputy Secretary for Intergovernmental Affairs, Loretta Avent 
Air Force Base Conversion Agency Site Manager, Anna Lemaire 



Oneida Tribe of Indians of Wisconsin 

Oneidas bringing several 
hundred bags of corn to 
Washington's starving army 
at Valley Forge, after the 
colonists had consistently 
refused to aid them. 

Post Office Box 365 

Oneida, Wi 54155 
UGWA DEMOLUM'YATEHE 
Because of the help of 
this Oneida Chief in 
cementing a friendship 

'between the six nations 
and the colony of 
Pennsylvania, a new 
nation, the United States 
was made possible. 

June 14,1995 

The Honorable Ada Deer 
Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs 
U.S. Department of Interior 
1849 C. Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20;!40 

Dear Assistant Secretary Deer: 

RE: Defense Base C1o:sures: rome Laboratory and Griffiss Air Force Base--New 'fork 

The Oneida Tribe of Indians of Wisconsin is hereby submitting this "Lette:r of Intent" to 
officially noti@ you of' our intent to file applications for the acquisition of the conlplete military 
installations known as Rome Laboratory and Griffiss Air Force Base, located in the State of New 
York. 

Vice-Chairwoman 

cc: President William Clinton 
U.S. Senator Herb Kohl 
U.S. Senator Russell Feingold 
U.S. Senator Daniel Moynihan 
U.S.Seantor Alfbnse D' Amato 
U.S. Congressman Toby Roth 
U.S. Congressman Shenvood Boehlert 
Secretary of the Interior, Bruce Babbitt 
Secretary of Deftnse, William Perry 
Secretary of the .Air Force, Dr. Sheila Widnall 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Chairman, Jim Courte:r 

' 

Director of Defense Office of Economic Adjustment, Paul Dempsey 
Deputy Secretary for Intergovernmental Affairs, Loretta Avent 
Air Force Base C:onversion Agency Director, Alan Olsen 
Air Force Base C:onversion Agency Site Manager, Anna Lemaire 
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rH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service 

Natlonal lnstltutes of Health 
Bethesda, Maryland 20892 

l3ui 1 dl  ng : SOLAR 
IXoom : 2All 
Phone: (301) 496 -6177 
FAX: (301) 402-3W 

rehouse 2; Bay 5) 

Subject: for superior performance in the design, cfevelopment, 
of Frozen Specimen Shipping Urlits ilrgently 
government agencies to transport infected 

and international epidemic: control. 

U.S. Department of Transportation implemented new and 
concerning the packaging and shipping of infectious 

representing an endorsement of the regulations of 
Association, influence essentially all U.S. and 

In the absence of any o~mmercially 
approximately a quarter million 

materials have rapidly 
research site laboratories - 

Centers for 

pending crisis, the staff of the National Institutes of 
lter Reed Army Institute of Research (WIRAIR), Army 
el Command, and the CDC to seek soti~tions. It was 
ide, on behalf of the NIH's National Instiatute of Allergy 
D), coordination toward an immediate solution. 
afticipating government medical research and disease 

their reliance in the professional expertise arrd unique 
tional capabilities of LOGSA PSCC, Tobyhanna Army Depot, 

roduce suitable new Frozen Specimen Shipping Units 
sioned for these fSSUs would both: a) quickly meet the 
d b) not compete with, but rather encourage, the 
nd commerciatization of by industry scrurces of smaller 
ally required far most non-government purposes .  
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a A m v  De~ot  Solve$ the Crisis 

uary 1995, 1 and other government staff, contractors, and industry have 
of LOGSA PSCC and benefitted from theil* talents, 
their access to r e s o u r e  and facilities of critical national 
. We placed some nearly superhuman technical 
A PSCC staff at Tobyhanna - to help us create in record 

intematlonal carders; 
) for years of heavy duty service; 

Able to transport 1700 vials (21 freezer boxes); 
an in-transi': dry-ice hotding time of: 5 days (or longer) at 130 degrees F, 

vial from breakage, in spite of the following punishments: 
entire 1251b Unit from 30 feet 

cilities and staff at LOGSA PSCC, Tobyhanna  Army 
Lent, Industrial Engineer, could have accomplished 

ved considerable praise for the progress made on h i s  
time - from members of my Division, from the CDC, 

, from staff of the NIH Office of the General Counsel  
ivalent of the Judge Advocate General), fr19m many clinical 

cies, and from experienced industry persons. The 
sbff without whose capabilities and commitment this 

consequences to medical and public health endeavors 
had we not been able to turn suddenly to your 
national safety and heafth during tbe past five 
effort, please accept our tribute ilnd highest 

rence, M.D., M.P.H. 
CAPTAlF 

Chief Med 
Efficacy Tt 
Vaccine 
Division of 
National If 
and 

(06IMedical 
cal Officer far 
ials Branch 

arrd Preventior~ 
AIDS 

Director), U.S. Public Health Service) 
Vaccine Science 

Research Program 

stitute of All 
1nfec:tious Oisea 



Documellt Separator 



TBE DEFENSZ BASE CLO!WRE AND REAIJGNMENT C O w f i O N  
- 

EXECUTIVE CORRlBPONDI3NCE TRACKING SYSTEM ( E m  # 

FROM: \CO @JC - (NZ I 
mLE: c MG~cLVnA-N 
ORGAiWZATION: 

INSTALLATION (s) D 

D 8 c ~ c  

SI'AlTDIRECrOR t/ COMMISSIONER COX 

EXECVITYE DIRECrOR I/ COMMISSIONER DAVIS 

CENERAL COUNSEL I./ COMMLmONERgLINC 

MILlTARY COMMLmONER MONTOYA 

DIR/COMMUMCITIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

DLRE4XOROFRdrA - SE(=REIrnT ARMYTEAMLEADER 

NAYY'IFAMLEADER 
- - - - ----- - 

DIRECTOR OF ADMNTSRATION AIRFORCETElMmADER 

CBIEFFINANCULOFFlCER 1MERAG;ENCY lEAM LEADER 

DIRECMR OF TRAVH. CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 

I 
D[RIINFORMATION -VICES 

TYPE OFACTXON REQUIRED 

(v) m P r r W k 0  - *s-m -. - - - -. . . . ReesrrWfwa . .  d~ S i  - 
R C , - ~ t o r ~ & S s i ~  RcpM-Rapamc 

ACnON: O U u - d o c  S- FYI 

sub- 



Mayor 
Michael R. Koblenz 

Trustees 
Lawrence C. Krasnoff 

Deputy Mayor 

Noel H. Kaplan 
Linda A. Nathanson 

Gary Leventhal 

Village Attorney 
Gerard Terry, Esq. 

20 Town Path, East Hills, L.I., N.Y. 11576 

ClerkITreasurer 
Marlene Bettman 

(51 6) 621 -4251 
Fax: (516) 625-8736 

June 16, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street - Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Re: 950327-1 ROSLYN AGS 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We refer to  the above rnilitary base listed as being considered for closure and our letter of May 30, 
1995. 

We continue to  oppose the closing of the above base. The 50 + acres of the base is central to the 
Village of East Hills and to  the greater Roslyn community of about 17,000 persons living in 5,500 
single family homes with a market value ranging from $300,000 to  about $750,000 per home. 

Only in the undesirable event that the AGS base is closed, the only suitable use of the land is its 
total conversion to  a passive parkland recreational area with low populationtuse densities. We 
reiterate our needs for water resource preservation; that all of Long Island groundwater has been 
officially designated as ,a "sole source aquifer"; that there is no other source of drinking water; that 
The New York State Legislative Commission on Water Resource Needs of Long Islan~d, the Long 
Island Regional Planning Board, the Roslyn Water District as well as this Village are in the process of 
applying for the designa~tion of a Special Groundwater Protection Area (SGPA)at the base as 
essential to  secure its future drinking water supplies. The Department of Defense hits indicated that 
a SGPA is compatible with base operations. 

While we believe that a passive parkland recreational area is the most suitable land use, it has come 
to  our attention that the Air Force proposal to  close the base is contingent upon the Air Force 
having to  sell the property for residential development. In the near term, the Village of East Hills 
will zone the property as 5 acre per residence zoning so as to  be compatible with a SGPA 
designation. This step has been taken in the exclusive communities of Lake Success; and North 
hills. Compatible SGPA zoning for East Hills residential zoning will market price a dwelling at such 
high levels so as to  rendler the sale of the base property completly unrealistic for residential 
development. 



Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 16, 1995 
Page two 

Given these considerations, we urge the continued operation of The Roslyn AGS in place, and its 
removal from the list of military bases for closing. 

The Roslyn Water District, serving East Hills joins in this request. 

Respectfully yours, Respectfully yours, 

Michael R. Koblenz 
Mayor 

u u 
A. Jack Russo 
Chairman 
Raslyn Water District 

cc: Honorable Alfonse M. D'Amato, Senator of the United States 
Honorable Daniel P<atrick Moynihan, Senator of the lJnites States 
Honorable Gary Ackerman, Congressman of the Nassau/Suffolk 5th District 
Honorable Thomas DiNapoli, New York State Assemblyman 



Mayor 
Michael R .  Koblenz 

Trustees 
Lawrence C Krasnofl 

Deputy Mayor 

Noel H. Kaplan 
Linda A. Nathanson 

Gary Leventhal 

June 16, 1995 
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Village Attorney 
Gerard Terry. Esq 

Clerk/Treasurer 
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(51 6) 621-4251 
Fax: (516) 625-8736 

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

Re: 950327-1 ROSLYN AGS 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We refer to the above military base listed as being considered for closure and our letter of May 30, 
1995. 

We continue to  oppose the closing of the above base. The 5 0 +  acres of the base is central to the 
Village of East Hills and to the greater Roslyn community of about 17,000 persons l i \ t~ng in 5,500 
single family homes with a market value ranging from $300,000 to about $750,000 per home. 

Only in the undesirable event that the AGS base is closed, the only suitable use of the land is its 
total conversion to  a passive parkland recreational area with low population/use densities. We 
reiterate our needs for water resource preservation: that all of Long Island groundwater has been 
of f~c~al ly  des~gnated as ,a "sole source aquifer"; that there is no other source of drinking water, that 
The New York State Legislative Commission on Water Resource Needs of Long Islancl. the Long 
Island Regional Planning Board, the Roslyn Water District as well as this Village are in the process of 
applying for the designattion of a Special Groundwater Protection Area (SGPAIat the base as 
essential t o  secure its future drinking water supplies. The Department of Defense ha:; indicated that 
a SGPA 1s compatible with base operations. 

While we believe that a passive parkland recreational area is the most suitable land use, it has come 
to out attention that the Air Force proposal to close the base is contingent upon the Air Force 
having to sell the property for residential development. In the near term, the Village of East Hills 
will zone the property a:s 5 acre per residence zoning so as to be compatible with a SGPA 
designation. This step has been taken in the exclusive communities of Lake Success and North 
hills. Compatible SGPA zonlng for East Hills residential zoning will market price a dwelling at such 
h~gh levels so as to  rencler the sale of the base property completly unrealistic for residential 
development. 



Honorable Alan J. Dixan 
June 16. 1995 
Page two  

Given these considerat~ons, w e  urge the continued operation of The Roslyn AGS in place, and its 
removal from the list of military bases for closing. 

The Roslyn Water District, serving East Hills joins in this request. 

Respectfully yours, Respectfully yours, 

*?n\>&a~a 1. \c J-& 
Michael R. Koblenz 
Mayor 

MRK:AJR:rnl 

A ~aL~,-p&;-ro h . b ,  

A. Jack Russo 
Chairman 
Roslyn Water District 

cc: Honorable Alfonse M D'Amato, Senator of the Urlited States 
Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Senator of the Unites States 
Honorable Gary Ackerman, Congressman of the Nassau/Suffolk 5th District 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

July 7, 199.5 

The Honorable Michael R. Koblenz 
Mayor 
Village of East Hills 
20 Town Path 
Long Island, New York 1 1576 

Dear Mayor Koblenz: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN I< MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEIS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning Rosslyn Air Guard Station, New York. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the idbrmation you 
provided on Rosslyn Air Guard Station was carefhlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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Hudson 1ns t i . t~  te 

Mr. James Owsley 
Mr. S. Alesandat Yellin. P E 
Defcllse Base Closure and Rcalignrnait Coni~nlssion 
Rosslyrl Metro Cerrter, 1125 
1700 North Moore St. 
Arlingon, VA 22209 

Dear Sirs; 

After revicwifly recerl comments and testitnony pl.escntcd by vnr io~~s  N : J ~  rcprescntatives to Ule BCRC. I 
came to the conclusion that ft was impo11;lnt lo clarify a series o.f points that are tending to ~~ljsrepresent 
the private-public partnership propoml presented by the City of Itid.inn;~pnlis. 

Therc are tluee gencral positions in these various sliltoucnis thvt rcila.lrre comment: 1) The Navy 
proposed closurc docs not destroy integrated cnpabilitizs. 2) J,arge, economies of scalc \%ill rres~~lt from 
con~bit~ing te.cRnicaYet~girreering centers. 1) The City proposal lcnvcs excess capacity elinuiirrated in the 
N a y  clos~lre rccommend;~tion. All three are simply incorrect 

1. hrtegr(~I~d c ~ ~ ~ ~ h i l i t i e s  w~~ll j i 'ogtr~~t~t .  NAWC-Indy has dcvclopcd a unique cirpabilicr for design, 
development, acqt~isition, and emefgcnq production of advanced avionics a ~ l d  electronics for nlili~ary 
qstztlu. Indeed. NAWC-Indy is the orrly DoD activity that hns the cap;ibilits, facilities, and knowledge 
base to provide suppon aver the full acquisition life cycle lor avionics, eledl'onic S)'stenls, and selected 
equipmerit. The crilical military value of NAWC-Indy is th is integwted, cradle-lo-gr:~\:e c-apability, and 
its inlportar~ce will only rise 111 (he future acquisitiorls e~lvironmcnt. 

As procurement and the size of  the dcdicatcd defense indtlstrial bnsc shntik. alch integrated capabilities 
irrcreasingly will be required to pro\+ide the pool ofcrilicsl skills ncedt'cl to n~cct the Nav's  indllslrial base 
challenges: by, for csample, sewing as a smnfl buyer in an ittcr.cnsingly con~ples elec[ranics nrarketplace, 
dweloping dual-use technologies, integrating oa~rncrcial  specificntio~is, slttndards, and wrilporletry into 
defctise systems, and resporlding to the cmcrgeriq nccds of s Icancr N3vy th:it cannot be met b;v industrv. 
Uirfonunately, the base evalt~alioll process places priority on hotv :r sire fits into the curtcnt Navy 
structure. not the future, arid tcr~ds to be skewed ~o\vards sites with runways. balracks, and ports. not 
tech~~ical capabililies 

The dispersal of h l~ct ions  and n,orkJosd to n~~il t iplc silt's frngrncnts esislir~g inlegated cltp.~hi.!ities, and 
elinlinates one of the grcat strcngtlu of NAWC-lndy, the abilior to Ievcl.age yrogmms off of onc another. 
This is pcuticularly rluc for those acti~:ities being transferretl to Pahrsenl River and China Lalie. Even 
with the large proposed trstnsfer to Cranc, a huge loss of rnnntdaccuring process design and elnergency 
manufactuting capabi.1ity \\ill occur. This clearly will ~vcnken the lift-cvclc inlcgratcd tearus and will 
limit tile ability to design for prodticibility and rnaintairiability. 

Moreover, base c1osu1-e histoly has c1a;ll.l~~ sholrn chat core technical tci~ms will fragment as the best 

scientists and engineers clrose nut to move. Toclay the Navy is firldiug it csc~'cmcly difficult to nnlove 
techriical tearns targcrcd in  the 1991 and 1393 BRAC c1osur.c decisiorls. Wilho~,~t question the Naly 
closure will destrov ir~tegratcd capilbilities that have taken many yc:w and large invest~i\onts to crc:atc. 

2 Di.~cre'carromi~s are rnore  like!^ lo c.vceed cconnmit..~ 1r7 llrc Army r.t.r:oa~~r~z~~c/(;tion. The Naw's 
clos~~re rccornmend;~liotj is bascd on the weak assun~ption that significanl ecor~onlies of scale will result 
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from thc proposed colltbination o f  N3w technlc31 and englncering acl~vrt~cs at large sires. nuis is a 
frcqucnt claim, but as far as we can discove~ this is pura assumption \VIIII r1o analysis. Ceifainly, therc are 
some eficlcncy gains from consolidating ovcrhead functior~s in such artits as personilel and finance. but 
the City's plan more rhan conlpensates by taking ovcf all of thc infrasln~clure and site spccific costs. 

The crucial issue For dcrzrmi~ling whelher econooiics of scale might rcsrrlt h.om corulbining technical and 
engineering centers is in terms of potenti;il productivity goins and syr~crgics that cr-~hat~ce military value. 
Wit11 limited PI-ojtct-specific exceptions, such gains sin~ply cnrlnot be dcnroasrratcd for tile NAWC-Indy 
clost~re proposal. Indeed, consolidation of technical a11d etlginccrl~lg activities is contrarq to trends in 
analogo~~s private sector opratiotls. where dccen(ralizntion is tllc norm slid large size equ3tes with iower 
eficicncy and value. Empirical evidence strongly sllyporls tile hypothesis that organizational 
diseconomies of scale over~vhelrn any technical economies of scale in RkD organizations. For a good 
analysis of the related issues, sce Todd R. Zenger, " Explairiing 0rg:cnizfitionnl Di~eco~~onl ies  of Scale in 
RRrD: Agcn~y  Pr~blcrns and the Allocation of Eng~nctring Talet~t, l dc~s .  and EfTort by Finn Size," 
Il.i'~mirgerrrettl Scitrr~ce, Vol. 40, No. 6,(June 1934)l. Currcnt tecIlllologics have dramatically altered the 
criteria used to make co-location decisions for high tccbnolob?; ellgitlccri~lg =titers in the private scctor 
Thesc same consideralions apply as well to public sector technical and engiitwrirlg facilities d~:cisions. 

Clearly, t h o . ~  1141~1 a,s.sr~ttIe thnl conrenD.ofion crcatcs l u ~ g e  ~>co~rorr~res nj'scale In the fcrtv of strong 
corrttqilty privnre -sector a~~idence nrlc.rt cietr~otzstrcrte ~ / I L * s ~  cluitit~.. Notlling 111 the Navy site analysis for the 
BRAC pcrrnits a tcchnical/rngineel-ing site to oKset the large basc bias through slcil d~:monstrabIe 
indicators as p rod~~~l iv i ty  yro~vth. qualily irnpro\.ement, ability to dcliver vtrlr~e lo the fleet, or custonler 
stisfaction. T ~ s ,  tIlte,-e i s  no process in the assse.r.s1?io7t d~=~crprsd to svilll~nle hot" tc~el'f mlailahle 
ir~pu!s..'k,so~~rces nr'e fror~sluted irlco value d c l ~ v c ~ e d  to the J c * I ? ~  -- 3t.hlt.e l iy  a11v trrelr.<-~rre cha:;err N/1 IZJC'- 
Jn& srandr out. 

3 .  Ttrr rc(Iuctiort of excc.~s capacity in the (:'i/y p r r ~ ~ ~ o s t ~ l  i s  iiienlirol ro 111e cIo~.~trt! 
recorn~~tend~tion. The oft-staled clainl the City's paftncrship proposal docs not recluce excess capacil)' to 
the same estent as thc Navy recol~~mendation is simply false The Na\y mcosures capacity in its 
recl~nicaYengitree~.ing ccntcrs by technical workyears 3vailahle. The City p~opos:il was destg~lrd to Inve 
an itlcntical reductioa in esccss capi~city as proposed in  the Navy's closure rccormendation. 

If' you have any qnt'gtrons or conlroetlts on thcse points plcasc fcel frm to call mc at aruy titue. Tllank you 
for your interest in our effofls to turrr a h s e  closure in[o soc1)cthing ncw 1k1;11 crc:ates great val~te for the 
Navy 3s \\ell as the community. 

Sincerely, 

/ Senior Fellow, Hudson Instr tuie 
Private Sector Chair, NAWC Taskfol-ce 

cc; Brian Kerns 



Hudson Institute 

June 16, 1995 

Mr. James Owsley 
Mr. S. Alexandar Yellin, P.E 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Rosslyn Metro Center, 1425 
1700 North Moore St. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Sirs: 

After reviewing recent comments and testimony presented by various Navy representatives to the BCRC, I 
came to the conclusion that it was important to clarify a series of points that are tending to misrepresent 
the private-public partnership proposal presented by the City of Indianapolis. 

There are three general positions in these various statements that require comment: 1) The 'Navy 
proposed closure does not destroy integrated capabilities. 2) Large economies of scale will result from 
combining technicdengineering centers. 3) The City proposal leaves excess capacity eliminated in the 
Navy closure recommendation. All three are simply incorrect. 

1. Integrated capabilities will fragment. NAWC-Indy has developed a unique capabillity for design, 
development, acquisition, and emergency production of advanced avionics and electronics for military 
systems. Indeed, NAWC-Indy is the only DoD activity that has the capability, facilities, and knowledge 
base to provide support over the full acquisition life cycle for avionics, electronic systems, and selected 
equipment. The critical military value of NAWC-Indy is this integrated, cradle-to-grave capability, and 
its importance will only rise in the fhture acquisitions environment. 

As procurement and the size of the dedicated defense industrial base shrink, such integrated capabilities 
increasingly will be required to provide the pool of critical skills needed to meet the Navy's industrial base 
challenges: by, for example, serving as a smart buyer in an increasingly complex electronic!; marketplace, 
developing dual-use technologies, integrating commercial specifications, standards, and cornponetry into 
defense systems, and responding to the emergency needs of a leaner Navy that cannot be met by industry. 
Unfortunately, the base evaluation process places priority on how a site fits into the current Navy 
structure, not the future, and tends to be skewed towards sites with runways, barracks, and ports, not 
technical capabilities. 

The dispersal of functions and workload to multiple sites fragments existing integrated cal~abilities, and 
eliminates one of the great strengths of NAWC-Indy, the ability to leverage programs off of one another. 
This is particularly true for those activities being transferred to Patuxent River and Chim Lake. Even 
with the large proposed transfer to Crane, a huge loss of manufacturing process design and emergency 
manufacturing capability will occur. This clearly will weaken the life-cycle integrated te:ams and will 
limit the ability to design for producibility and maintainability. 

Moreover, base closure history has clearly shown that core technical teams will fragment as the best 
scientists and engineers chose not to move. Today the Navy is finding it extremely difficult to move 
technical teams targeted in the 1991 and 1993 BRAC closure decisions. Without question the Navy 
closure will destroy integrated capabilities that have taken many years and large investments to create. 

2 Diseconomies are more likely to exceed economies in the Navy recommendation. The Navy's 
closure recommendation is based on the weak assumption that significant economies of scale will result 

Herman Kahn Ccnter 
P.O. Box 26-919, Indianapolis, 1nti1,lna 46226 

3 17-545- 1000 FAX 3 17-545 9639 

INDIANAPOLIS WASHINGTON MOhlTREAL BRUSSELS 



from the proposed combination of Navy technical and engineering activities at large sites. This is a 
frequent claim, but as far as we can discover this is pure assumption with no analysis. Certainly, there are 
some efficiency gains from consolidating overhead functions in such areas as personnel ald finance, but 
the City's plan more than compensates by taking over all of the infrastructure and site speciFic costs. 

The crucial issue for determining whether economies of scale might result from combining: technical and 
engineering centers is in terms of potential productivity gains and synergies that enhance military value. 
With limited project-specific exceptions, such gains simply cannot be demonstrated for th~: NAWC-Indy 
closure proposal. Indeed, consolidation of technical and engineering activities is contray to trends in 
analogous private sector operations, where decentralization is the norm and large size equates with lower 
efficiency and value. Empirical evidence strongly supports the hypothesis that organizational 
diseco~?cmies of scda ovan~l~elm any technical eco!lonica of scaic in R&D organiatiws [For a good 
analysis of the related issues, see Todd R. Zenger, "Explaining Organizational Diseconomies of Scale in 
R&D: Agency Problems and the Allocation of Engineering Talent, Ideas, and Effort b:y Firm Size," 
Management Science, Vol. 40, No. 6,(June 1994)l. Current technologies have dramatically altered the 
criteria used to make co-location decisions for high technology engineering centers in the private sector. 
These same considerations apply as well to public sector technical and engineering facilities decisions. 

Clearly, those who assume that concentration creates large economies of scale in the j'ace of strong 
contraryprivate-sector evidence must demonstrate these clairns. Nothing in the Navy site analysis for the 
BRAC permits a technicallengineering site to offset the large base bias through such demonstrable 
indicators as productivity growth, quality improvement, ability to deliver value to the fleet, or customer 
satisfaction. Thus, there is no process in the assessmerzt designed to evaluate how well available 
inputs/resources are translated into value delivered to the fleet -- where by any measure chosen NA WC- 
Indy stands out. 

3. The reduction of excess capacity in the City proposal is identical to the Navy closure 
recommendation. The of€-stated claim the City's partnership proposal does not reduce excess capacity to 
the same extent as the Navy recommendation is simply false. The Navy measures capacity in its 
technicdengineering centers by technical workyears available. The City proposal was designed to have 
an identical reduction in excess capacity as proposed in the Navy's closure recommendation. 

If you have any questions or comments on these points please feel free to call me at any time. Thank you 
for your interest in our efforts to turn a base closure into something new that creates great value for the 
Navy as well as the community. 

Sincerely, 7 A 

,, J. W. Wheeler /PY 
/ Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute 

Private Sector Chair, NAWC Taskforce 

cc: Brian Kerns 
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United States %mate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

June 16. 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dison; 

We understand that the BRAC 95 Commission has made four separate official visits to 
the Naval Surthce Warfare Center (NSWC)-Annapolis. We are advised that no previous BRAC 
Commission has made as many official visits to a c l o s u r e / r e a l i ~ e n t  candidate location. 

While we understand that the Commission does not generally visit potential receiving 
sites, we are also aware that there have been exceptions For example, at least two BRAC 95 
Commissioners visited Fort MacDill, a potential receiving base. In the interest of firirness. we 
believe it is important for Commissioners to visit NSWC-Philadelphia prior to the final BRAC 
vote on the Navy closure recommendations 

Your prompt attention is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Jm Santorum 



United stato Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

June 16, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We understand that the BRAC 95 Commission has made four separate official visits to 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)-Annapolis. We are advised that no prc:vious BRAC 
Commission has made as many official visits to a closure/realignment candidate location. 

While we understand that the Commission does not generally visit potential receiving 
sites, we are also aware that there have been exceptions. For example, at least two BRAC 95 
Commissioners visited Fort MacDill, a potential receiving base. In the interest of fiiirness, we 
believe it is important for Commissioners to visit NSWC-Philadelphia prior to the final BRAC 
vote on the Navy closure recommendations. 

Your prompt attention is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

July 7, 1995 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

The Honorable Rick Santorum 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

Thank you for your letter requesting an official staffvisit to the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center (NSWC), Philadelphia. I appreciate your interest in the base closure proceiss and welcome 
your comments. 

As you may know, Mr. David Epstein of the Commission staf f  visited NSWC, 
Philadelphia on April 6, 1995. I can assure you that the information gained during his visit, in 
addition to all other sources of information provided to the Commission and pertaining to the 
NSWC, Philadelphia, was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its recommendations 
to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult ancl challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

. L .  ,- .. . ' 4 ,:~,.il 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 -m : w + r j r : i : r @ , ~ ~ ~ ~ t - / ~ ~ ~  
ALAN J. DIXON. (:HAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER!I: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

, RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

July 7, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Arlen Spector 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Arlen: 

Thank you for your letter requesting an official &visit to the Naval Su~face Warfare 
Center (NSWC), Philadelphia. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome 
your comments. 

As you may know, Mr. David Epstein of the Commission staff visited NSIVC, 
Philadelphia on April 6, 1995. I can assure you that the information gained during: his visit, in 
addition to all other sources of information provided to the Commission and pertaining to the 
NSWC, Philadelphia, was careftlly considered by the Commission in making its recommendations 
to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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CONGRESSIONAL MISSILE 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It has come to my attention that the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) has some "unanswered questions1' 
about the 1995 Department of Defense recommendation to close the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center/Carderock Division - Annapolis. 

Given the certification process to which the Commission must 
adhere in acquiring deliberative data, I am amazed that staff may 
still be lacking information pertinent to the proposed Annapolis 
closure. I am particularly disturbed about this potential 
situation given the fact that the Commission is set to vote on it 
in less than a week. 

I would like to know if the DOD has denied any of the 
Commission's requests for information and when the Department was 
approached with unanswered questions. If so, I will assist your 
in obtaining information the Commission needs to ensure a fair 
and equitable evaluation of the Department's recomrnendation with 
respect to the Annapolis facility. Immediate action must be 
taken to ensure that the Commission does not vote on inc~mplete 
information that could in the long term negatively impact 
operational readiness. 

Finally, in the absence of glaring errors or documented 
deviations by the DOD on established BRAC criteria, I would hope 
the Commission would accept the Department's recommendations to 
ensure continued infrastructure reductions, savings and 
efficiencies. I appreciate your immediate attention to these 
matters. 

CURT WELDON 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPtH MAOE I:)F HECYirEO FIBERS 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F'---- . - ' ---- ,  L V ,  ,....-.- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -) . -.*,.-2f 

703-696-0504 1' 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
9x061 ? -I 7.4 / 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

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

The Honorable Curt Weldon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Weldon: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to close 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), Carderock Division, Annapolis, Maryland. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process anti welcome your 
comments. 

I can assure you that the Commission is committed to evaluating each base under 
consideration for possible closure or realignment in a fair and equitable manner. As you may 
know, Commissioners and Commission staff visited NSWC, Annapolis to evaluate, firsthand, 
the operations conducted at the facility. You may be certain that the information gathered during 
these visits, in addition to all information gathered and pertaining to NSWC, Annapolis will be 
thoroughly evaluated by the Commission before a decision is reached affecting the facility. 

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

Sincerely, 
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FAX NO, 7037562174 P. 02 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  N A V Y  
, - 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

(000 N A V Y  PENTAGON 

'NASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

MM-080t;-F16 
BSAT/AP< 
5 June 1995 

ME>lOtWNDUM FOR THE SPECIAL ASS1ST.W TO THE CHEF OF STAFF OF THE 
AIR FORCE FOR W G L \ i i T  AND TRANSITION 

Subj: POENTTAI, ANDERSON AFB EXCESS HOUSING 

Ref: la) Your ~nernormdum of 23 May 95, same subject 

In response to your request in rhs reference for the Department of the Navy's thoughts on 
including language in the Naval Air Station Agana, Guam redirect relating to excessing of Air 
Force housing at Anderson .Air Forcz Base. we see no value in such a proposal, m.d are not 
inclined to support it 

Under the base closure process, the only b e  we include language relating to family 
housln_c assets 1s when we are closin: a base but wish to ret& the housing to support 
rnll~wy personnel who may be remaining in tht? area after the base closes. An exiunple of 
such language IS Ue BRAC-93 NAS Agana recommendation. in which the Commi,ssion 
recommended retaining housing at NAS Agana necessary to supporz Navy personnel who 
relocated to .indersen .ASS. In Ule abszncc of such lagua,oe, the tamlly houszng owned by J 

but would close dong with the base. 

When a base is not closing, as in the case oi  Andasen ,W, determination of ilousins 
requirements is 3 function of the normai real estate management progrm. Tf h e  A i r  Force 
cfecerm1ne.s rhac [here is no longer s requirement for .Andersen South housinz units, or any 
other facilities. whether because of independent Navy actions or othenvise, it has the ability 
ro excess that properry. with no need to utdize the base closure process. Furrhermore, the 
S a v y  is not inclined 10 put ~tself in a position where an cugument could be made that disposal 
of Air Force housing is theu hanc ia l  responsibility. 

I appreciate the pressure that PhCM's desires to dispose of this propem may IE placing 
on you. However? I belicvc it is wholly inappropriate for the Department of the Navy to be 
involved in satisQing these desires. particularly in a recomrnendarion dedmg, with a closing 
Navy base. Lf I cm be of any further assistance, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

m - 0 8 0 6 - ~ 1 6  
*** MASTER DOCUMENT *** 
DO NOT REMOVE FROM FILES 

Base Smcrure Evaluation coqhittee 
\ 
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June 14,1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I felt it was important that, following our meeting last week, I reinforce in the clearest terms possible 
the City's fbll commitment to any possible Navy plans for homeporting aircraft carriers in Long 
Beach. 

The City of Long Beach would support that activity to the fbllest extent possible including the 
establishment of a Navy Liaison Office that would coordinate, on behalf of the Navy, with the private 
sector on such issues as access to housing, transportation and medical resources and facilities. (As 
you probably know, the results of a recent study conducted by Kenneth Leventhal & Company for 
the City indicate that there are more than enough housing and medical facilities in ithe Long Beach 
area to easily accommodate the personnel from as many as three aircraft carriers.) 

The Navy Liaison Office would actively help facilitate the search for needed housing, appropriate 
medical facilities and transportation support. Other assistance which could meet the educational, 
recreational, leisure time and social needs of sailors would also be the responsibility of the Navy 
Liaison Office. Further, if there are other issues that may need to be addressed regarding the 
homeporting of aircraft carriers, the City is ready to immediately begin such a dialogue. 

The City of Long Beach has been home to the Navy for most of this century. We would welcome 
the chance to be the Navy's home for the next century, too. 

Thank you, again, for your time last week and for all your considerations on our berhalf 

Respectfblly, 

IY I 

Beverly O'Neill 
Mayor 

CIVIC CENTER PLAZA 333 WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 

TELEPHONE: 31 0-570-6801 FAX: 31 0-570-6538 TDD: 31 0-!570-6629 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 14, 1995 
Page 2 

cc: Commissioners: 
Alton Cornella 
Rebecca G. Cox 
General J. B. Davis (ret.) 
S. Lee Kling 
Rear Admiral Benjamin F. Montoya (ret. ) 
Wendi L. Steele 
Major General Josue Robles (ret.) 

c-* 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
. . 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 p:< ., - .. . . - 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ;J?- i - . 

703-696-0504 - 9%06/&Ig~/ 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSI0NER:I: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

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

The Honorable Beverly O'Neill 
Mayor, City of Lung Beach 
Civic Center Plaza 
333 West Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Dear Mayor O'Neill: 

Thank you for letter informing the Commission of the City of Long Bcbsch's 111 
commitment to any &re Navy plans for homeporting aircraft carriers in Lung Beach. It 
was good seeing you recently and I welcome your comments on this issue. 

I can assure you that the additional information you have provided will be given 
care11 attention by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military 
infrastructure. In addition, your letter has been sent to each Commissioner for their 
review. I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dBa11t and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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COMMERCE COMMITTEE: 
ENERGY AND POWER SUBCOMMITTEE 

RANKING MINORITY MEMBER 

HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT SUBCOMMI~EE 

FRANK PALLQNE, JR. 
6TH DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY 

REPLV TO: 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515-3006 
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-4671 Bouee of %epteeentatibe$ 

REPLY TO: 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
540 BROADWAV (SUITE 118) 

LONG BRANCH, NJ 07740 
(906) 571-1 140 

0 I.E.I., AIRPORT PLAZA 
(ROOM 33) HIGHWAV 36 
HAZLET, NJ 077304701 

June 16, 1995 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment (:ommissiolpb-++ .+;+, ;;; rlk. nW4w 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 * - .  

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Department of Defense initially recommended the closure of the 
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal and relocation of the "Military 
Transportation Management Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquarters 
and the traffic management portion of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort 
Monmouth, New Jersey." 

Recently, at the Defense Base Closure and Realignment hearing 
conducted on Wednesday, June 14, 1995, the Honorable Togo D. West, Jr. , 
Secretary of the Army testified and stated that the "...Army's Military 
Traffic Management Command is considering an internal reorganization which 
could result in the merger of their area commands at another eastern 
installation besides Fort Monmouth." In addition, the Secretary requested 
modification in their earlier recommendation I f . .  .so it does not specify the 
gaining location . . . . "  

Upon my learning of this new Army recommendation, I contacted Army 
officials in the Pentagon and requested the justification for this change. 
It was brought to my attention by Mr. John Nerger, in the Off ice of the 
Chief of Staff of the Army, that the Army is in the process of conducting 
a study to reorganize the Military Traffic Management Commands, including 
the Eastern Area Command Headquarters at Bayonne, Western Area Command 
Headquarters at Oakland, California, and the Central Headquarters in Falls 
Church, Virginia. Enclosed is a copy of the proposal for the study, which 
provides little rational to justify why the study is needed. 

Because the information from the Army is scant, I asked for a briefing 
today in my office, which was conducted by W. R. "Billw Lucas, Deputy to 
the Commander, Military Traffic Management Command. Mr. Lucas specified 
at the briefing that the reorganization concept only involves the Military 
Traffic Management Command (MTMC) . It does not include an:y reorganization 
of the 1301st Major Port Command. He stressed that the 1301st would remain 
at Bayonne, if the BRAC decided to keep the Bayonne facility open, and that 
the 1301st would have to remain in the vicinity of the Port of New York and 
New Jersey, if the BRAC decided to close the Bayonne facility. He 
mentioned the possibility of leasing space in the port region as an 
alternative to Fort Monmouth. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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The 13 01st Major Port Command should be separated from the Secretary' s 
request for discretion concerning final location, because there is no link 
associated with their MTMC reorganization concept. The Fort Monmouth 
location was chosen, because it is within the Port region, the space is 
owned by the Army, and there is considerable cost savings as demonstrated 
by the COBRA analysis. 

However, I also believe that the suggested reorganization of the MTMC 
is inappropriate at this time and damaging to its military function. It 
is inexcusable for the Army to propose a study at this late date in the 
process, especially since the Commission begins final deliberations next 
week. There is no real opportunity for the B M C  or the public to analyze 
the need for a reorganization study. The Army is asking for discretion 
that removes the finality of a BRAC decision and could mean that a decision 
on where to relocate the MTMC functions at Bayonne may not be determined 
for years to come. I would like the opportunity to discuss this matter and 
at least articulate my displeasure to you personally. 

It is my firm belief, as is the entire New Jersey dt21egation1s, that 
Bayonne should remain open for various reasons, but if it must be closed, 
then Fort Monmouth is the logical choice for relocation of' the MTMC Eastern 
Area Command Headquarters and the traffic management portion of the 13 01st. 
Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) analyses have indicated a savings 
of over $10 million annually, once initial closure costs have been 
considered. In addition, Fort Monmouth has more then enough space to 
accommodate these functions from Bayonne. Finally, it is important to 
consider the human factors involved. Fort Monmouth is located 42 miles 
from Bayonne and therefore would enable most employees to continue working 
locally, without job interruption. 

Based on today's briefing, the Army seems be looking at Fort Eustice, 
Virginia, as an alternative to Fort Monmouth for the MTMC reorganization. 
However, Mr. Lucas acknowledged that there was insufficient space located 
at Fort Eustice and new construction would be necessary. If the three 
commands at Bayonne, Oakland, and Falls Church, are reorganized at Fort 
Eustice all personnel would have to be relocated. Talent would be lost, 
because many would decide not to relocate. Costs would be considerably 
more than would be associated with Fort Monmouth, because of the relocation 
of personnel and the need for new construction. 

It is impractical for the Army, at this late stage in the game, to 
make changes in their recommendation that will leave people's lives hinging 
on some later decision that is based on a study, which is in its infancy. 
Please review the materials enclosed and do not hesitate t:o contact me for 
further discussion. 

Your assistance and concern in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



! ". " 

REPLY TO 
ATTtlrmON OF 

MTCS (570-4a) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS 

MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND 
561 1 COLUMBIA PIKE 

FALLS CHURCH. VA 22041-5050 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQDA(DACS-TABS), WASH DC 203 10-0200 

SUBJECT: Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne BRAC Action 

1. MTMC is in the process of developing a strategy for reengineering the command to 
achieve organizational excellence. Our effort is tied to U.S. Army Force XXI and 
USTRANSCOM's DTS 2010 strategic planning objectives and initiatives. The vision is 
straightforward - Look to the future to ensure our actions today get us to the: right place 
tomorrow. 

2. Our organizational excellence study is not complete. But the preliminary .work 
indicates that given the opportunity for fbther study, we can formulate reconunendations 
to complement the long-term interests of the U. S. Army. 

3. The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission's report, when approved by 
Congress, has a permanent effect on stationing plans. A legislative "lock in" t:o a specific 
installation is too restrictive. At this point, it is desirable to avoid a permanent and 
specified placement to an installation, which, in turn, may "back us into" a less than 
optimum solution. Because of this situation, we suggested The Army Basing Study group 
propose alternative language to the Commission's report to allow the Army th.e flexibility 
to realign to another installation if the operational and economic factors support the 
change. 

4. We have enclosed an information packet which articulates our strategy to achieve 
Organizational Excellence. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

Encl 

'J Colonel, GS 
Chief of Staff 

Printed on @ w e d  p w  
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Thoughts on Customers 
@ Customers must be MTMC's #I focus 

@ MTMC must provide single face to customers 

@ MTMC must understand customer requirements 
and what produces customer satisfaction 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ; . , . 

1 -".-%' 

..- ._. . -..-. 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - -r  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 2 1,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLKS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

The Honorable Frank Pallone 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Pallone: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concerns with the Departmenl: of the Army's 
consideration of an internal reorganization of the Army's Military T f l c  Management Command 
(MTMC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Secretary of Defense requested that the Commission consider a 
modification in the recommendation to close the Bayome Military Ocean Terminal (MOTB). 
The Commission is evaluating the Secretary of Defense's request of the Commission to not 
spec@ the gaining command for MTMC should the Commission recommend to close MOTB. I 
can assure you that the Commission will consider all viewpoints and relevant analysis on MOTB 
and the future disposition of MTMC before a decision is reached &&g the u,mrnand. The 
additional information you have provided has will be carefblly considered as we complete our 
review of MOTB. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this issue during this difficult 
and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of 
senrice. 

Sincerely, 





M E M O R A N D U M  

To : Dave Lyles 

From : Rob Garagiola, legislative assistant to 
Congressman Prank Pallone, Jr. 

Date : June 16, 1995 

Re : Additional language with regard to Camp Kilrner, NJ 

The Pentagon rec2ommendation t,o the Defense Closure and 
Realignment Commission stated, "Close Camp Kilmer, except an 
enclave for minimum necessary facilities to support the Reserve 
Components." Additionally, it was stated in the justification, 
"Closing Camp Kilmer will save base operations and maintenance 
funds and provide reuse opportunities for approximately 56 acres." 

Congressman Pallone does not disagree with this 
recommendation, but would respectful-ly request to make additional 
language concerning land transfer preference and a programmed 
Battle Projection Center to be constructed at the Camp at the end 
of the decade. Please consider the following changes: 

"Close Camp Kilmer, except an enclave for minimum necessary 
facilities to support the Reserve Components and ensure the 
necessary requisite acres to fulfill the U.S. Army 
Reserve's programmed construction of a Battle Projection 
Center. In addition, Edison Towliship will have preference 
for reuse of the excessed land." 

At present, the U.S. Army Reserve plans to construct a Battle 
Projection Center (BPC)  at Camp Kilrner, New Jersey, in Fiscal Year 
2000. The attached letter from Paul W. Johnson, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Army, states that the 19-acre reserve enclave is 
sufficient for the BPC, but Congressman Pallone would ;?refer that 
the BRAC allow discretion in the size of the enclave linking it to 
the needs of the BPC. 

In the past, Congressman P a l l o n e  has statutorily zransferred 
excess land to Edison Township for recreational purposes. Since 
land will be excessed within the BRAC process, the {Songressman 
would like to ensure that Edison is allowed to continue its 
tradition of expanding its recreational program with the use of 
this land. 

Please consider the minor changes above. If you have any 
questions or concerns with this proposal, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE Of THE ASSISTANT SECPETPRY 

INSTALLATIONS LOGISTICS AND ENH@@TB,.~./,, 
110 ARMY PENTAGON - - 

WASHINGTON DC 20310-01.lp~, - L.- 

May 2 4 ,  1 9 9 5 . '  37 

Honorable Frank Pallone, Jr. 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 2051 5 

Dear Congressman Pallone: 

This responds to your request for information 
regarding the Military Construction, Army Reserve 
(MCAR) project for a Battle Projection Center (BPC) 
at Edison, New Jersey. 

The Battle Projection Center is programmed for 
construction in Fiscal Yeas 2000, with a Current 
Working Estimate (CWE) of $6.238 million. The planned 
construction site is the Kilmer U . S .  Army Reserve 
Center, Edison, New Jersey. 

An interim facility was established at Fort Dix, 
New Jersey. Existing facilities were not available at 
the Kilmer Center to convert to a BPC. The Fort Dix 
location was an expedient temporary fix to allow the 
BPC to begin operations upon delivery of equipment. 

Training involves computer telecommunications 
from the BPC to remote terminals which are set ap at 
the local training sites and reserve centers of the 
units being trained. This allows the units to conduct 
training with a minimum of time and expense wasted 
in-transporting unit members to a central site. 

BRAC 95 identified Camp Kilmer for closure with 
a 19-acre reserve enclave at this site. The proposed 
enclave includes sufficient land for this MCAR project.,\ 

Sincerely, 

Deputy Asfistant sec taa ry  of the Army 
(Installations and Housing) 

OASA(I,L&E) 

Prlntsd on Aecyclad Paper 
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Joe Glrtwerth 
County Executive 

St. Charles County 

June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the presiding elected officials in the St. Louis, hnissouri region, we are wiFiting on behalf 
of the initiative which seeks to prevent the closure of ATCOM. 

We are convinced that maintaining ATCOM intact and at its present location in St. Louis 
will assure military readiness, essential to the Army's effective operation, and will prevent 
the elimination of thousands of highly skilled jobs in the St. Louis Metropolitan Area. The 
St. Louis defense Task Force, in conjunction with the Missouri legislative delegation, has 
done an outstanding job in documenting the fact that the Army's recommendation to 
disestablish ATCOM and relocate the function is flawed. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know from the St. Louis defense Task Force submittals to the 
commission, the results of their research conclude that the Army's recommendation to 
disestablish ATCOM has no merit. Their cost savings figures are insupportable. Our 
congressional delegation is adamantly opposed to the closure of ATCOM. They 
understand that maintaining ATCOM intact and in St. Louis is vital to the miliitary being able 
to effectively carry out its missions. 

Thank you for your consideration of the submittals to the commission by' the St. Louis 
Defense Task Force, and of our support on behalf of maintaining ATCOM intact and in St. 
Louis. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Ortwerth 
County Executive 
St. Charles County, M 

of St. Louis, Missouri 

100 North Third Street Su~te 318 Saint Charles, Missouri 63301 
Phone 3 14-949-7520 Fax 3 14-949-752 1 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, C HALRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS;: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLITS, JR., USA (RET) 

Mr. Buzz Westfall 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

County Executive 
St. Louis County, Missouri 
100 North Third Street, Suite 3 18 
Saint Charles, MO 6330 1 

Dear Mr. Westfill: 

Thank you for your letter in support of the Aviation Troop Command (ATCOM). As you 
know, Chairman Dixon has recused himself from participating in any Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission decision affecting ATCOM. 

I can assure you that the additional information you provided, refbting the Army's 
recommendation to disestablish ATCOM, will be given care11 attention by our review and 
analysis M. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Staff Director 
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703-696-0504 

a' A" ' "IXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. LIONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. .IR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

June 2 1, 1995 

Mr. Joe Ortwerth 
County Executive 
St. Charles County 
100 North Third Street 
Suite 3 18 
Saint Charles, MO 63301 

Dear Mr. Ortwerth: 

Thank you for your letter in support of the Aviation Troop Command (ATCOM). As you 
know, Chairman Dixon has recused himself from participating in any Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission decision affecting ATCOM. 

I can assure you that the additional information you provided, refuting the Army's 
recommendation to disestablish ATCOM, will be given careful attention by our review and 
analysis staff. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of senice. 

David S. ~ ~ k d  
Staff Director 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -, - - -A , ' * c 4 u u f  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Freeman Bosley, Jr. 
Mayor, City of St. Louis 
C/O St. Charles County, Missouri 
100 North Third Street, Suite 3 18 
Saint Charles, MO 63301 

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

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEIS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S"EELE 

Dear Mayor Bosley: 

Thank you for your letter in support of the Aviation Troop Command (A'TCOM). As you 
know, Chairman Dixon has recused himself fiom participating in any Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission decision affecting ATCOM. 

I can assure you that the additional information you provided, rehting the: Army's 
recommendation to disestablish ATCOM, will be given carem attention by our nGew and 
analysis staff. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

David S. ~ ~ l d $  
Staff Director 
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Effective Citizen Action Since 1 969 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
6267 Delmar Boulevard, Saint Louis, Missouri 63130 (314) 727-0600. FAX (314) 727-1665 

June 15,1995 

Thc HonorabIc Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Bast Closure & Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 : I, . - yr,; -*  ; 3 it:.:: ~ t d i i ~ g h  

RE: Army Chemical Warfare Training SchooI. \ f s S  ' - 7 ; .  .-,ti , ,, q5OG r r " " L f * .  \= 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

On behalf of the Missouri Coalition for thc Environment I would Iikc to bring to your mention the 
endosed memo from consuiting mginea Robert Schreibcr regarding additional perm-its needed before the 
above captioned facility can be hansfmcd from Fort McClellan, Alabama. to Fon G ~ n a r d  Wood, Mis- 
souri 

The Statt: of Missouri is trying ro imply that all rclwant pennits are in pIace. Tlxxt is simply not true. 
Furthemore, those state air permits that have been issued are at present under legal challenge by the Mis- 
souri Coalition for the Environment. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this informanon 

Sincerely, r\ 

R Roger Pryor 
Executive Director 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 



271 W o k  Dnve Sam Louis, M i  63026 

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGlNWS 314/349.8399 *Fax 314M.8384 

June 14,1995 

Roger Pryor 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
6267 Delmar Boulevard 
St. Louis, MO 63 130 

Dear Roger, 

As requested Schreiber, Grana & Yonley, Inc. has performed a review of the operations of the Army's 
Chemical Training SchooL There are many operations at Fort McCleJlan that are ax1 integral part of the 
comprehensive Chemical School Training program. Presented in the enclosed docu~nent is an evaluation 
of the various tra.ining elements performed in the Armfs Chemical Training School. In addition, 
regulations of the State of Missouri have been evaluated to determine their applicability to the 
proposed move of the 14xmy's Chemical Training School to Fort Leonard Wood. 

Many of the pennit deficiencies outlined include the regulatory citation, while others include USEPA 
guidance documents that were not followed. The permits listed are required for poitions of the training 
program that Army p e r s o ~ e l  at Fort Leonard Wood either overlooked, are unaware of; or believes are 
minor and may not need permitting. 

One of the major items in the document is the analysis performed on a sample of fog oiL This is the 
same fog oil that will be available for use at Fort Leonard Wood. It does not meet the requirements of 
the currently issued permit by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (Appendix 1). Analytical . 

results are also included for pads used in the "Minicams" to detect the nerve agents in the CDTF. The 
amount of S3ver contained in the pads makes them a hazardous waste (Appendix 2). 

If you have any questions abour any of the information presented, I will be glad to cliscuss it with you 
Please contact me or Bryan L. Williams of my st& at (3 14) 349-8399. Bryan can also be reached at 
home at (618) 235-7621 or by pager 1-800-759-7243, access code 305-353 1, and then punch in the 
telephone number where you can be reached. 

Sincerely, 
Schreiber, Grana & Yonley, Inc. 

President 



This document is prepared to i d o m  BRAC on the outstanding permitting issues a t  Fort Leonard 

Wood. In the attempt to obtain permits for the trmskr of the Chemical Training School &om Fort 

McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood, many issues have been overlooked or ignored All the issues 

outlined m this document include the regulato~y requirement or guidance addressing why each pen& 

is required Each of these outstanding issues can limit or reduce the Chemical Training School's 

capabilities to provide the same comprehensive training at Fort Leonard Wood as has been offered 

at Fort McClellan. 

A detailed review ofthe Chemical Training School operations at Fort McCledlan was conducted This 

included visits to Fort McCleUan and discussions with operations personnel firon1 the Chemical 

Training SchooL Information gathered fiom these trips was considered when cleciding which 

regulatory requirements would apply to operating identical training at Fort Leonard Wood 

2.1 CDTF' Constructioq 

Citation: Missouri Stormwater Regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(1)(A) require that "All 

pezsons who operate, use, disturb kid,  maintain existing storm water point sources, or before 

b e g w . g  any construction which would result in a stormwater point source, shall apply to 

the department for the permits required by the Missouri Clean Water Iaw and these 

r w t i o n s .  The department issues these permits in order to enforce the P~souri  Clean 

Water Law and regulations and administer the state operating permit program" 

10 CSR 20-6.200(I)(BX7) exempts sites that disturb less than five (5) acres. The 

requirements for a land disturbance application are found at 10 CSR 20-6.200(3). 

I, 

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, PIC. 



Comment: Per the BRAC 1995 Programming Documents, Fort Leonard \Wood, Missouri 

Project 45893, Section 2.B.6, the Chemical Decontamkation Training ~ ; a w -  (CDTJ?) 

construction will require the clearing (disturbance) of 8.26 acres. A stonmvater p d  for 

the CDTF c o ~ c t i o n  is, therefore, required and has not been obtained. 

2.2 Flame Tramm~ and CDTF Sed . . iment Pond 

Citation: In 10 CSR 20-6.200(2) "Stormwater discharge associated with m(lustria1 activity. 

The discharge h m  any conveyance which is used for collecting and conveying stormwater 

which is not under a permit issued under 10 CSR 20-6.010 and which is directly related to 

manui3cturing, processing or raw materials storage areas at an industrial plant" is required 

to have a discharge permit. 

Missouri stonnwater regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(2)(B) 3.F. specifies that "Industrial 

facilities that are federally , state or municipally owned or operated" are subject to the 

stonnwater regulations. 

* . 
Comment: Flame T r a q :  Since flame training, which includes the practjce of exposing 

large quadties of ignitable materials such as oil and other petroleum products to the ground, 

is a sigmkmt potential stormwater pollution source, a stormwater permit for all designated 

h e  training areas (Ranges 27 and 28) is required. 

Comment: merit Pond : As stated in the BRAC 1995 Programming Documents 

fbr Project #45893, Section 2.B.5 identifies a stonnwater drainage sediment pond, sediment 

pond emergency spillway and sediment pond relief line. This construction is for a specific 

additional stonnwater discharge point. No modification to the current existing stonnwater 

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC. 
rb 



permit MO-0 11725 1 has been requested for this additional discharge point. 

Citation: Missouri Stormwater Regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.200(1)(A) require that "All 

persons who operate, use, disturb land, maintain existing storm water point sources, or before 

beginning any construction which would result in a stormwater point source, shall apply to 

the department for the permits required by the Missouri Clean Water Law and these 

regulations. The department issues these permits in order to enforce the Missouri Clean 

Water Law and regulations and administer the state operating permit pro~un."  

Comment: The maps included in the BRAC Project 45893 document sholw various other 

projects involving construction including PN 383 15,383 17,42638 and 383 18, which may 

require land disturbance exceeding five (5) acres. As noted in 2.1 above, construction 

disturbing land areas greater than five acres will require pen& applications for a stormwater 

permit. In addition, each range area project such as Range 28, Range 27, the Mechanized 

Smoke Ranges (3) and Alpha Field also will require a stonnwater permit if each project 

involves the disturbance of more than five (5) acres. 

3.1 FOP Oil Permit 

Citation: In the Fog oil permit issued by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

iW695-0 10, Emission Limitations #3 states, 

"a. The fog oil shall be severly hydrotreated to remove polycyclic aromatic 

hydrocarbons (PAH.) and their nitrogen and oxygen analogies, and 

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC. 



c. The fog oil shall contain no more than 0.5% (one-halfpercent) by weight of any 

single hazardous air pollutant (HAP) as defined by 10 CSR 10-6.020 (2) (C), "Table 

3 Hazardous Air Pollutants." The combination of all HAPS in the fog oil shall 

comprise no more than 1% (one percent) by weight of the fog o l "  

"Table 3 - Hazardous Air Pollutants, " listes Polycyclic organic matter with the 

following footnote, "Includes organic compounds with more than one (1) benzene 

ring, and which have a boiling point greater than or equal to one h~mdred degrees 

Celsius (100' C). 

Comment: The same fbg oil as is in use at Fort McCleUan has been analyzed fbr the quantity 

of Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. Analysis verifies that the fog oil currently supplied to 

meet M i l i t q  Specification MIL -F 12070D, still does contain 6.16 % PAHs. A copy of the 

analysis is included as Appendix # 1. 

33 CDTF Construction 

Regulatory Guidance: EPA's document titled "New Source Review Workshop Manual'', 

dared October 1990, states "A dehierate decision to split an otherwise "significant" project 

imo two or more d e r  projects to avoid PSD review would be viewed as circumvention 

and would subject the entire project to enfbrcement action if construction on any of the small 

projects commences without a PSD permit". 

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLN, INC. 
n 
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Citation: In the regulations at 10 CSR 10-6.060 (I)@) Applicability to Covered 

hstaIhtidChanges in regards to C d o n  Pennits Required states "This rule shall apply 

to installations throughout Missouri with the potential to emit any pohta~lt in an amount 

equal to or greater than the de minimis levels. This rule also shall apply to changes at 

installations which emit less than de minimis levels where the construction or modification 

itselfwould be subject to section (6), (7), (8) or (9) of this rule. This rule shall apply to all 

incinerators and asphaltic plants. " 

In 10 CSR 10-6.020 (2)(1)7 the definition of installation reads "All source operations 

including activities that result in f i x w e  emissions, and any marine vessels while docked at 

the instahtion, that beiong to the same industrial grouping (that have the sa le  two (2) digit 

code as described in the S-d I-ai Ch$ication MimuaI, 1972, as mended by the 

1977 Supplement), all source operations located on one (1) or more contiguous or adjacent 

properties and are under the control of the same person (or persons under conunon control)." 

This prevents the separation of multqle operations from individual permittir~g. 

Comment: PSD review was conducted for the fog oil obscurant training portion of the 

Chemical Training SchooL The air permit for construction of the CDTF was issued without 

a PSD review. Because of the multiple ficets to the training provided by the Chemical 

Training School, all fi&es to be constructed for this move should have beai considered as 

a single project to avoid the "circumvention" referred to in the EPA's above-mentioned 

document. Because the air p d  for the CDTF was issued without a PSD review, its 

construction/operation will most likely subject it to enforcement action per IEPA's policy in 

its guidance manual referenced in this paragraph, in addition to private &ZI litigation 

3 3  Flame Trammq and Other Obscru- . . 

Citation: In the Missouri regulation at 10 CSR 10-6.060 (5)(A), De Minirm'n Permits, 

requires "Any construction or modification at an installation subject to this rule which results 

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC. 
8s 
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in a net emissions increase below the dk minimis levels shall be e x e q ~ t  fiom M e r  

req-s ofthis rule ifthe owner or operator of the source applies for, mi the pemxttm 
. . 

g 

authority issues, a & minimis permit for that instahtion." 

Comment: FIame training invohres the ignition of thickened gasoline and other materials such 

as oil to produce a "wall of flame" as an.obscurant. MDNR has issued an air permit for the 

fog oil obscurrmt training. This permit allows the use of fog oil only and will not allow the 

Amy to use my other types of obscurant traini~~g. Examples of other obscur;mts include the 

use of hexachloroethane smoke pots, brass flakes (infiared defeating obscurant grenades), 

large area iniiared defeating (graphite powder) obscurant, dye colorlzd smoke and 

phosphorous snoke. These other obscurantfs are used at Fort McClellan. They are necessary 

for comprehensive training which requires using all materials that would be used in battle 

conditions. 

3.4 Restriaion of Emissions of Particulate Matter from Industriai I'rocesses 

Citation: k u x i  regulation 10 CSR 10-3.050(3)(A),states that "This regulation applies to 

any operation process or activity except the burning of &el for indirect heating in which 

products of combustion do not come into direct contact with process materials, and except 

the burning of refuse and except the processing of &ageable material by bxlming. 

Generation of fog oil mist is an operation, process and/or activity which does not invoke 

burning of rehe, or processing of salvageable material by b e g ,  or burning for indirect 

heating. " 

10 CSR 10-3.050(4)(A), Emission Limitations, states "Except as provided fir in subsection 

(4)(B) and secdon (5) ofthis Nile, no person shall cause, suffer, allow or perndl the emission 

of particulate matter in any one (1) hour fiom any source in excess of the an~ount shown in 

Table I for the process weight allocated to the source." 
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Connnem: The fog oil generation process will result in violation of this mle. Furthermore, 

none of the exemptions provided i 10 CSR 10-3.050(5) are applicable to the process 

generating fog oil mist. Hence, 10 CSR 10-3.050(4XA) applies to the generation of  fog oil 

mist 'Ibis regulation limits particulate emissions in accordance with the following f0rnm.k 

E=4.10xP06' 

where E = rate of emission, I b h ,  and 

P = process weight rate, tondh. 

Based on the permitted maximum use of 3,700 I b h  of fog oil, this formula Emits particulate 

e o n  to 6.19 lbs/hr. Actual particulate emission &om 3,700 l b h  of fog 012 usage will be 

f600 Ibsh. Fort Leonard Wood will not meet the requirement of 10 CSR 10-3.050(4)(A). 

4.1 CDTF Air Scrubber Water 

Citation: Missouri wastewater regulations at 10 CSR 20-6.010 (4), Constn1ction Permits, 

speciiies: 

(A) "No person shall cause or pennit the construction, instahtion or modification of any 

sewer system or of any water contaminant source or wastewater tnatment fPc%ty 

without first receiving a construction permit issued by the department except for the 

following: 

1. C o m c t i o n  of a separate storm sewer; or 

2. Facilities as provided in other 10 CSR 20-6 regulations. 
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(B) A separate application for each sewer system, water contamix~ant source or 

wastewater treatment ficrlity must be submated to the department. Where there are 

muhqle releases fiom a single operating location, however, one (1) application may 

cover all fidhies and releases For continuing authorities listed in pamgraph (3)(~)1. 

or 2. only one (1) application may be required when the authority oprxates a sewage 

treatment plant and has one (1) or more other non-continuous storm water-related 

discharges associated with the sewage treatment plant. " 

Comments: The CDTF, as designed, will include an incinerator that utilizes a water venturi 

scrubber as part of the air con tamhmt removal system. The water generated ty this scrubber 

wiIl be discharged to the Fort Leonard Wood wastewater treatment plant. Design flow rate 

for the scrubber is 15,000 gallons per day. Based on this information and the requirement of 

the State of lkliwuxi regulations, Fort Leonard Wood is required to obtain a water pollution 

control construction permit before the C D F  incinerator is constructed. 

5 RCRA-REGWTED HAZARDOUS W A S m  

5.1 Generatioflrestment of Hazardous Waste from CDTF O ~ e r a t h  

Citation: Based on USEPA regdatiuns at 40 CFR 261.24, Table 1, "M * Concentration 

of Contaminam fbr the Toxicity Characteristic" states that waste materials containing silver 

"at the concemration eqyl  to or greater than" 5 mgA is a hazardous waste. "A solid waste 

that exhiibhs the characteristic of toxicity has the EPA Hazardous Waste Number specified 

in Table 1 wfdcb corresponds to the toxic contaminant causing it to be hazardous." The 

hazardous waste designation for Sihrer is waste code # DO1 1. 

Comments: 'Ihe CDTF generates waste pads fiom the "minicaml' air monitors which are 

impregnated whh &her Ilitrate. These monitors are utilized for the detection of nerve agents 

n 
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throughout the CDTF and in the air ventilation system. The laboratory anal@ of a 

representative sample of the waste pads show a sihrer concentration, in the "Toxic 

Characteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP) extract per SW-846 Method 13 11, to be 1,080 

mg/L A copy of the analysis is attached as Appendix #2. Current CDTF poli* requires 

deumtamimth of any material exposed to nerve agents to the five "x" level before it can be 

released fiom Army control for off-site shipment. CDTF policy defines five "x" level to be: 

Materials that have been t h d y  treated for 15 minutes at 1000"F,, or 

Materials which air monitoring indicates the nerve agent air concentrations are below - 
detectable levels. 

Based on this CDTF policy, the waste pads impregnated with dver nitrate which have been 

used to detect (and hence exposed to) nerve agents are required to be thermally treated on- 

site to remove any possible nerve contamination. The air permit issued for the CDTF by the 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) states that "No hazardous wastes may 

be charged to the incinerator." Given this scenario, the Army can not incinerate the pads in 

the CDTIi *out violating the MDNR's CDTF air permit and can not ship them off-site to 

a permitted hazardous waste disposal site without violating its policy of prior decontamination 

to five "xu levels. The same issue can be raised for other potential hzzardous wastes 

generated by the CDTF. These wastes include laboratory wastes and waste filters fiom the 

ventilation system. 

CLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION: 6 

. . 
6.1 Radioactive Isotoue Trainlngboratories 

Citation: USEPA quk ion ,  kund at 40 CFR 61 -. H - National E m s o n  S u  
. . 
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Radio~cfide E d  bv the Nuclear 
. . .. . . . 

. . 
and Fe- Not Covered bv S u w  details the equirements which have to be 

included in a Fort Leonard Wood permit application. 

40 CFR 6 1.104 (a)(l) - "The report or application for approval to constnxct or m o w  as 

required by 40 CFR part 61, subpart A and 96 1.106, must provide the following infoxmation: 

(i) The name of the ficility. . 

(ii) The name of the person responslile for the operation of the ficility and the anme 

of the person preparing the report (if different). 

(m) The location of the ficdity, including suite andlor building mmlber, street, city, 

county, state, and zip code. 

ETC. ... through xvi" 

40 CFR 6 1.04 (b) - "Section 1 12(d) directs the Adminish.ator to delegate to each State, when 

appropriate, the authority to implement and enforce national emission standardis for hazardous 

air poRutants for stationary sources located in such State. If the authority to implement and 

enforce a standard under this part has been delegated to a State, all information required to 

be submitted to EPA under paragraph (a) of this section shall also be submitted to the 

appropriate State agency (provided, that each specific delegation may exempt sources fiom 

a certain Federal or State reporting requirement). The Administrator may permit all or some 

of the information to be submitted to the appropriate State agency only, instead of to EPA 

and the State agency. The appropriate mailing address for those States whose delegation 

request has been approved is as follows: 

(AA) State of Missouri: Missouri Department of Natural Resoun;es, Division of 

Environmental Quality, P. 0. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65 102. " 

Comment: The radiological laboratories currently operating at Fort McClelllan are required 

0 
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to have two Nuclear Regulatory Commission licenses. A Part 30 license for "byproduct 

matads" and specific source materjals, and a Part 70 license for "Special Niuclear Material." 

To maintain these operations, Fort Leonard Wood is required to apply for construction 

permits for the proposed move of the radiological training laboratories. Because-the same 

fidities at Fort Leonard Wood win require the same NRC licenses, the laboratories are now 

covered by the NESHAP's pamating rules. 

7.1 TF' Water Sygglv Svsterq 

Citation: Missouri Drinking Water Regulations at 10 CSR 60-3.010(2:1(A) requires "a 

supplier ofwater which operates a noncommunity public water supply to apply in writing to 

the department for a pennit to dispense water to the public". A nontransienilt noncommllnity 

water system is defined by 10 CSR 60-2.015(65)(B) as "A public water system that is not a 

community water system and that regularly serves at least twenty-five (25) of the same 

persons over six months per year". 

Comment: The BRAC Project 45893 document at Section 19,C(b) descrit~es a new public 

water systemincluding a new we& a 100,000-gaflon storage tank and, at Section 2.B.2,6,336 

£kt of 6 inch diameter water line. The system's service meets the definition of a nontransient 

noncommunity water system since staffwill exceed 25 persons. A written alpplication for a 

permit to dispense water for this system must be submitted to the MDNR 
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CONCLUSIONS; 

As often stated by various members of the 1993 and 1995 BRAC commissions, all the necessary 

permits are to be in place before the 1995 BRAC will approve the U.S. Army's request to-move the 

Chemical Training School fiom Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. Presented in this document 

are many requirements that have not been addressed. With the consideration of'this information 

presented, the BRAC should undfmtmd that all of the permits necessary to W y  operate the Chemical 

Training School at Fort Leonard Wood are n* approved. The effectiveness of the Chemical Training 

School at Fort Leonard Wood wjll be greatly reduced and the training capabiliies significantly 

restricted without these permits. Additional information and details regarding these permit 

deficiencies can be provided to you .upon your request. 

Thank you for the opportunity to prepare this information for the Coalition. 
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ANALYSIS REPORT 

Prepared for: Mr. Bryan Williams 
Schreiber Grana & Yonley 

Prepared bv; Shri Thanedar, Ph.D. 
Technical Director 

(31 4) 291 -6620 

2 June 1995 



wI.w ..... I -.I..rw -h A Materials Identitication 

A Polpmer Testing 

2 June 1995 

Mr. Byran Williams 
Schreiber Grana & Yonley 
271 Wolfner Driver 
Fenton, MO 63026 

RE: Analysis of polycyclic aromatic compounds in fog oil. 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

We have completed the analysis of fog oil for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH:, using High 
Performance Liquid Chromatography (HPLC), Gas ChromatographyiMass Spectrometry (GCIMS) and 
Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FT-IR) and the results of the analysis is summarized below. 

SAMPLE LOG-IN 

ANALYSIS RESULTS 

The saniples were logged as follows: 

1. HPLC analysis of sample shows 6.16% of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. 

SAMPLE DESCXIPTION 

SeF2 (9504-336-001) 

2. FT-IR analysis of sample shows presence of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons along with long- 
chain aliphatic hydrocarbons. 

CHEMIWPOLYTECH SAMPLE 

950770 

3. GC'MS analysis of sample shows presence of large number of aliphatic and arorr~atic volatile 
organics at very low concentration levels. 
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ANALYSIS DISCUSSION 

1. HPLC Analvsis 

High performance liquid chromatography (HPLC) is a powerful technique for resolbring complex 
sample mixtures. It is based on differential migration (interaction) of sample components in a 
bi phase system made up of liquid stationary and mobile phase. Careful selection of two phases 
results in optimum separation of sample components. 

Use of HPLC in the analysis of polycyclic aromatics is well known. EPA method 8310 for PAHs 
involves use of HPLC with UV and fluorescence detection (method attached). Chart 1 shows 
separation of PAH by HPLC using UV detection (catalogue). 

HPLC with W detection has an advantage over GC or GCIMS as straight chains (aliphalics) do 
not absorb at 254nm. Thus, HPLC-UV detection is selective unlike GCIFID or GCIbIS for PAHs. 
However, chemical components in the sample with chromophoric group could result in over 
estimation of PAHs, including alkyl benzenes. 

HPLC methodology for PAH was developed on a nonpolar column using a standard ?AH mixture 
obtained from Chem Service. The list of PAH and their concentrations are: 

CONCENTRATION 
W T M  

126 uglgm 

11 126 uglgm 100ugIml 91 -20-3 Naphthalene 1 
- 

126 uglgm - 

11 126 uglgm I 100ugIml 1 56-55-3 1 1.2-Benzanthracene 11 

CONCENTRATION 
W N O L  

100ugIml 

1 126 uglgm 100ug/ml 50-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene 

100uglml 

11 126 uglgm ( 100ugIml 1 207-08-9 ( Benzo(k)fluoranthene /I 

7 

CAS # 

83-32-9 

CHEMICAL COMPONENT 

Acenaphthene 

206-44-0 Fluoranthene 

126 uglgm 

126 uglgm 

126 uglgm 

11 126 uglgm lOOug1ml - I 85-01-8 I Phenanthrene 
1 

100ugIml 

100ugIml 

100ug/ml 

11 126 uglgm 100ug/ml 1 193-39-5 1 lndeno(1 .2.3-C.D)pyrene 

126 uglgm 

1 

208-96-8 

120-1 2-7 

191-24-2 

Acenaphthylene 

Anthracene 

1.12-Benzo perylene 

I I 

100ug/ml 

126 uglgm 

1 126 uglgm 

86-73-7 

100ugIml 

100ugIml 1 129-00-0 1 Pyrene 

Fluorene 

53-70-3 1.256-Dibenzanthracene 



HPLC Conditions: 

Column: Alltech Emnosphere C18; 250 mm x 3.2 mm 

Flow rate: Time Flow rate 
(min) (mllmin) 

0 0.6 
6.99 0.6 
7 0.7 

18 1.8 
End of analysis 1.8 

Detector: Photodiode array at 254nm (UV detector) 

Note: The HPLC pump was programed at a rate of 0.1 mllmin from 7 min to 18 min. Flow 
programing cuts down the analysis time and sharpens later eluting component. 

The HPLC separation of standard PAH (1 00 ppm wlv; 126 ppm wlw) is shown in Chart 3. The 
experimental conditions were not optimized to resolve the individual compone~lts as group 
quantitation (PAHs) was the objective of the analysis. The detector response for individual PAHs 
are different as their molar absorptivity are different at 254nm. Also, some peak:j are intense 
due to coelution of multiple sample components. The chromatogram shows 12-13 maximal. All 
the sample components elute within 20 minutes. The expanded plot of this separation is shown 
in Chart 4. 

The HPLC separation on Chart 5 is the duplicate run of PAH standards and the separation is 
comparable to Chart 3. The retention time and peak areas of sample components are 
reproducible. 

To compute the average response of the UV detector for PAH (detector response/microgmm of 
PAH in 1 gm of methanol), the total area in the two chromatograms (Charts 3 and 5) were 
integmted and divided by standard weight. The results of integration is shown in Chart 6. The 
area due to PAH is highlighted in this chart. The average response per micrognim of PAH in 
Igm of methanol was found to be 126090. This factor was used to compute the amount of PAH 
in sample. 

Chart 7 is a mobile phase blank run prior to sample. The broad hump in this chrcrmatogram is 
due to very low altenuation on the absorption scale. The high frequency ~ioise in this 
chromatogram is the power line noise (60hz noise). - 

The HPLC separation of 3.6mglgm of sample in methanol is shown in Chiart 8. This 
chromatogram shows that the sample has many components with chromophoric functionality. 
The area was integrated to get the total detector response. Chart 9 is the duplicate analysis of 
sample (4.7mg/gm of methanol) and the separation is comparable to Chart 8. Chart 9 is the 
integration results for sample separation. 



The amount of PAH in the sample was computed as below. 

PAH in unknown - - Detector res~onse for unknown 
PAH in standard Detector response for known 

From the knowledge of sample concentration in methanol and amount of PAH computed (from 
above) the percentage of PAH in sample was determined (6.16%). 

Charts 11 and 12 are the HPLC separation of PAH and sample run under gradient. The mobile 
phase was acetonitrile/water (60:40) up to 7 minutes and then changed to 100% Acdonitrile. 
Comparison of the two chromatogram shows similarity in retention times suggesting the possible 
presence of some of the standard components in the sample (Chart 13). 

2. FT-IR Analvsis 

Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (R-IR) is a tool of choice for identification of materials. 
In FT-IR, the infrared absorption bands are assigned to characteristic functional groups. Based 
on the presence of a number of such bands, a material under consideration can1 be identified. 
Availability of a spectra of known compounds increases the probability of making a positive 
identification. 

FT-IR spectrum of PAH standards after drying methanol (concentrate) is shown in Chart 14. The 
bands at 3039 cm-', 1602 cm-', 700 to 900 cm-' are characteristic of PAH. 

The FT-IR spectrum of sample as received in Chart 15 has features of PAH along \ ~ i t h  aliphatics 
(2800 to 3000 cm-', 1459 cm-', 1380 cm-I). The relative proportion of aliphalic (strong) to PAH 
(weak) suggests that aliphalics are major fraction of sample components. Also, the FT-IR 
analysis supports the presence of PAH. 

The FT-IR spectrum of sample after evaporation is shown in Chart 16. This is similar to Chart 
15. 

3. GCIMS Analvsis 

In Gas ChromatographyIMass Spectrometry (GCIMS), GC resolves the sample components 
based on volatility, and MS detects the same based on mass to charge ratio. Sample 
components that are volatile or interact the least with the stationary phase spend less time in the 
chromatographic column and elute in decreasing order of volatility. In MS, the resolved sample 
components are ionized and separated in a mass analyzer. The fragrnentatio~i pattern of a 
sample component and its computer library match enables sample identification. - 

As HPLC analysis showed presence of chromophoric components (probat~ly PAH and 
alkylbenzenes), the sample was subjected to GCIMS. 

The GCIMS of a blank (acetonitritelwater) is shown in Chart 12. The reconstructed ion 
chromatogram of 3604 ppm of sample in acetonitritelwater is shown at the bottoni of Chart 18. 
The other plots (mlz = 43, 57, 71, 85) are characteristic of aliphatics. The recclnstructed ion 
chromatogram (broad hump) suggests the probable presence of large number of chemical 
components at trace levels. Also, because of multiple components the chromatogram is not 
resolved. The aliphatic trace (mlz = 43, 57, 71, 80) suggests that significant fraction of the 
sample is made of aliphatic. Similar trace for olefins (mlz = 41, 55, 69, 83) is shown in Chart 
19. Again, the chromatogram suggests significant presence of olefins in the saniple. 

Tropilium ions are characteristic of aromatics wim a mlz ration of 91. The reconstructed ion 
chromatogram characteristic of tropilium ion is shown in Chart 20. This suggests that aromatics 
are not minor sample component. 



The reconstructed chromatogram of PAH standards is shown in Chart 21. Complarison of the 
MIS responds of PAH with sample suggest that these individual components are present in 
tracelultra trace levels. 

INSTRUMENTATION 

SCIENTIFIC INSTRUMENTIMODEL MANUFACTURER 

High Performance Liquid Waters Prep 3000 
Chromatograph (HPLC) 

Gas ChromatographIMass 
Spectrometer (GC1MS)lINCOS 50 

Finnigan 

- 

Fourier Transform Infrared I Nicolet 
Spectrometer (FT-IR)/Magna 550 

Separation of components from 
mixture. 

Determination of molecular weight of 
components. 

Chemical compositional analysis and 
functional group analysis. 

CHARTS 

Enclosed please find the following charts generated during the analysis. 

CHART 1 HPLC scan of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons. 

CHART 2 HPLC background with gradient flow rate. 

CHART 3 HPLC scan of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon from Chc?mService. 

CHART 4 HPLC scan of standard (zoomed). 

CHART 5 HPLC scan of standard polycyclic aromatic by hydrocarbon run #;!. 

CHART 6 Comparisons of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon run #I and run #2. 

CHART 7 HPLC background before sample. 

CHART 8 HPLC scan of sample 3.6038 mglg in methanol run #I.  

CHART 9 HPLC scan of sample 4.712 mglg in methanol run #2. 

CHART 10 HPLC scan of sample 4.712 mglg for quantitation. 

CHART 11 HPLC can of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon. 



CHARTS [Cant.) 

ENCLOSURE DESCRIPTION 

CHART 12 HPLC scan of sample 3.6038 mglg. 

CHART 13 Comparison of Charts 11 and 12 for quantitation. 

CHART 14 FT-IR spectrum of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon standard. 

CHART 15 FT-IR spectrum of sample. . 

CHART 16 FT-IR spectrum of sample after evaporation. 

CHART 17 Reconstructed ion chromatogram of HPLC mobile phase blank. 

CHARTS 18-20 GCIMS data of the sample. 

CHART 21 Reconstructed ion chromatogram of standard polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. 

CHARTS 22-23 Research publication for detection of polynuclear. 

SUGGESTED FUTURE WORK 

The qualitative and quantitative Analysis of PAHs could be further refined by off line HPL.C followed by 
GCIMS. Use of modified ASTM method D254968 on a silica gel column will isolate aromatics from 
aliphatics. The aromatics can then be analyzed by GC-GCIMS. Also, by selective monitoring of 
characteristic d z  ions of PAH, one can improve the sensitivity of GCIMS analysis. Chart_ 22 is a 
photocopy of literature work citing the ASTM method and Chart 23, the selective ion monitoring of 
aromatics. 

This work will require 40 additional hours of chemist's time at $120.00/hour for a total cosl: of $4800.00.- 
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An invoice is being sent to your accounts payable department. Samples are disposed of on the first 
Monday of every month after being retained for at least 30 days unless you direct us othewise in writing. 
Please review the Terms & Conditions as stated below that govern the analysis work. l'hank you for 
consulting ChemirIPolytech Laboratories, Inc. If you have any questions regarding this work., or if we can 
be of any further assistance, please call us at (314) 291-6620. 

Sincerely, 
Chemir 1 Polytech Laboratories, Inc. 

Shri Thanedar, Ph.D. 
Techniw Directar 

". Makara6d Joshi, Ph.D. 
Group Leader 
Organic Analysis & Testing 

Project Chemist: 

Senior Scientist 

St bl mlsdre~berprana&yonley.ply 

Enclosure 

TERMS & CONDITIONS 

The andysis work reported herein is of a research nature. It has been performed under the cost, time, and infomiation framework 
established by the client For these reasons, ChemirlPotytech Laboratories, Inc. (CPL) makes no warranties or guarantees of the 
work product, expressed or implied, and accepts no legal responsibility for the purpose for which the dient use:; the test results. 
CPCs liability shall be limited s q  to an amount not to exceed the fee received by CPL for the performarlce of this work. 
Defornnhtjon analps of commerd  products is provided for informational purpose only. We strongly recommend review of state 
and federal laws, trademarks, cop&ghts and patent situations by the dient prior to use of such information. Cost for deposition, 
testimony, expert witness, etc., is natinduded in the enclosed invoice. Such cost shall be $1,950.00 per day plus expenses. 
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I B E R ,  GRANA & YONLEY, INC. 
DRIVE 

.ST. L O U I S ,  MO 63026 

~ ~ . r ~ n r ' n n c a n m w  
2345 Millpark Drive 

Maryland Heights, MO 63043-3529 
(3 14) 427-0550 

ATTN: BRYAN WILLIAMS 

INVOICE # 31667 
PO 3 - - -  

ANALYSIS RESULTS 

SAMPLE ID: 953515-002 
LAB ID: 9504/352-001 
DATE COLLECTED: 04/20/95 
DATE RECEIVED: 04/24/95 7:38 

TEST 23RFC)IU.IED -- 

TCL? EXTWiCTION 

METALS ANALYSIS 

SILVER 

METEIOD O F  
AN'P-LYS IS RESULTS - 
SW-846 1311 

REGULATORY 
SW-846 6010 LEVEL EXTRACTION 

ANALYST. 

04/27/95 R.D. 

APRIL 27, 1995 

r(arba d- Candl d lndepadan LbonC0rie.S American Sodety for Testing and Mateti&. Amerian Chemical Society Amaian I n d u d  + Asso&tim 
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June 12, 1995 

Mr. William A. Spratlin 
Director, Air, RCRA, and 'l'oxics Division 
Unitcd Statcs Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region VTT 
726 Minnesota Avenue 
Kaasas City, ICansas 66101 

Dear Mr. Spxrtlin: 

T l ~ e  IISEPA Region VII Air Permits Section recently reviewed a proposed Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSW) of Air Quality permit for obscurmt trailling assucided wilh 
the IUOVL' of tllc; U,S, Army Chemical School tn Ft. Lctlnard Wood, Missourt. The canclusions 
of the revicw were documented in your May 1 1. 1995 1et.ler to the Dircctolb of the Missouri 
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), 

I'm writing an behalf of' the Coalition for the Environment, whosc members me concerned 
about potential environmental impacts wi~icli might be caused by the operation of the t h y  
Chemical School. Their cmcerns h v t :  been magnified by the rnanp errors and deficiancies 
present In both the cons~uction permit application submitted b}* Ft, Lconard Wood and in the 
pcrrnit review process conducted by hlDNR, These concerned citizens uced assurances that 
the sub.w>tivc requirements ul the PSD permit revlew process are satisfied jist as thoroughly 
for this proposed operation at Ft. Leonxrd Wood as for my other facility app1;yhg for a permit 
to emit significant qu~lutitios of air pollutants to the attnoaphete. T want to alert you to the 
existence of some potentially erroneous and incalnplete information contained in thc pennit 
application rind supporting rccord, and ask that you reconsider you cunclusions regardii~g the 
adequacy of MDNR'Y permit review process. 

Splitting of Pcrmita: 

Ft. Leonard Wood officials made a serious error when they submitted multiplc construction 
permit tlpplicntions for what mccts the definition of a single lrlajur modific;ation to an sxi-sting 
mjor shliunary source, 

Federal law requircs that all the various elements of thc Army Chemical Sch06l must be 
relocated io another installation as a si nglc group. These elemcnts include Obscurant Training; 
a Chemical Decontamination Training Facility (CI)"I'l.i) and its supporting laboratories; and 



Mr. William Spratlin 
June 12, 1995 
Page 2 

Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical (NBC) Training, among others. The Army has proposed 
relocating all of these functions (each of which is a source of air contaminant e:missions) to Ft. 
Leonard Wood. 

EPA guidance on PSD permits requires that air emissions increases resulting frclm construction 
of these new sources (which constitute a single major modification) must be eval.uated together. 
This has not been done. By splitting up what should have been one PSD construction permit 
into several smaller permits, Ft. Leonard Wood has been allowed over 40 tons per year of 
volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions (as formaldehyde) from the CDTF incinerator and 
boilers without even having to consider Best Available Control Technology (BACT) or any of 
the other PSD requirements for these emissions units. Splitting these permits hi& also allowed 
dispersion modeling to be conducted for National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NMQS) 
compliance and source impactlincrement consumption which excludes all but one of the 
proposed sources of newlincreased air emissions. This exclusion has resulted in modeled 
NAAQS and increment consumption impacts which iue substantially underestimated. 

EPA guidance on PSD specifies that these proposed emissions increases cannot be considered 
exclusively of each other. It is clear that these separate permits must be combint:d into a single 
comprehensive PSD permit application and review action. 

Not all Permits Applied For: 

Ft. Leonard Wood has not included emissions fiom Radiological Training in any of the 
construction permit applications it has submitted to date. This important element of the Army 
Chemical School will have potential emissions of radionuclides, and will thus require a 
construction permit issued according to the provisions of a National Emissiori Standard for 
Hazardous Air Poilurants (NESHAP - 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart I). 

Specific Deficiencies in PSD Review of Obscurant Training 
Control Technology Review. This provision requires application of BACT at each proposed 
emissions unit where a net increase will occur in emissions of a pollutant for which there is 
a significant net increase associated with the major modification. 

The proposed relocation of the Army Chemical School will result in.significant net increases 
in emissions of both PM-10 and VOCs. The BACT analysis of the Obscurant Training was 
cursory at best, and did not include a thorough evaluation of all potential altenlatives. 

In addition, a net increase will occur in emissions of PM-10 and VOCs due to operation of the 
new CDTF incinerator and boilers. However, as noted above, no BACT analysi:; was done for 
any emissions units associated with the CDTF. 

SCHRETBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC. 
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Source Impact Analysis. This provision requires a demonstration that emis:sions 'increases 
from the proposed major modification will not contribute to a violation of a NkulQS or a PSD 
increment. 

The dispersion modeling conducted for source impact analysis and increment consumption due 
to Obscurant Training incorrectly excluded evaluation of the impact on most areas within the 
boundaries of Ft. Leonard Wood. Virtually all of the Ft. Leonard Wood Military Reservation 
is open to unrestricted access by the public. Thus, nearly all areas of Ft. Leoniud Wood must 
be considered ambient air as defined at 40 CFR 50.l(e), and the impact of' the obscurant 
training must be evaluated (for both NAAQS compliance and PSD increment consumption) in 
virtually all areas of the military reservation. 

Baseline dispersion modeling submitted in support of the Obscurant Training permit application 
shows exceedances of the PM-10 NAAQS in the cantonment area at Ft. Leonard Wood. 
Supplemental dispersion modeling performed by my staff for verification of 0bs:urant Training 
impact and increment consumption shows PM-10 NAAQS exceedances at both the commercial 
airport terminal building on the post and a receptor location approximately 1 3,000d300° from 
the model grid origin near the center of Ft. Leonard Wood. This supplemental dispersion 
modeling was done using meteorological conditions which are among those for which 
obscurant training operations are allowed in the draft permit issued by MDNR. 

Air Quality Analysis: Pre-Application Analysis. This provision requires that the permit 
application contain an analysis of ambient air quality in the area that would be aected by the 
major modification. This air quality analysis must contain air quality monitoring data gathered 
over a period of not less that four months. There are no provisions in the PSD regulations for 
post-construction monitoring in lieu of pre-application monitoring. 

No ambient air monitoring data for the affected area was gathered, analyzed, or sub-mitted by 
Ft. Leonard Wood to support any construction permit applications. 

Additional Impact Analysis. The PSD program requires an analysis of impairment to 
visibility, soils, and vegetation, as well as an analysis of the air quality impacts of the general 
commercial, residential, industrial, and other growth associated with the major modification. 

As pointed out in your May 11 letter to MDNR, Ft. Leonard Wood has met neither of these 
requirements. It is essential that information and data be gathered, the analysis performed, and 
the results and conclusions be presented for public review and comment prior to any MDNR 
final action on the permit application. 

A 
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Compliance With All Applicable Emission Limitations. The PSD program- requires 
applicants to demonstrate that the proposed major modification will be in com.pliance with all 
applicable federal and state emission limitations. 

The proposed Obscurant Training operations will clearly violate 10 CSR 10-3.1050, Restriction 
of Emission of Particulate Matter from Industrial Processes. The requirement for compliance 
with this emission limitation appears to have been completely overlooked by Ft. Leonard Wood 
and MDNR thus far in the permit review process. 

My clients and I feel strongly that the errors and omissions detailed above constitute significant 
substantive deficiencies in both the permit application prepared and submitted -by Ft. Leonard 
Wood and in the permit review process conducted by MDNR We are noi: confident that 
MDNR provided all the relevant information needed for the Region VII staff -:o accomplish a 
thorough review of the proposed PSD permit. 

I urge you re-examine the permit application package and permit review documentation, 
keeping in mind the deficiencies noted above. I am confident you will find ample cause to 
conclude that neither the applicant nor MDNR have hlly met the substantive requirements for 
issuance of a PSD permit. Ft. Leonard Wood and MDNR need to go back and accomplish a 
far more thorough and deliberate permit application and permit review to prove that the 
proposed major modification is consistent with the spirit and the letter of the PSD program, 
and is truly protective of human health and the environment. 

Sincerely, 

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC. 

Robert J. Schreiber, Jr., P.E. ' 
President 

SCHREIBER, GRANA & YONLEY, INC, 
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COMMISSIONEFIS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMllY F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBI-ES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. R Roger Pryor 
Executive Director, Missouri Coalition 

for the Environment 
6267 Delmar Boulevard 
St. Louis, Missowi 63 1 30 

Dear Mr. Pryor: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the required permits to nnove the 
Army Chemical Warfare Training School to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the i;nformation 
used by the Defense Department in makings its recommendations. I can assure you that 
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude 
our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional informatio:n to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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June 16. 1995 

T k  Hurlural~lr Alau J. D ~ X O ~ I  
Chairman 
Defense Rase Closure and Realignment (^lommissinn 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington. Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

After additional review of the BRAC recommendations made by 
the Secretary of Defense, I believe there is a better alternative to the 
proposed beddown of the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and 
School (USADACS). The State of California would welcome the 
opportunity ro host the USADACS at the Sierra Army Depot arid urge. 
you to carefully consider this option. 

The Secretary's recommendation to dose the Savanna P ~ m y  
Depot Activity and move the USADACS to McAlester Army 
Arnrnunitron Plant. Oklahoma is flawed xn two important ways. First, 
it will needlessly spend taxpayer dollars to replicate facilities already 
available at the Sierra Army Depot. Our estimates slmw tht: Sierra 
Option would reduce the 21 milIion dollars needed for construction 
substantially. The savings would represent nearly 25 percent of t h e  
entire one-time cost of the A m y ' s  recommendation. Second, it 
ignores inherent advantages of the Sierra Army Depot, an installation 
the Army wants to keep open, but at a greatly reduced activity level. 
The Sierra Depot is a national defense asset whose location and 
infrastructure are ideal for supporting the USADACS mission. It has 
a Inore robust munitions training environment than McAlester, 
significantly mote demilitarization research and development 
capability than any other installation, its own C-5 capable airfieId for 
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jointlinter-service initiatives, and the space to pursue virtually any 
logistics engineering exercise. Its many attributes and unique 
capabilities colllbi~le to not only better support thc mission of thc 
USADACS, but also reduce the costs of relocating the school from its 
current campus. The attached point paper offers more details about 
the facilities. capabilities, and assets available at the Sierra AI-my 
Depot 

As you know. California has been more severely impacted than 
any other state in previous base realignment and closure rou~ids. 
Oncc again. the BRAC process threatens the State with enormclns 
losses in the name of generating efficiencies, minimizing costs. and 
saving taxpayer resources. Here is an excellent opportunity t o  
support all those goals. Simply stated, the relocation of the US.ADACS 
to the Sierra Army Depot offers a much bigger bang for the buck 
than sending it to McAlester. 

I appreciate the difficult task yo11 confront and hope these 
materials will aid your Commission's search for the proper balance 
between reducing infrastructure costs and maintaining the 
capabilities necessary to affordably support the Nation's defense. 1 
urge you to seriously weigh this proposal. 



June 16, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

After additional review of the BRAC recommendations made by 
the Secretary of Defense, I believe there is a better alternative to the 
proposed beddown of the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and 
School (USADACS). The State of California would welcome the 
opportunity to host the USADACS at the Sierra Army Depot and urge 
you to carefully consider this option. 

The Secretary's recommendation to close the Savanna Army 
Depot Activity and move the USADACS to McAlester Army 
Ammunition Plant, Oklahoma is flawed in two important way!;. First, 
it will needlessly spend taxpayer dollars to replicate facilities already 
available at the Sierra Army Depot. Our estimates show the Sierra 
Option would reduce the 21 million dollars needed for constiruction 
substantially. The savings would represent nearly 25 percenl. of the 
entire one-time cost of the Army's recommendation. Second, it 
ignores inherent advantages of the Sierra Army Depot, an installation 
the Army wants to keep open, but at a greatly reduced activity level. 
The Sierra Depot is a national defense asset whose location and 
infrastructure are ideal for supporting the USADACS mission. It has 
a more robust munitions training environment than McAlestl~r, 
significantly more demilitarization research and development 
capability than any other installation, its own C-5 capable airfield for 



Chairman Dixon 
June 16, 1995 
Page Two 

jointhnter-service initiatives, and the space to pursue virtually any 
logistics engineering exel-cise. Its many attributes and unique 
capabilities combine to not only better support the mission of the 
USADACS, but also reduce the costs of relocating the school fiom its 
current campus. The attached point paper offers more details about 
the facilities, capabilities, and assets available at the Sierra Army 
Depot 

As you know, California has been more severely impacted than 
any other state in previous base realignment and closure ronnds. 
Once again, the BRAC process threatens the State with enornious 
losses in the name of generating efficiencies, minimizing costs, and 
saving taxpayer resources. Here is an excellent opportunity to 
support all those goals. Simply stated, the relocation of the USADACS 
to the Sierra Army Depot offers a much bigger bang for the ibuck 
than sending it to McAlester. 

I appreciate the difficult task you confront and hope these 
materials will aid your Commission's search for the proper balance 
between reducing infrastructure costs and maintaining the 
capabilities necessary to affordably support the Nation's defense. I 
urge you to seriously weigh this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

PETE WILSON 
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June 24, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
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MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pete Wdson 
Governor, State of California 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Pete: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Sierra Army Depot. I appreciate your interest 
in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Sierra Army Depot was caretidly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infiastxucture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diEcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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On June 8, 1995 Congressman Nomm Sir* forwarded a certain 
mwuuraudum relating to the Commiuion's de&beratiou on the fate of the Naval 
Surlacr. Warfare Center, Crane Division Detadhrnent, Louisville, Kentucky (hereafter, 
"NSWC Lbuisville"). Cuncntly, the City of huisville and two defense contractors, 
United Defcmc, L P. ("United Defame") and Hughes Missile System Compayy 
("Hughcs"), have discussed with the ~ e ~ a r t m e h t  of the Nay an innovative proposal that 
would: I 

(1) Create a Naqr enclave for the pm system engineerfag iunctions; 

(2) Create a Naval Cflm Cmer of Ekcellence char would cuntinu certain 
pmd~~et  line functions pursuant do apeemat ktwccu ~ h c  ~ & e d  Statu 
Navy and the Ciry of Louisville; and, 

(3) Create a situiatiu~l w l u ~  the nation can retain facilities that k u l d  allow 
rumyditiun lor future d&mc +rk by United Dcfcmc, HU*, ~md 
potentially other dcknst contractors. I 

I 

This mcmota.udurn (hcreafk, ths "KutCutaL ~ u h c " )  was drnfted by a firm hiked to help 
the Nodolk Naval Snpyard acquire any business that might be realigned ayay fmm 
NSWC Lbuisvillc. The Kutnk Memo rdses alfiurry of arguments, legai anfi otk.erwise, 
bccawe their clients fear they m o t  compete with private enterprise usin the NSWC' 
Louisville facilities. I f 

I 

Members of the Commission need to Gderstand that: 
I 

I 

(1) 'lac N S W  Louisville pmpmal faces no impediments, legal or orhenvise; 

(2) The Department of the Navy supports the NSWC Luuisville proynsi; aud. 
I 

(3) The NSWC Louisvdle proposal fs in the bm interests of our natic~n's 
defense. I 

Iu lnakbg these points, this reply memorandum tracks and refutes the a r p c n t s  
mads in the Kutdlr Memo. As a result, the Commission should join thc Nirvy i o ~  
supporting the NSWC Louisville ncommendation. 



1. The Commission is not legally barred from making the pmpaacd 
rrcomm4adation c o n c d n g  NSWC lanioville by n laacute 

into a~dvnnce antfnt it c- 

1- h t a k  Memo tries tn argue that the provisions of a statute bmbu 
consideration of "advance cnnvtrsian planning" bar rhe Commission from qwsideriug th 

and in any event the NSWC Louisville proposal dues uol fall within the rncazixig of thc 
I NSWC Tmicville proposal. The starute was newer intended tu bat LU type of proposal, 

st aue .  

Thc Kulak Memo makes a creative argument, an argument which is facilitated by 
rlie fact that its  author^ appardy arc unm-arc of the history of the prodon in 
question, Thc purposc of thc pravision in question was dosigned to prev t a oomamir/ 
from being diwd~antagcd by undertaking advance c o d t y  plamhg. "% C a m m i t i e s  
wcrc &aid that if they started developing contingenly plans, others might conchrde that 
those actions reflected 3 lack of desire to keep the military installation or a lack of 

-cddsncr  in the value of the military installation In autmn, it was f e ~ d  tlrat a 
comzllunify might actually lose its military installation it' the "ecanomlc imqart" of that 
loss was deemed less than the ecanomie losses another cfimpetfng cnmmqry  night 
suffer because the first axnrnt~nity was h n w n  m ha= redevelopment prop~sals already 
lined up. This Convedonal intent can be cmirmed by conversadons with me:mbers 
ad staff pnqent dmring the c~mte's pavsage, or by the transcript of the cohiex!ncr 
cnmmitreeb deliberations. I 

Mose simply, the statutc w l l ~ s a ~ l ~  LO pro tcct a d  eilcourage advance c o m m u ~  
p l d *  ng by a cuuuui~y. Instead, the Kutalr Memo proposes to punish a coqpeting 
EOUIWI~~~ by u s 4  as a sword a statute mcam to serve as a shield. Thc ~omaission 
should reject this unintended use of the statutc in this araancr; however, even if' one 
attempted to apply thc statutc, its tcrms simply 60 not encompass the NSWC Louisville 
plan. 

Second, the KvuJI Muno fads to mention that the definition of "adhced reuse 
pIa=ingI1 it cites is r p d e a l l y  Wted  by its temu to the prohibition nga&t the 
Secretary of Defense consideration. Section 2903(~)(3)(C) specifically stat+: . 

i 
(C) For purposes qfsub-mph (B), rn t h ~  case of n cammrmi@ 
mtikipnting the economic @c& of n closrut! or etzl@rni!nt of a &tpy 
indahtiion, advance ctnnwm-on planning-- , 

The expapsiye staruron, deffnidon of "advance conversion planning" for d o s e s  of the 
prohibition of Secrerary of Defense cumideration does not apply tu Co@ssioll 
consideration. Therefore, a m e  general, plain English definition of tbc tm must be 
deemed to apply to Commission consideration. 



The bifii~cated approach to understanding 'iulvaucc 
under the statute makes sense when the mytclivc purpojes and 
the Secretary and the Co-m ilre svusidezed. The Sccrctary h d c r  
to make decisions baed sulcly ou d t a r y  need in a confidential 
makes rhe rccommt&tioil without the benefit of public 
and ,wwurri~y input. For that reason, a broad definition 
w~wideration of any alternative sitc ruc i~ oppm@xe. It 
could not consider prospcctg for joint use, primto use, md 
nature of the dcfense deliberations bars such consideratiom. 

t 
I 

On the otber h& the Commission has a broader role 
distribution of military functions between semias, 
etc. In addition, the Ctxmnhsion has the opportunity to hold 
publicly communicate with the military services and communities durhg 
base d o s w  pmeess. Therefore, a.5 lnng a< the Commlsdon is considering 
rerain the defense fi~nction nf the site, that acdon wauld not be bmed. 
i s  especially rmc when the proposed Commission recommendalion iuvolvd acidon of 
military endave on a pan of fie site, when it rteccssarily must consider tke e&:cu of 
dividing rbe property, I 

Third h e  NSWC propod by its nature docs not fdl within thc x o k  o:t the te 
"advauce conversion p 1 a . g . "  As used in the contai of this statute, 'odwpce 
conversion planning'' is planning by an affeacd community for redevelopment of the site 
of a fomer military in?ltalIstion after an adverse BRhC decision. It invglv&s planning 

community planning might include whether to turn the bmer  instalktion 'te :into a f: prison, a hospital, 3 homeless shelter, etc. Yet no community can decide er a milit 
instabion is closed "Hey, let's ask the Commission to create a .  enclave here and 

advance for actions to tnke onas the BRAC pmoess is complotr For example, advance I 

privatize in place other functions." It would be too fate because proposals like a 
recommendation for the NSWC & u i d e  venture is part of the RRAC pr+erz. It is nn 
"advance community planning;" instead, it i s  "ongning cnmmunity planning.! 

I . . 
~ n u d .  the tenn nmnwrsionlq by its very nature does not apply to ~bmnlirdon 

actions which involve performance of the same functions on rhe same site. Thc: 
American Heritage Dictionary defines eonwsiun ar "SurnchLW. hat h &&d fiou 
one use. functiun, or purpose tu wulLcr." 11 is iutcrestiug to note that thc81994 
u~eurlurenr was passid &I connection with provisions designed to mak it tasier to use 
l o w  luilitary htaIiations to house the homeless, a cxaxnplt of a "ccmvtr'sion" A 
change in the use or function of the NSWC LOUisville site to any Merent bction, su I as a county prison, would bc a convctsion. Yct thc dif€crcncc bctwccn h$ng zniIitpry ' . 

p e r s o d  performing depot overhaul work on gun b3nt1s for Navy warships to having 
civilian personnel performing depot ovarhd wrk on yn barrel6 for ~ a v ~  !wanihips is 
not a "conversion." The same facilities are still used for the same use, funtkion, and 
purpose. 
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Fifth, as a result of the N87 giving its .mppofi to the NSWC yruyosal ai 
discussed ia section three of this r n e m o m d q  iu fs no longer mwly "advance 
conversion pkuuung undertaken hy m affected community.' Iurlcrd, iho 
inciudes an enrlnvc and privarfzaIion which is suppurled by a s e d  
type of recommendadon that the Comrniuiuu bas considered, and h 
appwed, in the put. The Nmyi support br Cud dc facto adoption 
Lnuisville recoaunenduion rucl~lls  hat it is subject 
just as the CommiSaiw an consider other &CS in 
the milit'tuy or communities bcwccn dcasc o the f 

For all of these reasons, the ~onkkisick is not barred by statute fr& approving 
the proposed rcsommcndrrtion br NSWC b&e. The Commission mud :reject this 
saaincd and unintended use of o statute to the Commission from +nsidcring 

resolve. 
proposals that involve the types of questions that it is depgned ta 

1 

i 1 
I 

' 2. c~mmi~fi~n nn RIIOW ttha ~ n y r  M i  use its legal authoricy I 
to cnnmct ont lagiatle. fanetions that be Navy does not I 

m~fjtd tfi hP Y oitheOCbre LQglSt ~ c G ~ ~ ~ B J L  

The Kwak Memo states that b o w c  the Ciiy of Louisville may h+ at one time! 
argued that certain technical capirbiliks werz)"Core Logistics" functions, @en 
Louisvillck slide is b e  h a 1  and definitive judgement of what thc 
Ddemc', core logistics capnbiIitits arc under 10 U.S.C. g 2464, 

I 
apyrtciatcs the high regard s h o w  for i~ militby judgment, such a proposi#on is abrurd. 

ALthough thc Kutnk Memo quotes 10 $.sac. f 2464(~)(1), it fads t ~ : ~ u e t e  the 
ncxt subsection, which states: 

(2) f ie  Semtary ofD&e s M  idinti' those lo@a activities 
&at ole nec&cTmy to maintain thg la@fics crrpabitity described 
in pamgmpir (1). I 

I 
I I 

Indeed, the proposed remmmemiarinn is haqdd upon dose consultation ~ l ih  the NW, 
including the Navyt judgment on whar ponioh of the NSWC Louisville wQrkctad 

I imiolvcs core versus nan-core logistics iunctioqs. 



The Navy has consirtently held that bur of the five technical npabiUd~:s d 
NSWC Louisville M not core logistic8 W i ~ m .  Tts parition mocl changed idfier 
during the BSEC deliberatiom or after the nepament of Defense issued Ulc first 
closure list 'Ibe only technical capability that implicates cbe 'cure lu$stics fu:nctionM 
consideration inoohns Naval Gvn Weapons Systems, Once again, the recommendation 
is consistent with the law in that =gad. ThO propod scales a co-loutsd 'endmc 
whus  the "in-senice engineering and inrcgxitnted logistics support" functions that cpdno0 
be pnvan'ed or contracted out win cuuljlurc to be p e h m c d  by cngbeuing ~rnd 
technical personnel empluyed by and assigned to Departxncnt of Novy C o ~ ~ & .  I 

With regad to rhc "con, essential dcpot m r h u l  workload," even de :kt& 
Memo adinits that certain core iogistics activities can be contracted for oou "de 
ysrhiuanco under 10 U.S.C. # U64@). Of coma, certain legal requirem.tr would 
have to be met in order to allow o private contractor tO perform these actiktits. Yet tl 
XSWC LuuisPiIlc proposd does not re@e the Commission to decide this jss~le; it 
mercly lcwa the matter up to the Nwy (as it is noat). If in the filnin the Navy reache 

- an agreement with the local authorities to contract out certain wnrk to pri$te defefse 
contractors, and if that decision is properly certified, then the Navy can surely muact 
out that work. The Commission need not bemme involved in that issue, nt$r :iould it, 
given the evolving sta tus  of defense pinnti7atinn pmposals runv before Con' on. P 

The Navy has the authonry i~nder the applicable statures and reyulatiuils to 
contract out main work to private authorities. Ir wilI continue tu kc the aathority tc 
conttact ant certain work in the tunue. Nothing in the NSWC Louisville proposd alter 
those facts. In fact, the recommenbtiun dlirxuarivcly states that such actions will bc 
made by agreement beouccn the Uuitcd States Kavy and the Louisviflc autboriticr. at 
resuls the pruposed r e ~ u ~ c u d a t i o n  does not implicate any lcgal issucs. 

3, nre Commission has both the discretfon and thc duty to 
ncommend "prfvatkition in placen of ccrtain fbtctions when 
the Nay considers the proposcd tccommendation to fprther 
-nt of D w o l i d e s  and -+=a. 

I 

The Kutrtk Memo claim, in essence, that the proposed privatizatiozi, in place 
ncommsndation is bad for the &itq. fact, 
b= the recommendation would be bad for their 
mpportlng the NSWC Louisville proposal. 

whai thiy are >eally 
clients, because the 



According to Secretary of the Navy John H. Dalton, 

'We support privntixntion initiatiwe.~, ,mch as haw been -led 
at the N d  Air W q m  Center in Ihdha#o& mrd the hhvd Swfbce 
WarfM Center in JnuiM'lle, so long m rhry entrdgriwlr sector jbc2tie.s ctnd 
emplaytxr cnmpet@ under applicable st&tu~es$ yukiu and r r g u h i o ~ . "  

@marks prepared for delivcry betarc the Commission, Jilnc 14, 1995 hearing;). 

The NSWC LuuiwiUe proposal allows thc Commission to q out their mandate 
uf  educing military bast structure while at the sitme time retaining de&nse capabilities. 
In addition, it creates thc potential for competition which would work to the benefit nf 
the nation's military and its tnxpoyers. Congess has enunciated these policy amcernfi in 
its military procurement statutes. 10 U.S.C. 4 2301(a) states: 

7 % ~  Con- findF that in o d e  to unsum nntionnl de$hrp: prppm-, 
comerw ficd mowtes, and e~hnnce defense pmducrinn cqpabllir~, it 9 bz 
the inteest of the United States that pmperry und servicts be at%p& fur the 
Depnrhnent of Dense in thr? mmt rime, economic. and t$%knt m@rw. 

! 
Accordingly, the defense prnmmcnt statues promute cu~eti l ion.  10 u.$.c. 83 2301, 
2304. Tndeed, the need to preserve cornpetinon has cvcn lead Congress to makc a 
mnseiou~ deacion to award military urntrack+ iu ways that rcm to p r e s 4  compctitivc 1 
defense sources. j 

In yilicular, depot overhad activities are corwumcr~cn. If the 
olhcr military branches deem it b a t  to award future worlr to the defeme 
operating at NSWC Louisville, thcy should have the option to do 60. 
Msvil lc  proposal is not sctking cr Commission-mdated workload; it mehly wants the 
option to perform work if the Nmy decides to contract out work. Under tde proposed 
rceornmcndatian, the h y  m u t  3 p e  before axy workload is contracted oil. U the 
Noqr subsequently finds it schantageous to award the work elsewhere, it is free to dn sn. 

It is understandable that the Kutak Memo wants defense anivities 
single base that wouid inherit workload witho~rt facing any competitive 
diem wants NSWC Louisville's workload, however, it should gain it in 
way by going out a d  competing fnr it. 

I 



The Kut* Mcmo dots point out that joint croswddng md co]~~~~druion are 
valid paliy objcctivcs, and therefion the or@nd Doll remmmendadon s h d d  not be 
dtered. Yct tbow objectives are .mmed8ted in the context of rrdu~hg d s  ~rdlitur 
infrastructure, which the NSWC Louisville proposal wuld do. Those 
could in fan be d d  at a private depot fRdliy as well, an option 
Missions Commission has endorsed. The Kutak Memo 
eEaencies and swings will he lorr, hut fails 10 pmvidc a.uy umbers 
much less submit accnlmting studies, COBRA bra ur other 
Commission. One must condude that aud ruviugr arc spcculativc and i n s i 9 i a n t  
compared wish the porendal savings resulhg from private sector cornpctitiqn, which is 
me of the reasons why the Nsmy supports the NSWC Louhde proposd. 1 

Tht Commission is vested with serious responsibilities in 
c d c d u y  policies and objectives of thc BRAC procass. In fact, 
was created due to the fact that recommendations which serve certain objektiws and 
benefit cutain communities oftan work to the detriment of other goah and/ nther i n m t  

- pups ,  The NSWC proposal merely preserves the option for the Navy, on a case-by- 
cacc basis, to determine Ifwhere can OUT depot werhaul work be done in thk mOR 
efficient, low cost way?" bat ing  an environment for cornperition and priT~e enterprise 
cannot hurt the Navy% depot efforts, and this pmpnsal may result fn subs t~rr l  milimy 
benefits. Accordmgly, the Conmwian shnuld not give weight to speculative argwcuu 
from a disappointed Peeker of military workload. 

4. The Commlsoion can evaiuate the signillcant positive auspices i 
1 for this proposed "prlvatizrrtiunn in place r-ecommendatfon and 

dlstlnguish its llWihoad oP eucccss from one unrelated and I 

m 1 v  d i u w  urfvatizatlon uracrfencc. 

The Kutak memorandum argucs that privatization is always bad be use in one 
case it is not ptwing as successful as plumed, This argument, in addition T o being 
flawed on its facc, has nothing to do with the NSWC Louisdle proposal. i 

1 

The Kutdc Mcmo has s single paragraph which analogizes the N S ~ C  Lwisville 
proposal with the 1993 recommendation to prioatize Newark Air Farce Ra. . 7he fact 
that tho Newark .4FB privatization effort is arguably not proceeding smnnt k ly (the GAO 
report specdates that closure costs "may still be underestimated and pmjeaed future 
costs "could" & w e d  Air Force operating costs)  hardly makes it a definirlveiease IN@ 60: 
all primtization effort. I 

1 



In any e f k t ,  the Kutak Memn* maincd attempt to tar NSWC b u i d h ~  with the 
Newark bnuh be- with a condrrwny smttmtnt that the twu yr iMWon pluw are 
"remukabIy dmiM withnut idendfyhg a swe d m i l i t y  Llwocn them. b fa& the 
Newark Air Force Ba~e  siwdon and rh NSWC L o m e  pmposd arc re+arIcnbly 
different in char Loutvllle already has Jivpd agreements with two si@'"pt d ~ e f e ~ a  
conurnon to panidpate in the yrivahtion in place program. 'Ibc comrmtmc~nt made 
by Unftcd Deferno d H~ghcs to the success of thc NSWC b u i d l e  p ~ o s d ,  is 
described iu inore detail in the next section, 

1 
5. Tht signed and cxccutcd Cooperritiw Ageements botwen the 

I 
I 

City and County outhoritiee and the tm Defense Contractom 
demonshatee a strong nnd certain commitment to prrtictpate 

, 
I 

t w C  Louir-ed ~ ! U U W U W n n  . . i ! 
The Kutak Memo is dated May 30, 1995, and it is also "dated" iu lh scrrse that i t, .is completely out-of-date. Although it criddzer rho letter ayrcuuculs that ere w e d  

MO months earlier and stares that '11eitha Unbd Deftme uof Hughcs hd& System 
has entered into any agrecmenr or cornmitmmt with h e  City to in t h i s  
pmjecx," FYO rnoprhs is a long time in h e  BRAC process. W e r  this man*, thc Mayor 
of the t i r y  of Louisville anJ the Chief Executive of Jefferson County cxc bd 
Cooperative Aynuusu~r with company officials from United Dcfsru~ pz~d%ughes in 
which all puties havc made a cornmirent to w r k  togcther to make the YSWC 
Louisville proposal a success. 1 

1 

~ b o  c o o p u r t i ~  apecmontr sr. significantiy more deailsd than the/ letter 
agrccmsnu which the Kutnk Memo criticizes. Fint, these cooperntmc 
represent M affimatiw commitment to this NSWC Lauhille 
recommendstiion, belying auy claim that 'both companies have 
commit to such a venture." These agreements set forth important terms Mttt the 
responsibilities of the various parties, pmvisiolu hr contim~ity of operation and transfer 
of control, plans fbr the contmchrml pmpnals and operations at the site, e 1 $. AlrhouD 
the future worktod envicioned by these contracts is obvfously subject ro B'd 
ncrrptnncc by the N q ,  the recent Naq, endorsement of the NSWC huisdillc y l i i  
indicate* that these agreements wil l  reach Wtioa I 

! 
The Navy i( satisfied with the agrecmcnu w d  and the 

implcmendng tho priviitkition in place d rhs NSWC huisvills sits. 
the Cummission staff hirvc ~ce ivcd  c x l c ~ i v t  briefings on the plans 
Iuuisvillc site. Given the outdated and obsolete nature of the criticism 
Kutak Memo, the Commission has no p u n d s  hr omding the 
the NSWC Louidlc proposal can Pnd wil l  succeed. 



06-17-1995 09:40RM FROM MRRY MRTTINGLY --... - .  - 
" 

We mppongriv&crhn initiuliw, such as hawe beat sued at the. . . 
N& S@ce W w -  C ~ e r  in Louhde, so h g  as they mtdpnpnvatc 
s&r jdiiiu Ond nnployeu eoarp&g wda oppIWIr pohch 
onJ &ations Fkibiliy in lnnyrye is ~c~ t o p d d h g  the ab ib  m 
consi&t d of &err options h e  the Deprutment of the Eby, will, of come, 
be b o d  by any Commission mommr&wn b g u q e  with rqd to 
thrtcfhcilitics or othns As h any buimss n r u ~ a d o n ,  hwcve the Led 
intenst oftkr Depmcmt of f i r  Navy and the Nation mustptsvaiLW I 

(Remarks prepared for delivery by Secretary of the Navy John W. Dalton, +fore the 
Commission, June 14, 19 9 5 hearing) (emphasis added). ! 
- The NSWC buisville proposal only seeks the opportunity fur 

to utilize the existing fadries to compete for military business. The 
Cqerative Agreemears have no g u m t e e s  uf s u r r a ~  ulkor 
determfnatfon 10 gswlde goods and serviccr fur 111s Navy in a 
efdcienr manner, Hot one pic= vf workload will be awarded 
contractors unless the Navy lie~crnhes b t  i t  is in the best interest of our~milimry and 
uur nocio*. No one can lose &om this arrangtrncnt other than a pouiblc #sgrunded 
military competitor or two. The Commission must ignore such selfish corn laints and 
approve the NSWC L o u i d c  proposal for good of the Nwy and the good ! f the Nation, 

I 
I 

Re~prcdullysubrnitted, 1 
I 

1 - 
Barry D. Rhoads 1 
901 15th Sueef, N.W. I 
Wizdhgtun, D.C ~)05-23/01 
(202) 3714000 i 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMIS!5ION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (IPFT) 
5. LEE KLlNG 

June 16,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MOPITOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. John M. Ellis 
Chairman and CEO, McClellan 
Defense Task Force '95 

P.O. Box 128 
North Hij$bnds, CA 95660 

Dear Mr. Ellis: 

Thank you for providing the D e f m  Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information concerning the 1995 round of closure and realignments. I can assure you that the 
large number letters expressing support for McClellan AFB will be c a r e w  considered by the 
Commission during our review of the nation's military inhstructure. 

I appreciate the tremendous efforts to produce and forward these letters, which will 
become part of the official record of the Commission Please do not hesitate to conitact the 
Commission in the future if you have additional information on McClellan AFB. 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 15, 1-5 COMMISSIONERS: 

AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, UBAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

Major General George T. Babbitt, USAF RADM BENJAMIN F. IrlONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Principal Deputy Director 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEE:LE 

~ e f &  Lo&i& Agency 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria VA 22304-6 100 

Dear General Babbitt: 

The COBRA for the Defense Contract Management District West shows a one time cost 
of $10.3 million, with $3.6 million or 35% attri'buted to program planning support and mothball 
shutdown. These numbers seem high. 

To assist the Commission in its analysis, please provide a detailed breakout c~f these costs. 

In addition, please provide the number and dollar value of contracts for each district 
office, both presently and as they would be distributed under the DoD recornmendatjion. Please 
also provide the out year projection for the two offices under the DoD recommendaiion. 

Because the Commission is nearing final d e l i i o n s ,  please provide the requested data 
by COB June 19,1995. 

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

Robert Cook: 
Interagency Issues Team Leader 





DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTE:RS 

CAMERON STATION 
AI-EXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304-61 00 

IN REPLY 

REFCR TO C AAJ(BRAC) 

Mr. Robert Cook 
Defense Base Closure .and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

The following information is provided in response to your letter of 15 June 1995. 

a. Defense Contract Management District West (DCMDW) - Your letter indicates that the 
$3.7 million attributed to program planning support and mothball shutdown is 35 percent of the 
one-time cost reflected in the COBRA model and appears to be too high. 

The projected one-time cost of $10.3 million is comprised of $4.1 million for building 
purchase, $1.2 million for purchase of systems hrniture, $1.3 million for building renovations, 
and $3.7 million for program planning support and mothball shutdown. The progi-am planning 
and support costs were calculated using the standard algorithm that the Cost of Base Realign- 
ment Action model uses. Detailed information concerning the calculation is at enclosure 1 .  The 
factor of 10 percent used in the calculation of the Progress Payment System costs was mandated 
by the Ofiice of the Secretary of Defense, per Policy Memorandum Number 3. 

b. The workload data at enclosure 2 is provided in response to your letter. The three Districts 
are intermediate headquarter organizations which provide command and control and support 
services to the Contract Administration Ofices (CAOs). We recommend the number of CAOs be 
used as the primary indicator in your analysis. In September 1994 there were 90 CAOs. We are 
projecting 79 CAOs by September 1995 and expect only 64 will remain by 2001. This was a 
major factor in the decision to eliminate a District. 



C AAJ(BRAC) PAGE 2 
Mr. Robert Cook 1 3 JUN 1895 

c. Per telecon between yourself and Mrs. McManamay of my staff, correspond~ence 
concerning the General Services Administration (GSA) leased costs is attached as enclosure 3. 
Please note, GSA indicated future rental rates will be based on market cornparables and the 
condition of the property at the time DLA seeks to lease. Therefore, GSA will not project rental 
rates for the future. 

Sincerely, 

3 Encl 
Major General, USA 
Principal Deputy Director 



DCMD West move from El Segundo 

Program, Planning & Support Costs + Mothball Costs 

150s BOS Program, Planning Personnel 
Payroll Nonpayroll & Support factor Moving Starting 

($Million) ($Million) 10% 253 285 
10.136 4.397 

First year cost: (BOS Payroll + BOS Nonpayroll) X Prog, Plan & Supt Factor X (MovinglStartinj;) 

Second year cost = First year cost X 75% 

Third year cost = Second year cost X 75%, etc. until final year of closure. 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 200 1 Total 
(SM) ($M) ($M) (SM) ($M) ($M) ($M) 

Pmg, Plan & Supt 1.290122 0.967591842 0.725694 0.54427 3.527679 

Mothball Cost = S 1.25 per square foot closed DCMDW= 125,000 square feet 
Mothball cost = $156,250 



4' 
,CIAJ Services Admfnislralivn, fqegion 5 

' 230 South Oearbarn Street 
Chicago, IL 60604-1 503 

1 JUN 9 )993 

This is in refetenct to your Mnrch 2ri. 1993 leller mnccrning the pof~oscd n3.w Rc~l ignmcr~f  nrlcf Clostrre 
action which would relncale the Defen-se Reotflizatlon snd Mntketing Servicc (DRMS) and thc k f e n a e  
Lngistics Setvice Cenfer (DLSC) f rom the Batllo Creek redern1 Ccnter. 

(??A agreed lo  re-evafuate lhc Rent rdes  chtgtd at the Fertcrnl Ccnter and we recently conttactcd for 

an inhpendcnl valutliar! by a pr/tvtfe ttppmiser from Ralllt Creek. This re-evalu;ltirtn resrrlfcd in 
csfnhliahing new, Inwtr  tntes For space at lltc Ftdttal Center. Rctrnnctive to Oclnhcr 1, 1992, f l ~ c  Fedcrnl 
agencies' bills will he adjusted. hated on nn office tnfe of $9.51) pet vctnsre fnot nnd :, watchr~ttse spncc 
tale d $2.50 pet sqdare fool. This will resalt in less 111mmt In GSA3 Fcdcrnl Builtling Fttnrt in tllc 
current fhFcal year (Fistai Year 1993) thtnue;h Ihc ncxt nnlionnl reappraisal cycle (Fisca'l Year 1997). hut 
USA is  wi l l ing to make the ndjudmenl. 

1 % ~  mnmtrl CPI ttdjttstmenlz ptescr~hd by  GSA'R national Fe'edcttil Rdl ld ing~  Fund procedutes will st i l l  
he applicable for Fiscal Years 94 through 96, a d  these Adjttslmenls will h calculated from the new $9.50 
per . q t m j  fool offjce rate. 

Due lo h e  significance of DOD tenaey r t  Ihe Fedeta1 Center, we musl continue the culrtcnl m.spcnsion 
at the major, mlli-lmillbn dollar ~m*demlzatim pvjccl mrfil R finnl BRAC ctcciximr is mmk. If a 
dec i sh  is made to hrtald m D  fakc(fmn k( B d t k  Cteek rnd if ClSA is then ahlt to proceed wi l h  the 
r nndem id i an  ptojcct, then could he snrne impml on the rm tn l  rate c h q d  in futnre ycnrs. 'Ilrc extcru 
a! my fature htja$lmenl will not be M i f i t d  unlil the ncxt Fccktnl BniMing Fnnd rc:apprnisnl cycle. 
kgCnning )n Ficcrl Yew 1997: hmoevtr, the rate would he b,ned an market contparnl)lcs rmtl the ctwdilirm 
af fhe property al lhrl time. 

_ _ _ _ - - - -  



D E F l U S K  LOOlSTlCS AOllYCf 

.-- .- Inter-Off ice Memorandum 

( N  R C P L V  

CAAJ(BRAC)AMDI(John Davis147 146) 
If 7 JUW 1W 

I c / 
SUBJECT: GSA Rent Structt~re for the Federal Center - COMMAND BRE. 

To: 

1. This Cornmru~d Brief is in response to your question regarding further definition 
structure for the Federal Center in Battle Creek, MI. 

2. Enclosure 1 provided GSA's most current rental structure for the Federal C:enter out to 
FY96. The  ont tents of enclosure 1 are summarized below: 

a. The FY 93 rent rate is based on a GSA "re-evaluated" rate of $9.50 per square foot of 
office space and $2.50 per square foot of warehouse space. 

b. The FY 94 - FY 96 adjustments would be based only on chmges to the consumer price 
index. 

c. The extent of fbture adjustments will not be hown until the beginning of FY 97 with the 
ncxt GSA Federd Building Fund reappraisal cycle. 

3. We verbally requested GSA fbrther define the rent structure for FY 97 to IT 04. We were 
advised that a firm estimate was "virtually impossible" to project. GSA said tlxit if a written 
request was received, an estimate beyond FY 97 could be provided. how eve^:, the estimate 
would be conservative due to the uncertainties involved with such a projection. A written 
request for additional projections of the rent structure is provided at enclosure: 2. 

4. Using projected GSA rental rates for BRAC involves removing current rent rates from BOS 
costs included in PLFA certified COBRA data, and manually inputting the GSA projected costs 
in a separate COBRA screen. This action results in incremental changes to the costdsavings 
until year six, depending on the study. AAer year six, the value is treated as a constant. 

5. The following options are ure for potential 

as certified by the field activity as COBRA input da for any 
option. - 

- is 



CAIU(BRAC) PAGE 2 
I) 7 JUN low 

SUBJECT: GSA Rent Structure for the Federal Center - COMMAND BRIEF 

b. Manually input annual projected rental costs by year into the appropriate COBRA screen 
using a rate structure provided by GSA As noted above, the data is based on untmtain GSA 
estimates, and is the.refore not recommended. 

c. Manually input annual projected rental costs by year into the appropriate COBRA screen 
using a rate structure based on DLA estimates. This would be an uncertain DLA projection of 
GSA rental structure. Thertfore, this method is not recommended. 

6. We discussed the rent structure projections and option3 with the DODIG. (TI? a 
*-A 

b m L  d' 

GARY S. THURBER 
Deputy IXractor 
(Corporate Administrati on) 
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THIS SCENARIO IS NOT 
RECOMMENDED BY DLA 

BRAC 95 

Disestablish Defense 
Industrial Supply Center 

(DISC) 

added costs for delaying 
closure of 

Defense Personnel 
Support Center 

(DPSC) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA!508\DISCREV.(;BR 
Std Fct rs  Fi Le : C:\COBRA!508\ICP.SFF 

THIS SCENARIO IS NOT 
RECDLIME!DED BY DLA 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 1999 
ROI Year : 2000 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -201,069 
1-Time Cost($K) : 55,105 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do1 la rs  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 l 'ota 1 Beyond ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 

Mi [don -27,276 510 5 10 510 510 0 -25,234 0 
Person 0 0 0 -6,235 -15,043 -15,043 -36,321 -15,043 
Overhd 636 477 358 -3,066 -3,334 -3,334 -8,263 -3,334 
Moving 0 0 0 9,209 0 0 9,209 0 
Missio 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 2,000 4,000 16,064 17,366 0 0 39,430 0 

TOTAL -24,640 

1996 ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Of f  0 
En l 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

Tota 1 ----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 
En l 0 
Stu 0 
Ci v 0 
TOT 0 

Summary: 

Disestabl ish DISC. DISC weapon system items go t o  DGSC. DISC, DCSC, and 
DGSC general support items go t o  DPSC. IPE remains a t  DGSC; a l l  other 
DGSC miscellaneous items go t o  DPSC. 

Added 1 t ime unique costs f o r  t rans fe r r ing  items i n  96, 96, 98 and 99 o f  
2, 4, 9 and 9 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  respect ively. 
Added costs i n  98 (L 99 f o r  personnel not  saved a t  DPSC and relevant RPM and 
BOS costs (7,064K and 7093K respect ive iy)  . 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Mi lCon 1,343 510 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 636 477 
Moving 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 2,000 4,000 

TOTAL. 3,978 4,987 16,932 36,621 8,435 7,924 

Savings (SK) Constant Dol Lars 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Mi Icon 28,619 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 28,619 0 0 18,836 26,302 26,302 

l'ota I ----- 

Tota 1 ----- 
28,619 
37,695 
33,720 

25 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond ------ 
0 

15,062 
11,240 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 061/14/1995 

Department : D U  
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario Fi le : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Year cost($) Adjusted Cost ($) ---- ------- ---------------- 
1996 -24,640,429 -24,308,455 
1997 4,987,410 4,788,532 
1998 16,932,197 15,821,904 
1999 17,784,747 16,173,770 
2000 -17,866,643 -15,813,380 
2001 -18,377 ,,201 -15,829,941 
2002 -18,377,,201 -15,406,268 
2003 -18,377,201 -14,993,935 
2006' -18,377,,201 -14,592,638 
2005 -18,377,201 -14,202,080 
2006 -18,377,201 -13,821,976 
2007 -18,377,201 -13,452,045 
2008 -18,377,201 -13,092,014 
2009 -18,377,201 -12,741,620 
2010 -18,377,201 -12,400,603 
2011 -18,377,201 -12,068,714 
2012 -18,377,201 -11,745,707 
2013 -18,377,201 -11,431,345 
2014 -18,377,201 -11,125,396 
2015 -18,377,201 -10,827,636 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page U/5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBb4508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBR14508\1CP.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category -------- Cost Sub-Tota l ---- --------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 3,385,000 
Fami l y  Housi ng Construction 0 
Information Management Account 0 
Land Purchases 0 

Tota l  - Construction .. 3,385,000 

Personne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 1,272,911 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 38,157,000 

Tota l  - Other 39,429,911 
--------------------------,-------------------------------------.--------------- 

Tota l  One-Time Costs 55'105,257 --------------------------..------------------------------------.-------------*- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 28,619,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 24,769 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Tota I One-Time Savings 28,643,769 .............................................................................. 
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 26,461,488 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA5OB\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRASW\ICP .SFF 

Base: DGSC, VA 
(ALL values i n  Dol lars)  

Category -------- 
Construction 

Mi l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami l y  Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Totat - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C iv i  l i a n  New Hires 
E Liminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loylnent 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Tota l ---- --------- 

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

Tota l  - Other 0 .............................................................................. 
Tota l  One-Time Costs 60,923 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 0 
Fami Ly Housing Cost Avoid,ances 0 
H i  li t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ---------------------------..-------------------------------------------------- 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 0 ---------------------------..-------------------------------------------------- 
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 60,923 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA!508\1CP.SFF 

Base: DISC, PA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami l y  Housing Construci.ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta t  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear ly  Reti  rernent 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Totat - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i e n  PPS 
H i  l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Tota l ---- --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 728,128 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 24,000,000 

Tota l  - Other 24,728,128 .............................................................................. 
Tota l  One-Time Costs 32,370,857 
------------------------------------------.----------*------------------------- 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 24,769 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environwnta 1 M i t i g a t i o n  !Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ---------------------------..-------------------------------------------------- 

Tota l  One-Tim Savings 24,769 ---------------------------..-------------------------------------------------- 
Tota l  Net One-Tim Costs 32,346,088 



ONE-TIMI: COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/!5 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCRE\I1l 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DPSC, PA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category -------- 
Construction 

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

T o m i  - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbatl / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

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

Tota 1 - Moving 

Cost ---- Sub-Tota 1 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 14,157,000 

To ta l  - Other 14,157,000 --------------------------------------------------------------..--------------- 
Tota l  One-Time Costs 17,542,000 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 25,523,000 
Family Housfng Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environntenta I M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Tim Unique Savings 0 

--------------------------..---------------------------------------------T----- 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 25,523,000 
---------------------------.--------------------------------------------------- 
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs -7,981,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBW508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DCSC, OH 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category -------- 
Construction 

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

Total - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi L i  t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota l  - Moving 

Cost: Sub-Tota l 
----, --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 544,783 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Tota l  - Other 544,783 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Tim Costs 5,131.477 
---------------------------------------------------------------,--------------- 

One-Tim Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 3,096,000 
Fami 1 y Houri ng Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environments 1 M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Tim Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Tota I One-Time Savings 3,096,000 

Tota l  Net One-Tim Costs 2,035,477 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/5 
Data As Of  16:Oti 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/'14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVI 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRPt508\DISCREV.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBWm508\ICP.SFF 

A11 Costs i n  $K 
T o t a l  

Base Name Mi lCon --------- ------ 
DGSC 0 
DISC 0 
DPSC 3,385 
DCSC 0 
-------------------------.--------------- 

IMA Land Cost Tota l 
Cost Purch Avoid Cost ---- ----- ,----- ----- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 -25,523 -22,138 
0 0 -3,096 -3,096 ...---------------------..--------------- 

Tota ls :  . . 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/5 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Mi lCon f o r  Base: DPSC, PA 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Mi iClon Using Rehab New New Tota 1 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* Mi Icon Cost* Cost* ------------- ---,-- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
DISC TO DPSC OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 3,385 
-------------------------------------------------------------.----------------- 

Tota l  Construction Cost: 3,385 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 

,, + Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 25,523 

TOTAL: -22,138 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where app1ic:able. 



MILITARY C0NS;TRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario Ff l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F1 l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: DCSC, OH 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
M i  lCon Using . Rehab New New Tote l 

Description: Cate'g Rehab Cost* Mi lCon Cost* Cost* ------------- ----* ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 

Tota l  Construction Cost: 0 
+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 3,096 
------------------------,---------------- 

TOTAL: -3,096 

* A l l  MilCpn Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



PERSONNEL S W R Y  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/'14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\01SCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRASO8\ICP.SFF 

PERSONNEL S W R Y  FOR: DGSC, VA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students C iv i  l ians ---------- -..-------- ---------- ---------- 

24 3 0 2,198 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: DISC, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total .. ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 11 0 0 11 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 323 0 0 323 
TOTAL 0 0 0 335 0 0 335 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  DGSC, VA) : 
1996 1997 1938 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- - - - .  ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 11 0 0 11 
En 1 i sted 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 0 0 323 0 0 323 
TOTAL 0 0 0 335 0 0 335 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC: Action) : 
Of f i ce rs  En 1 i sted Students C iv i l i ans  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

35 4 0 2,521 

PERSONNEL S M R Y  FOR: DISC, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996) : 
O f f  i c e r s  En 1 i sted Students C iv i l i ans  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

26 3 0 1,851 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- .---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  -412 -126 -136 -298 0 0 -972 
TOTAL -412 -126 -136 -298 0 0 -972 

BASE POPULATION (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

26 3 0 879 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: DGSC, VA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
O f f  l c e r s  0 0 0 11 0 0 11 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 323 0 0 323 
TOTAL 0 0 0 335 0 0 335 



PERSONNEL S W R Y  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVI 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBM508\ICP.SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNM1:NTS (Out o f  DISC, PA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 11 0 0 11 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l i ans  0 0 0 323 0 0 323 
TOTAL 0 0 0 335 0 0 335 

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

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 -4 0 0 -4 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 -46 0 0 -46 
TOTAL 0 0 0 -50 0 0 -50 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRkC Action) : 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

11 2 0 510 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: DPSC, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students C iv i l i ans  - ---------- --,-------- ---------- ---------- 

49 5 0 2,098 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En li isted Students C iv i  l ians ---------- ---.------- ---------- ---------- 

49 5 0 2,098 

PERSONNEL SUWARY FOR: DCSC, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996) : 
Of f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students C iv i  l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

44 5 0 3,323 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ,me-- ----- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l i ans  -39 -15 -131 -125 0 0 -310 
TOTAL -39 -15 -131 -125 0 0 -310 

BASE POPULATION (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students ---------- C i v i  l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- 

44 5 0 3,013 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 TotaL ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  0 .  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l fans 0 0 0 -358 0 0 -358 
TOTAL 0 0 0 -358 0 0 -358 



Civi l ians ---------- 
2,655 

PERSONNEL SUtM4RY REPQRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/1,4/1995 

Department : DLA 
Optfon Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA50I\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 
Off icers Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

44 5 0 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pagt! 1/5 
Data As O f  16:Oti 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 061r14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : OISCREVl. 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v l  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i  l ians Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*.t 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l ians Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  RIFs (the remainder) 

Tota 1 -..--- 
323 

32 
16 
48 
19 

208 
115 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 323 0 0 323 
C i v i  l ians Moving 0 0 0 209 0 0 209 
New C i v i  l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 114 0 0 114 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 7 3  0 0  73 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 5 7 0 0 5 7  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 243 0 0 243 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 114 0 0 114 

Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
W i  L l i ng  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage o f  C iv i  l ians Not W i  1 l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base t o  base. 

+ Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA!508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRASOB\ICP.SFF 

Base: DGSC, VA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Ret i rerent*  10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6 . m  
Civ i  l i ans  Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Movi ng (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60. om 
C i v i l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Hove 
C i v i  l ians Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  RIFs (the remainder) 

Tota l  ----- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 323 0 0 323 
C i v i  l ians Moving 0 0 0 209 0 0 209 
New C iv i  l ians Hi red 0 0 0 114 0 0 114 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 114 0 0 114 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

I Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 315 
Data As O f  16:Oti 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06,114/1995 

Department : DLA I 

Option Package : DISCREVI. 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRPI~O~\ICP.SFF 

Base: DISC, PA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regu Lar Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C iv i  l ians Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 

CIV-ILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placementi 60.00% 
C i v i  l i ans  Avai l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
323 
32 
16 
48 
19 

208 
115 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C iv i  l ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i  l ians Hi red 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIWENTS 0 0 0 3 7 0 ' 0 3 7  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 22 0 0 22 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPlACEMENTS# 0 0 0 28 0 0 28 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

t Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invol \ f ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  - Page 4/5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRASO8\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA5,08\ICP.SFF 

Base: DPSC, PA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C i v i  l ians Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l l a n  Posi t ions Avai lable 

CIVIL-IAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i  rernent 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l ians Avai l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNlNG IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i  l ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIV IL IANPRIORITYPUCEMENTSI  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  1 l i n g  t o  Move are not  a.pplicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi Ler. 

I Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRAS08\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA~ID~\ICP.SFF 

Base: DCSC, OH Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving (the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lable 

CIVIbIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i ans  Avai lab l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l ians Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i  l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Ci v i  l i ans  H i  red 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 3 6  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RlFS 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 3 5  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 215 0 D 215 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  P1acemen.t~ involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ih~g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA!508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA!508\ICP.SFF 

Base: OGSC, VA 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000' 
2001 

TOTALS 

Base: 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers 
To ta l  ----- 

0 
0 
0 

335 
0 
0 ----- 

335 

DISC, PA 

Moved I n  
Perct!nt -----.-- 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
O.Ol0% 
0.00% ------- 

Pers Moved I n  
To ta l  Percent ----- ------- 

Base: DPSC, PA 

Pers Moved I n  
Year To ta l  Percent ---- ----- ------.- 
1996 0 
1997 0 
1998 0 
1999 0 
2000 0 
2001 0 ----- 
TOTALS 0 

Mi Icon 
TimePhase --------- 

0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% --------- 

Mi lCon 
TimePhase --------- 

50.00% 
25.00% 
25.00% 

O.OOt 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 

Mi Icon 
TimePhase --------- 

33.33% 
16.67% 
16.675 
16.67% 
16.67% 
0.00% --------- 

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutOn 
To ta l  Percent Timephase ----- - - - - . m e -  --------- 

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% ----- -----.-- - ---- ---- 

Pers Moved Out/ELiminated ShutOn 
Tota 1 Percent Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.005 0.00% 

385 100.00% 100.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% ----- ------- --------- 

385 100.00% 100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Tota 1 Percent Timephase ----- ---- --------- 

0 0.0OJs 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.675 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% ----- ------.- --------- 
0 0.00% 100.00% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA!iO8\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA!iOB\ICP.SFF 

Base: DCSC, OH 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000.. 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers 
Tota 1 ----- 

Moved I n  
Percent ------- 

Mi [Con 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved Out/ELiminated ShutDn 
Tota 1 Percent Timephase ----- -----.-- --------- 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (C1DBR.A v5.08) - Page 1/15 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:02 06/14/1995 

Department : DM 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIY. -MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
How Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i re  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 



'TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:02 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : OISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA!i08\OISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA!iO8\ICP.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS ----- ($K) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
60s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAHPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PIRSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COST 3,978 4,987 16,932 36,621 8,435 7,924 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($ K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fan Housing 

OW 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

'Tota 1 
.----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 28,619 0 0 18,836 26,302 26,302 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:02 06/14/1995 

Department : DL4 
Opt ion  Package : DISCREVL 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
Civ  Ret i r /RIF 
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MI+ Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- (tK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi  1 Sa la ry  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRlI v5.08) - Page 4/15 
I lata As Of 16:Ofi 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:02 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA!j08\DISCREV.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\1CP.SFF 

Base: DGSC, VA 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIFs 
Civ. R e t i r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i res  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
Elirn PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DGSC, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS ----- ($K)----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa l a r y  
En l Salary  
House A l  low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 3,166 3,105 3,105 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
1 - T i m  Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta l 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMF'US 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa l a r y  
Enl Sa lary  
House A l tow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/15 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Deportment : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVI. 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DGSC, VA 
ONE-TIME NET ----- ($I()----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL-PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME . 
RECURRING NET ----- ($I()----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi l Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 3,166 3,105 3,105 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBR4 v5.08) - Page 7/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRASO8\ICP.SFF 

Base: DISC, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

ow 
CIV SALARY 

C iv  RIFs 
CLv R e t i r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehicles 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i res  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i n  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  ----- 
0 
0 
0 

313 
122 

596 
9 

2,205 
1,348 

146 
380 
403 
934 

0 
35 
0 
0 

69 

989 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 

57 
8 

27 

728 
0 
0 

24,,000 
32,371 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 16.08) - Page 8/15 
13ata As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : OLA 
Opt ion Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DISC, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS ----- ($K)----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
Enl Sa lary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 2,362 4,271 9,203 16,534 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronaenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

'rota 1 ..---- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

l 'ota I ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 9,882 10,809 10,809 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COIIRA v5.08) - Page 9/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995. Report Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBM508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DISC, PA 
ONE-TIME NET ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL'-PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  ----- 

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

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 2.362 4,271 9,203 6,652 -10,809 -10,809 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRPi v5.08) - Page 10/15 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report C:reated 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVX 
Scenario F l  l e  : C:\COBIU\508\DISCREV. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DPSC, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Hoirsing 
Land Purch 

OW 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i  r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi roninenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-T ime Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/15 
Data As Of 1,6:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt lon Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA!508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i  Le : C:\COBRA!iOB\ICP.SFF 

Base: DPSC, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 19917 ----- ($I<)----- ---.. ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
om 

RPMA 0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ  Salary 01 0 
CHAMPUS 01 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  0 ID 
En l Salary  0 0 
House A1 low 0 13 

OTHER 
Miss ion 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi I Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

r o t a  1 ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ow 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
Enl Sa lary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
-.---- 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 25,523 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRlATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COI3RA v5.08) - Page 12/15 
Data As C l f  16:06 01/27/1995, Reporl: Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : OLA 
Opt ion Package : D1SCRI:Vl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COIlRA508\OISCRt'V.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i l e  : C:\COtlRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: OPSC, PA 
ONE-TIME NET ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI  LCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
Civ  Ret i r /RIF 
C iv  Moving 
Other 

MIL-PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

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

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Salary  
House ALLOW 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST -24,180 510 7,574 12,422 5,329 4,819 

Tota 1 ----- 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPOR'T (COBk4 v5.08) - Page 13/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion  Package : DISCREVI, 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DCSC, OH 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O M  
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIFs 
C i u  R e t i r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

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

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : OLA 
Opt ion Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DCSC, OH 
RECURRI NGCOSTS ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O M  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House Al low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 274 206 154 4,497 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O M  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- OK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procureaent 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other ' 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 3,096 0 0 8,954 15,493 15,493 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 15/15 
Data As 01' 16:06 01/27/1995, Report CIreated 10:03 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCRE'V.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SF'F 

Base: DCSC, OH 
ONE-TIME NET ----.. ($K)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

ow 
Civ  Ret i r /RIF 
C iv  Moving 
Other 

MIL-PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  ----- 

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

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi l Salary  
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST -2,82i! 206 154 -4,456 -15,493 -15,493 



TOTAL INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : D M  
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCRltV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\1CP.SI:F 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIII' MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purrh 
HHG 
M i  sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 

Total ----- 

RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemp loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hi r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL W I N G  

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL INFLATED I\PPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVL 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRASO8\0ISCREV,CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBM508\ICP.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
(SK) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O M  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COST 3,978 5,137 17,963 40,017 9,494 9,187 85,776 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

0.94 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 
28,619 

0 

0 

27 

0 
0 
0 

211,646 

RECURRINGSAVES 
($ K) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
Enl Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 -.---- 
0 

0 
0 
0 

41,782 
0 

629 
0 

275 

0 
0 

37 ,. 963 
0 

80,649 

Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 28,619 0 0 20,583 29,603 30,491 109,296 



TOTAL INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/15 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota 1 
($K) -INFLATED- ---- ---.- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON -27,276 526 542 558 575 0 -25,076 
Fan Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ow 
Civ Ret ir /RIF 0 0 0 1,150 0 0 1,150 
Civ Moving 0 CI 0 10,017 0 0 10,017 
Other 636 491. 379 555 0 0 :!,061 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 ,-Moving 0 0 0 75 0 0 75 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mi ssion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

;!,391 
0 
0 

40,747 
0 

30,365 

l 'ota I ----- 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-41,782 
0 

-629 
-212 

0 
0 

-11,261 
0 

-53,884 

TOTAL NET COST -24,640 5,137 17,963 19,434 -20,109 -21,304 -23,519 

Beyond ------ 
0 



IIYFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT 1:COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREV1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DGSC, VA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
($K) - INFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Ciiv Re t i re  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemp Loylnent 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i n  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 



INFLATED APPROI'RIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/15 
Data As O f  l(5:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : D M  
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.(:BR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DGSC, VA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
($K) - INFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

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

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 3,460 3,495 3,600 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
($K) - INFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
(SK) - f NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 low ' 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond ------ 
0 

l 'ota 1 ----- 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/15 
Data As Of 1C;:06 01/27/1995, Report Cnrated 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Optton Package : DISCREVl 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.C'BR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DGSC, VA 
ONE-TIME NET 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
Civ  Ret i r /RIF 
C iv  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

l 'o ta  1 
-,---- 

RECURRlNG NET 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa l s r y  
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other  

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 



INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/15 
Data As Of 1.6:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRASO8\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DISC, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI  LCOFl 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

OW 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ  R e t i r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehicles 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hi res 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 796 0 0 
Envi ronmenta l 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 2,000 4,120 9,548 9,834 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 2,362 4,399 9,764 18,068 0 0 

Tota 1 ----- 



INFLATED APPRCIPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF. 

Base: DISC, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Camtaker  

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 2,362 4,39!3 9,764 18,068 0 0 34,593 

Tota l  ----- ONE-TIME SAVES 
($K)-INFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OW 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi l Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environlaenta l 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
($K) - INFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPWA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa l a r y  
En1 Salary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 10,799 12,165 12,530 



INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/15 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DISC, PA 
ONE-TIME NET 
(SK)-INFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 

RECURRING NET 
(IK) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

'rota 1 
.----- 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 2,362 4,399 9,764 7,269 -12,165 -12,530 



INFLATED APPRClPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion  Package : OISCREVl 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\0ISCREV.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DPSC, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
(SK) -1NFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

OW 
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIFs 
C l r  R e t i r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemp loyment 
OTHER 

Program PLan 
Shutdown 
New H i res  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i n  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 



INFLATED APPFLOPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DlSCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV'.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF' 

Base: DPSC, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l  low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 1,343 52!6 8,036 13,574 5,998 5,58u 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 25,523 0 0 0 0 0 



INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DPSC, PA 
ONE-TIME NET 
($K) -1NFLATEO- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST -24,180 526 8,036 13,574 5,998 5,586 

l'ota 1 
-.---- 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 13/15 
Data As Of 116:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion  Package : DISCREVl 
Scenar io F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.tBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: OCSC, OH 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
($I() -1NFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIFs 
C i r  R e t i r e  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemp loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires; 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l im  PCS 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/15 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : D M  
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F1 Le : C:\COBRAS08\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DCSC, OH 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
($K) - INFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Capetaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A I Low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 5,564 

Total ----- ONE-TIME SAVES 
($K) - INFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi l Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
($K) -1NFLATED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
Enl Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 3,096 0 0 9,784 17,437 17,960 



INFLATED APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 15/15 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Opt ion Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA~O~\DISCREV.I:BR 
Std Fc t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base: DCSC, OH 
ONE-TIME NET 
($K)-INFLATED- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ  R e t i r j R I F  
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i I  Moving 

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

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
($K)-INFUTED- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST -2,822 212 164 -4,870 -17,437 -17,960 

To ta l  ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, ANI) BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.(:BR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

Base ---- 
DGSC 
DISC 
DPSC 
DCSC 

Base ---- .. 
DGSC 
DISC 
DPSC 
DCSC 

Base ---- 
DGSC 
DISC 
DPSC 
DCSC 

Personne 1 
Change %Change ------ ------- 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per ------ .------- ------- 

RPM($) BOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- ------ -.------ ------- 

0 0% 0 0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 0 0% 0 

RPMABOS ($1 
Change %Change Chg/Per ---..-- ----..-- ------- 

0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 
0 10% 0 
0 0% 0 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV,CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

NetChange($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  Beyond -------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---.. ----- ------ 
RPMA Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
------------------------------------,--------------------------.------*--------- 

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA508\DISCREV.(:BR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRASO8\ICP.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Constructic~n/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name --------- 
DGSC, VA 
DISC, PA 
DPSC;' PA 
DCSC, OH 

Strategy: 

Rea li gnment 
Rea l i gnaent 
Rea l ignment 
Rea 1 i gnment 

Summary : -------- 
Disestabl ish DISC. DISC weapon system items go t o  DGSC. DISC, DCSC, and 
DGSC general support items go t o  DPSC. IPE remains a t  DGSC;  all^ other 
DGSC miscellaneous items go t o  DPSC. 

Added 1 time unique costs f o r  t rans fe r r ing  items i n  96, 96, 98 and 99 o f  
2, 4, 9 and 9 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  respect ively. 
Added costs i n  98 & 99 f o r  personnel nlDt saved a t  DPSC and relevant RPM and 
BOS costs (7,064K and 7093K respect ively).  

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
DGSC, VA 

TO Bilse: ----.---- 
DISC,, PA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from DISC, PA t o  DGSC, VA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- -.--- ---- ---- 
O f f i c e r  Positions: 0 0 0 11 
Enl is ted Positions: 0 0 0 1 
C iv i  l i a n  Positions: 0 0 0 323 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 117 
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles:  0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DGSC, VA 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  Enl is ted Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Mi l Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f  l c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) : 

RPMA Non-Payro 11 ($K/Year) : 
Conmunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro 1 l ($K/Year) : 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Distance: --------- 
237 m i  

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DISC, PA 

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

Name: DPSC, PA 

Tota 1 O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  Enl is ted Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota 1 C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avail: 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base Faci l it ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) : 

Name: DCSC, OH 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota 1 En l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i  [Ling To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai  I: 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci l it ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En 1 i s k d  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Yaar): 
Communications ($K/Yeais) : 
BOS Non-Payro 1 1 ($K/Yea~r) : 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year8) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Ye$ar): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payro 1 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payro 11 ($K/Year) : 
Fami Ly Housing ($K/~ear) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vi silt) : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

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

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\OISCREV,.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DGSC, VA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Act tv  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K) : 
Mi sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/vr: 
Faci l ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: DISC, PA 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Tire Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1Con Reqd($K) : 
Act i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K) : 
Mi sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les) ($K) : 
Construction Schedu le(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (5) : 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facf 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: DPSC, PA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Ti le  Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-Hi Icon Reqd($K) : 
Act i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Mi sc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sa tes) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fan Housf ng Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoi dnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patlents/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 3,087 3,087 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fani ly Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
4,000 9,000 9,000 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 .o 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 8,825 8,825 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami l y Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 7,064 7,093 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 4,819 4,819 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/14/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.(:BR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFOFIMATION 

Name: DCSC, OH 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 
Activ.Mission Cost ($K): 
Act i v  Mission Save ($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
M i  lCon Cost Avoi dnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 2,415 2,415 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFOIIMATION 

Name: DISC, PA 
1996 1.997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- - --- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: -412 - 1 2  -136 -298 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 -4 0 0 
En 1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 -46 0 0 
Off Change(No Sa 1 Save) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Mi l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i  l ian:  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Name: DCSC, OH 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sa l Save) : 
En 1 Change(No Sa 1 Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Mi li tary: 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFOWTION 

Name: DPSC, PA 

Descr ip t ion Categ New Mi [Con Rehab M i  [Con Tota 1 Cost ($K) ------------ ----- -------.--- ------------ -.*------------ 

DISC TO DPSC OTHER 0 0 3,385 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 16:06 01/27/1995, Report Created 10:08 06/1.4/1995 

Department : DLA 
Option Package : DISCREVl 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\DISCREV.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA508\ICP.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 90.33% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 74.07% 
Enl is ted Housing Mi lCon: O.OO!k 
O f f i c e r  Sa lary($/Year) : 55,568.04 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 765.28 
Enl is ted Salary($/Year): 28,854.75 
En 1 BAQ w i  t h  Dependents($) : 524.84 
Avg Unemp loy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemptoyment El igibi l i ty(Weeks): 18 
C iv i  l i a n  Salary ($/Year): 36,530.00 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: ICPs 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.00 

(Indices are used as ~xponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 500.00 
Avg Fami l y  Quarters(SF) : 2,000.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Ret i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
Civ i l ianPCSCost ,s($) :  28,800.00 
C iv i  l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 534.41 
Nat Median Home Price($) : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimbu~s($) : 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Ra'te: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimbur:ie Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

Rehab vs. New Mi [Con Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
M i  lCon SIOH Rate: 
M i  Icon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materia l/Assigned Person(Lb) : 0 
HHG Per O f f  Fami 1 y (Lb) : 14,500.00 
I+HG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 Sf ngle (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) : 0.20 
Mi sc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 Light Vehicle($/Mi lle): 0.00 
Heavy/Spec Vehic le($/Mi le) : 0.00 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi la) : 0.18 
Avg Mi L Tour Length (Years): 3.00 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour:) : 6,192.20 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($:I : 6,656.63 
One-Time En 1 PCS Cost ($1 : 4,620.02 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM -------- -- 
Horizonta 1 (sy) 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 

(LF) 

Operat i ona 1 
(SF) 
(SF) 

Administrat ive (SF) 
School Bui ldings (SF) 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 

(SF) 
(SF) 

Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 

(SF) 
(SF) 

Dining Faci l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreation Faci I i t i e s  (SF) 
Connnunications Faci 1 (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 

(SF) 
(BL) 

Amnuni ti on Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  

(SF) 
(SF) 

Envi ronmenta 1 ( 1 

Category -------- UM - - 
ADP Construction (SF) 
Cold Storage (SF) 
Hazardous Storage (SF) 
CLassroom/Training (SF) 
Cafeter ia (SF) 
Chi l d  Devel Center (SF) 
Convert Whse t o  Adai (SF) 
Lease (SF) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optiona 1 Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R I[ ) 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTNE CORRESPONDENCE 'lRACKING SYSTEllli (ECTS) # 

- TYPE OF ACl , U (-:I Prepare Reply for C h i m m n t s  Signature 

Repye Reply for Staff Diredor's S i i  

ACIION: Offer Cammnts a d o r  Suggestions 

SubjecURemarks: 

Prepare Reply for Commiaiooer's: Signature 
I 



Austin M 
Mr. A 1  C o r n e l l a  

BRUCE 'TOD~I 
MAYOR 

June  1 6 ,  1995 

Defense Base Closure  and 
Realignment Commission 

1 7 0 0  North Moore S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1 4 2 5  
Ar l ing ton .  V i r g i n i a  22209 

P 0 80X 1088 

AUSTIN. TEXAS 78787 

A / C  512 499.2250 

FAX 512 499-2337 

Dear Commissioner C o r n e l l a :  

With some r e l u c t a n c e ,  5 w r i t e  t o  respond t o  t h e  mis informat ion submi t t ed  t o  
t h i s  Commission by t h e  C i t y  of  F o r t  Worth con.cerning Aust in  and i t s  new 
Austin-Bergstrom A i r p o r t .  It i s  A u s t i n ' s  s i n c e r e  hope t h a t  bo th  t h e  A i r  Force  
Reserve u n i t s  i n  Aust in  anti F o r t  Worth remain open - t h e  A i r  Force  Reserve 
r e p r e s e n t s  an  e x c e p t i o n a l  v a l u e  t o  t h e  United S t a t e s .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e  A i r  
F o r c e ' s  p r o p o s a l  t o  c l o s e  t h e  Aus t in  A i r  Force Reserve i n v i t e d  a  comparison o f  
t h e  Aus t in  A i r  Force Resenre w i t h  o t h e r  A i r  Force Reserve l o c a t i o n s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
Fort Worth. I n s t e a d  of  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  m e r i t s  of t h e i r  l o c a t i o n ,  F o r t  Worth ' s  
submission goes beyond p o l i t i c a l  r h e t o r i c  vhen they accuse  Aust in  o f  m i s l e a d i n g  
t h i s  Commission. 

1. Aus t in  i s  b u i l d i n g  a  new a i r p o r t  a t  t h e  former Bergstrorn l o c a t i o n ,  and 
an impor tan t  component of t h e  Austin-Bergstrom A i r p o r t  i s  t h e  f e d e r a l  
cantonment a r e a  h o s t e d  by t h e  A i r  Force  Reserve.  

a .  F o r t  Worth has d i s p l a y e d  an a r t i s t ' s  d e p i c t i o n  o f  t h e  A u s t i n  
passenger  terminal .  o v e r l a y i n g  t h e  A i r  Force Reserve cantomnent a r e a ,  
a l l e g i n g  t h a t  t h e  d e p i c t i o n  r e p r e s e n t e d  A u s t i n ' s  f u t u r e  expansion 
p l a n s .  

PACT: The d e p i c t i o n  r e p r e s e n t s  a  1992 p roposa l  t h a t  was rejected 
p r i m a r i l y  because t h e  p r o p o s a l  would n o t  adequa te ly  accommodate t h e  A i r  
Force Reserve .  Aus t in  has  submi t t ed  i t s  yea r  2038 p l a n  which d e p i c t s  
5 5  j e t  g a t e s  wi thou t  any encroachment t o  t h e  f e d e r a l  canto~lrnent area of  
t h e  A i r  Force  Reserve.  

b .  F o r t  Worth r e p r e s e n t s  t h a t  r e t e n t i o n  of t h e  A i r  Force Reserve 
p layed  no p a r t  i n  A u s t i n ' s  d e c i s i o n  to  r e l o c a t e  i t s  a i r p o r t  t o  t h e  
former Bergstrom AFB l o c a t i o n .  

PACT: R e t e n t i o n  of  t h e  A i r  Force  Reserve was r e p r e s e n t e d  co Aus t in  
v o t e r s  i n  1993  as an impor tan t  benef . i t  of r e l o c a t i n g  A u s t i n ' s  a i r p o r t  
t o  t h e  Bergstrom s i t e .  I t  i s  imposs ib le  t o  determine whether t h e  
r e l o c a t i o n  e l e c t i o n  vould have passed absent  t h e  b e n e f i t  of A i r  Force  
Reserve r e t e n t i o n  - b u t  i t  was a  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o r i  t o  t h e  
Aust in  v o t e r s  and perhaps  p a r t i c u l a r l y  important  t o  t h e  o v e r  1 0 0 , 0 0 0  
m i l i t a r y  v e t e r a n s .  
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c .  F o r t  Worth a l l e g e s  t h a t  t h e  des ign  of the  nev Austin-Bergstrom 
a i r p o r t  was n o t  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  A i r  Force Reserve.  

PACT: The d e s i g n  of  t h e  commercial p o r t i o n  of  t h e  Austin-Bergstrom 
a i r p o r t  has  been d r i v e n  by t h e  A i r  Force Reserve p resence .  The 
t e r m i n a l  l o c a t i o n .  a i r p o r t  a c c e s s ,  widely spaced runways, l e n g t h  and 
s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e  second runway, and l o c a t i o n  o f  the f i r e  s t a t i o n  have 
been des igned t o  accommodate t h e  A i r  Force Reserve and f e d e r a l  t e n a n t  
agencies  i n  i t s  cantonment area.  

d .  F o r t  Worth a . l leges  t h a t  Aus t in  has mis represen ted  t h e  A i r  F o r c e ' s  
"promise" t o  Aus t in  t o  r e t a i n  t h e  Reserve i n  Aus t in ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
beyond 1 9 9 6 .  

F o r t  Worth i s  a p p a r e n t l y  confused ;  a summary of t h e  chronology i s  
u s e f u l .  I n  1991 ,  t h e  BRACC recommended t h a t  Bergstrom AF'B ( w i t h  its 
over  5 ,000  j o b s )  c l o s e ,  b u t  t h a t  t h e  A i r  Force Reserve remain i f  t h e  
C i t y  of Aust in  took c e r t a i n  s t e p s .  The 1991 BRACC l a v  e s s e n t i a l l y  
s t a t e d  t h a t  the A i r  Force Reserve  would remain i n  Aust in  i f  Aust in  
decided t o  move i t s  commercial a i rp lo r t  t o  t h e  Bergstrom l o c a t i o n  by 
1993 and assume o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  a i r p o r t  by 1996. Austin has m e t  t h e s e  
requirement8 (commercial cargo o p e r a t i o n s  begin  i n  1 9 9 6 ) .  

I n  1992,  Undersec re ta ry  o f  Defense B o a t r i g h t  t e s t i f i e d  b e f o r e  t h e  
Aust in  C i t y  Counc i l  concern ing  the 1991 law: i f  Aust in  e l e c t e d  t o  move 
i t s  a i r p o r t  t o  t h e  Bergstrom l o c a t i o n .  t h e  Air  Force Reselrve u n i t  would 
remain. The e n t i r e  t a p e  o f  Mr. B o a t r i g h t ' s  tes t imony was p rov ided  t o  
t h i s  Commission i n  A p r i l  (and t o  t h e  1993 BRACC). O f  c o u r s e ,  M r .  
B o a t r i g h t  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  U.S. goveirriment could  no t  commit t o  l e a v e  t h e  
Air  Force Reserve f o r e v e r  i n  Aus t in  - i t  would be r i d i c u l o u s  t o  t h i n k  
o the rwise .  

I n  1993, t h e  BRACC recommended. and t.he recommendation became law, t h a t  
t h e  A i r  Force Reserve would remain i n  F-16 's  i n  Aus t in  u n t i l  a t  l e a s t  
t h e  end of 1996. 1996 was n o t  an  a r rh i t r a ry  d a t e :  1996 i s  t h e  year  
s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  1991 BRACC law f o r  "economic v i a b i l i t y "  of  
Austin-Bergstrom. (See ,  Aus t in  BRACX Study Group Submission of  May 
1 0 .  ) 

Even though Aust in  h a s  d e t r i m e n t a l l y  r e l i e d  on t h e  1991 and 1993 BRACC laws 
and the  U .S .  government 's  1992 r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s ,  t h e  C i t y  of Aust in  has  never  
contended t h a t  t h i s  Commistiion canno t  c l o s e  t h e  Air  Force Reserve i n  A u s t i n .  
While g r e a t  de fe rence  shou1.d be g i v e n  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  law, p rev ious  BRACC 
d e c i s i o n s ,  and A u s t i n ' s  de t - r imen ta l  r e l i a n c e ,  t h i s  Commission's d e c i s i o n  shou ld  
be j u s t i f i e d  by t h e  m e r i t s .  Any s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  Aust in  has  been l e s s  t h a n  
f o r t h r i g h t  wi th  t h i s  Commibsion can on ly  be mot ivated t o  d e f l e c t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
of  t h e  m e r i t s  of Ai r  Force  Reserve l o c a t i o n s .  

2 .  I f  o b j e c t i v e l y  ana.lyzed, t h e  A i r  Force  Reserve l o c a t i o n  i n  Aust in  i s  a  
s u b s t a n t i a l  m i l i t a r y  and f i n a n c i a l  v a l u e  t o  t h e  United S t a t e s .  
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a .  The m i l i t a r , ~  v a l u e  of t h e  Aust in  Air Force Reserve i s  
e x t r a o r d i n a r y  colnsidering i t s  f a c i l i t i e s ,  a v a i l a b l e  m i l i t a r y  spec ia l  
u s e  a i r s p a c e ,  p rox imi ty  t o  F o r t  H O C I ~ ,  and l a c k  of a i r  o r  ground 
encroachment. The m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  of  t h e  Aust in  l o c a t i o n ,  i f  c o r r e c t l y  
analyzed.  i s  c l a s s i f i e d  "Green" i n  almost  every  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  
c a t e g o r y .  (See ,  Aus t in  BRACC Study Group Submission A p r i l  6. p .  1 - 1 7 . )  

b .  The overhead c o s t  of o p e r a t i n g  Bergstrom i s  comparable t o  o r  l e s s  
than  many Air Force Reserve l o c a t i o n s .  For example, the  DBCUC s t a f f  
e s t i m a t e s  t h a t  t h e  c o s t  of  o p e r a t i n g  t h e  Bergstrom AF Reserve a t  $ 1 4 . 1  
m i l l i o n  per  yea r , ,  t h e  Carewel l  AF Reserve a t  $ 1 3 . 7  m i l l i o n  p e r  year,  
and t h e  Homestead AF Reeerve i n  Miami a t  $ 1 7 . 2  m i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r  (DBCRC 
S t a f f  e s t i m a t e  May 1 0 ) .  The pr imary d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  t h e  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o s t s  a t  Homestead a r e  $88 m i l l i o n  and t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  
c o s t s  t o  the N a v y  and Marine Reserve i n  F o r t  Worth a r e  about $59 
m i l l i o n  ( s e e .  Aust in  BRACC Study Group Memo of May 5 ) .  What's more, 
t h e  c o s t  t o  o t h e r  U.S. government t e n a n t  a g e n c i e s ,  i f  t h e  A i r  Force 
Reserve a t  Aus t in  were t o  c l o s e ,  i s  around $ 3  m i l l i o n  per  y e a r  ( s e e ,  
Aust in  BRACC Study Group Memo o f  June 12. pp. 9 -10) .  

I n  summary, t h e  Aust in  BRACC Study Group has  been d i l i g e n t  i n  i t s  e f f o r t s  
submit  f a c t s  f o r  o b j e c t i v e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  on the  m e r i t s  by t h i n  Commission. 
Analyeis  and conc lus ions  have been submi t t ed  a long wi th  sources  f o r  
v e r i f i c a t i o n .  To sugges t  t h a t  Aust in  has  mis led  t h i s  Commission p o t e n t i a l l y  
d e f l e c t s  due c o n s i d e r a t i o n  from t h e  merits of  A i r  Force Reserve l o c a t i o n s  and 
t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  of t h i s  coun t ry  i n  down-sizing t h e  m i l i t a r y  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  

S i n c e r e l v .  

- 

Bruce Todd 
Mayor 

cc :  The Honorable P h i l  Gramrn, U.S. S e n a t o r  
The Honorable Kay Ba i l ey  Hutchison.  U.S. Sena to r  
The Honorable Lloyd Dogge t t ,  U . S .  Congressman 
The Honorable Pe te  Geren, U.S. Congressnian 
The Honorable Greg Laugh l in ,  U.S. Congressman 
The Honorable George W .  Bush, Governor o f  Texas 
The Honorable Kay Granger.  Mayor of For t  Worth 
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BRUCE TODD 
MAYOR 

June 16, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

P.O. BOX 1088 

AUSTIN. TEXAS 78767 

A/C 512 499-2250 

FAX 5 12 499-2337 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

With some reluctance, I write to respond to the misinformation submitted to 
this Commission by the City of Fort Worth concerning Austin and its new 
Austin-Bergstrom Airport. It is Austin's sincere hope that both the Air Force 
Reserve units in Austin and Fort Worth remain open - the Air Force Reserve 
represents an exceptional value to the United States. Unfortunately, the Air 
Force's proposal to close the Austin Air Force Reserve invited a c~mparison of 
the Austin Air Force Reserve with other Air Force Reserve locations, including 
Fort Worth. Instead of dealing with the merits of their location, Fort Worth's 
submission goes beyond political rhetoric when they accuse Austin of misleading 
this Commission. 

1. Austin is building a new airport at the former Bergstrom location, and 
an important component of the Austin-Bergstrom Airport is the federal 
cantonment area hosted by the Air Force Keserve. 

a. Fort Worth has displayed an artist's depiction of the Austin 
passenger terminal overlaying the Air Force Reserve cantoriment area, 
alleging that the depiction represented Austin's future expansion 
plans. 

FACT: The depiction represents a 1992 proposal that was rejected 
primarily because the proposal would not adequately accomniodate the Air 
Force Reserve. Austin has submitted its year 2038 plan which depicts 
55 jet gates without any encroachment to the federal cantonment area of 
the Air Force Reserve. 

b. Fort Worth represents that retention of the Air Force Reserve 
played no part in Austin's decision to relocate its airport to the 
former Bergstrom AFB location. 

FACT: Retention of the Air Force Reserve was represented to Austin 
voters in 1993 as an important benefit of relocating Austi.n1s airport 
to the Bergstrom site. It is impossible to determine whether the 
relocation election would have passed absent the benefit of Air Force 
Reserve retention - but it was a significant representation to the 
Austin voters and perhaps particularly important to the over 100,000 
military veterans. 
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c. Fort Worth alleges that the design of the new Austin-Bergstrom 
airport was not a.ffected by the Air Force Reserve. 

FACT: The design. of the commercial portion of the Austin-Bergstrom 
airport has been driven by the Air Force Reserve presence. The 
terminal location, airport access, widely spaced runways, length and 
strength of the second runway, and location of the fire station have 
been designed to accommodate the Air Force Reserve and federal tenant 
agencies in its cantonment area. 

d. Fort Worth alleges that Austin has misrepresented the Air Force's 
"promisen to Austin to retain the Reserve in Austin, particularly 
beyond 1996. 

Fort Worth is apparently confused; a summary of the chronology is 
useful. In 1991, the BRACC recommended that Bergstrom AFB (with its 
over 5,000 jobs) close, but that the Air Force Reserve remain if the 
City of Austin took certain steps. The 1991 BRACC law essentially 
stated that the Air Force Reserve would remain in Austin if Austin 
decided to move its commercial airport to the Bergstrom location by 
1993 and assume operation of the airport by 1996. Austin has met these 
requirements (comoiercial cargo operations begin in 1996). 

In 1992, Undersecretary of Defense Hoatright testified before the 
Austin City Council concerning the 11991 law: if Austin elected to move 
its airport to the Bergstrom location, the Air Force Reserve unit would 
remain. The entire tape of Mr. Boatright's testimony was provided to 
this Commission in April (and to the 1993 BRACC). Of course, Mr. 
Boatright stated that the U.S. government could not commit to leave the 
Air Force Reserve forever in Austin - it would be ridiculous to think 
otherwise. 

In 1993, the BRACC recommended, and the recommendation became law, that 
the Air Force Reserve would remain in F-16's in Austin until at least 
the end of 1996. 1996 was not an arbitrary date; 1996 is the year 
specified by the 1991 BRACC law for "economic viabilityn of 
Austin-Bergstrom. (See, Austin BRACC Study Group Submission of May 
10.) 

Even though Austin has detrimentally relied on the 1991 and 1993 BRACC laws 
and the U.S. government's 1992 representations, the City of Austin has never 
contended that this Commission cannot close the Air Force Reserve in Austin. 
While great deference' should be given to the current law, previous BRACC 
decisions, and Austin's detrimental reliance, this Commission's dec:ision should 
be justified by the merits. Any suggestion that Austin has been loss than 
forthright with this Commission can only be motivated to deflect consideration 
of the merits of Air Force Reserve locations. 

2. If objectively analyzed, the Air Force Reserve location in. Austin is a 
substantial military artd financial value to the United States. 
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a. The military value of the Austin Air Force Reserve is 
extraordinary considering its facilities, available milit.ary special 
use airspace, proximity to Fort Hood, and lack of air or ground 
encroachment. The military value of the Austin location, if correctly 
analyzed, is classified "Greenn in almost every military value 
category. (See, Austin BRACC Study Group Submission Apri.1 6, p. 1-17,) 

b. The overheact cost of operating Bergstrom is comparable to or less 
than many Air Force Reserve locations. For example, the DBCRC staff 
estimates that the cost of operating the Bergstrom AF Reserve at $14.1 
million per year, the Carswell AF Reserve at $13.7 million per year, 
and the Homestead AF Reserve in Miami at $17.2 million per year (DBCRC 
Staff estimate May 10). The primary difference is that the 
construction costs at Homestead are $88 million and the opportunity 
costs to the Navy and Marine Reserve in Fort Worth are about $59 
million (see, Austin BRACC Study Group Memo of May 5). What's more, 
the cost to other U.S. government tienant agencies, if the Air Force 
Reserve at Austin were to close, is around $3 million per year (see, 
Austin BRACC Study Group Memo of Juine 12, pp. 9-10). 

In summary, the Austin BRACC Study Group has been diligent in its efforts to 
submit facts for objective consideration on the merits by this Commission. 
Analysis and conclusions have been submitted along with sources for 
verification. To suggest that Austin has misled this Commission potentially 
deflects due consideration from the merits of Air Force Reserve locations and 
the best interests of this country in down-sizing the military infrastructure. 

Sincerely, 

- 
Bruce Todd 
Mayor 

cc: The Honorable Phil Gramm, U.S. Senator 
The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison, U.S. Senator 
The Honorable Lloyd Doggett, U.S. Congressman 
The Honorable Pete Geren, U.S. Congressman 
The Honorable Greg Laughlin, U.S. Congressman 
The Honorable George W. Bush, Governor of Texas 
The Honorable Kay Granger, Mayor of Fort Worth 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, LJSAF (RET) 

June 24, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE.5, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bruce Todd 
Mayor, City of Austin 
P.O. Box 1088 
Austin, Texas 78767 

Dear Mayor Todd: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Bergstrom Air Reserve Base (ARB) in 
Austin, Texas. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcomc: your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on rnilitqr bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irformation you 
provided on Bergstrom ARB was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military inf?astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

1-41 Cornella 
Commissioner 
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CSN 
Cit izens  f o r  a Strong Navy 

June 18, 1995 
The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street: 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

CSN obtained a copy of a letter (BSEC LT-0809-F16, BSAT/MG, 14 
June 1995) from Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos, Vice Chairman of the Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee, Department of the Navy, Office of the 
Secretary, from the DBFLAC library (copy attached). The letter 
responds to briefing materials provided to the DBCRC by CSIV and to 
letters forwarded by Mr. Yellin. 

CSN has reviewed the BSEC comments. As a result CSN stands 
assured that retention of SPAWAR in the National Capital Region, and 
administrative overhead. consolidation with any one of several 
organizations, will save more money without undermining SPAWAR1s 
military value than a move to San Diego. 

For your convenierlce, the CSN response contained in Attachment 1 
follows the precise ord.er of the BSEC letter. We submit this 
additional data and in-depth analysis in the interest of providing 
balanced information for use by the DBC:RC. The documentatYion in the 
attachment and that which has been provided to the DBCRC by CSN and 
various other groups clearly demonstrates that the recommerldation to 
move SPAWAR to San Diego is a significant deviation from the BRAC 95 
selection criteria. Attachment 2 summarizes deviations fi:om 
selection criteria 1, 2, 4 and 5. 

CSN knows that the decision regarding the relocation 3f SPAWAR to 
be made by the DBCRC will be in our Nation's best interest. We 
believe that the case for SPAWAR to remain in the National Capital 
Region is sound and ask for your support in this determination. 

Sincerely, 

C Z / /  
Citizens for a Strong Navy 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Response to BSEC Comments 

1. Overview 

Locating SPAWAR at San Diego in order t:o consolidate NCCOSC activities 
does not make sense. iXpproximately 52% of NCCOSC work is performed by 
NISE East, Charleston. This is consist.ent with BRAC 93 determinations 
and all previous reviews. Furthermore, C41 as an activity of SPAWAR 
constitutes less than half of SPAWAR effort and the bulk of support 
for C41 resides at NISE East Charleston and its Portsmouth VA 
detachment. 

2. Military Value 

The CSN concern does not revolve around1 the general mechanics of 
military value scoring, but rather focu.ses on the extensive, detailed 
support for retention of SPAWAR in the NCR. SPAWAR Data Call 1, 
certified 16 February 1994, pages 16-21, provides a long list of 
customers and suppliers inside of government. The list, which shows a 
heavy concentration of relationships within the NCR, nonetheless 
understates the degree of concentration, a matter corrected in the CSN 
brief. Pages 2 and 21-23 of SPAWAR Data Call Number Thirt.y-One, 
another certified document (dated 24 October 1994), argues eloquently 
at great length for keeping SPAWAR in the NCR, the CSN recommendation. 

All previous BRAC decisions dealing with Systems Commands in the NCR 
recognized the need for the SYSCOM to be located close to the sponsor. 
The BSEC response refers to an llapproved study1' which is in fact not a 
study, but is simply a letter directing the charter of a study team 
"to create a plan." The letter places major emphasis on the impact 
of the change in the rcle of the ASN(RD&A) in the development, 
acquisition, and support of Navy weapon systems. Significant 
objectives of restructuring, applicable to the SPAWAR relocation 
decision, which are specified in the plan, are: 

a. streamlining fTunctions and eliminating unneeded redundancies 
across the entire material establishment, 

b. retaining the knowledge necessary to continue to develop, 
acquire, and support technologically superior Naval systems, 

c. improved interface and communication with the fleet as well 
as the OPNAV staff and RDA staff, 

d. clear delineation of roles and responsibilities of the OPNAV 
staff, RDA staff, and the Naval Systems Command; and 

e. improved organizational structure for taking greater 
advantage of our investments in Science and Technology. 

The referenced document provides guidelines for the study team it 
charters. The study will focus on effecting a reduction ir resource 



expenditures through the merger of the administrative support 
structure of the SYSCOMS, which is exactly the action supported by the 
CSN scenarios which collocate SPAWAR and NAVSEA in the NCR and CSN's 
recommendation to explore the same effi.ciency in a relation with NIWA 
or CNSG. SPAWAR persorlnel reductions will be accomplished as a 
product of the study. Navy will have ample time to take 
administrative action an any relocation of the command or elements of 
the command to effect personnel reductions as a part of the 
implementation of the study recommendations. 

The time frame for the study is: team membership and charter by late 
June and an interim report by late August. It is likely that a final 
recommendation will not: be available, a.nd a final decision made, until 
late in 1995. It is t11,erefore premature to relocate SPAWAR out of the 
NCR, and its movement nnust not be a foregone conclusion for a serious 
study. 

4. Policy Imperatives 

Under Secretary Danzig's memorandum of 9 September 1994, "Policy 
Imperatives and Base Cl.osure," provided. 5 imperatives related to 
Acquisition/Contracting. All five impact in some way upon the 
determination of the relocation of SPAWAR; however, the one which most 
impacts the military value of SPAWAR is violated. Specifizally, 
imperative 1.5 "DON must collocate the acquisition work force for ACAT 
programs with the Service Acquisition Executive (ASN(RD&A)) to ensure 
efficiency, timeliness, and effectiveness of the acquisition work 
force." The second most important imperative is number 1.:3 "DON must 
maintain the in-service C41 technical expertise needed to ceconfigure 
Fleet systems rapidly, by shortening the procurement process to 
exploit the techno1ogic:al revolution in C41 systems and cornponents to 
improve operational performance and reliability while decreasing 
overall system life cyc!le costs." The memorandum, and the minutes of 
the BSEC meeting of 19 September 1994, state that these imperatives 
will be reflected in th.e Department's final recommendation:;. Together 
these imperatives recognize the highly specialized programmatic and 
managerial skill required to support the acquisition of the type of 
systems SPAWAR acquires. The focus on oversight at the ASIT level 
reflects efforts to improve the quality and accountability of 
procurement actions. These standards and the associated review 
processes require collocation of the programmatic elements associated 
with the acquisition, including those at ASN, CNO, NSA and SPAWAR. 

The discussion of the PEO, and acquisition reporting and oversight 
responsibility, is addressed in detail in "Page 4, paragraph a, 
SPAWAREAL.CBR." 

5. Time Zone Differential 

The vast majority of Video Teleconferences (VTCs) in NCCOSC! (between 
NISE East and NRaD) are held between 10 AM and 3 PM EST, which reduces 
the time available to about 5 hours a day. This is precisely the 
point of the CSN Time Zone problem: almost half the time, "NCR and San 
Diego will not/cannot communicate meaningfully." While people will 
use the VTC they will only do so during their normal working hours. 
NISE West has been established for over 2 years and to date has not 



established or developed any plans for a VTC Center - when needed 
their employees use the NRaD VTC which is generally available. 

An analysis of the hypothetical use of VTC to replace the daily 
meetings currently conducted by SPAWAR managers and engineers was 
developed to illustrate the potential cost of this solution. VTC as a 
substitute for the 1200 local NCR trips; per month (sampling supports 
the average length of a, local meeting a.s being 1 hour and 15 minutes) 
would require a total of 1500 hours per month of video teleconference 
time. The analysis was based on 8 hours daily, even though only 5 
hours would normally be available for communication with the NCR. The 
table below summarizes VTC facility con.struction costs, recurring 
personnel and telecommunication service costs. The recurring support 
cost of the VTC operation is estimated at about $3.4 Million based on 
FY 94 operating experience at NCCOSC activities. Moreover, VTC 
facilities would have t:o be constructed. at the activities on the 
receiving end of the teleconference in order to support the two-way 
communication requirement. For example, CNO working level personnel 
do not have a VTC facility for administrative and program sponsorship 
requirements consistent: with this recommendation, and must rely on 
time available at Army or Air Force VTC facilities located in the 
Pentagon. 

FY 94-95: Average of 100 Local Travel claims are filed monthly, 
and include an average of 3 trips per claim. = 300 
Individual local travel (Crystal City area) not 
reimbursed. = 900 

Total of local trips (sampling estimate, =I200 

Averaqe meetinq time/trip: (est 40 min travel per trip) = 1Hr.15 min 
Required VTC time to accomplish 1200 local trips = 1500 Hours 
Average Hours each VTC is avail'able monthly = 168 Hours 

Total VTC Studios Required = 9 VTCs 

VTC Studio initial cost: $125,000 x 9 studios (MILCON) == $1,125,00~ 

Recurrinq Annual Cost: 
Staff Personnel (1 per studio) = !) Persons 
SPAWAR Standard Factors Average Salary Cost = 5; 50,827 

Total Annual Salary Cost = $457,443 

~elecommunication Cost (1,500 hrs/month x 12 months) = 1-8,000 hour 
Cost per hour = 

Estimated annual cost =: $2,916,00 

Total annual cost at San Dieqo = $3,373,00 1 



It is clear that the total VTC recurring cost will approach $3-4 
Million annually, heretofore ignored. 

The fact is that telecc~mmunications via. phones do not reduce travel. 
Fascimilies do not reduce travel. Computer networks with E:Mail do 
not reduce travel. These media simply allow faster passage of 
information than the U.S. Post Office. And yet, a VTC is nothing but 
a phone with a video. It does not permit the building of 
relationships and trust: essential to th.e development of effective team 
work. It remains an artificial means of communications. It does not 
allow engineers to witn.ess tests or mon.itor system integration work. 
It does not facilitate extended design reviews and other technical 
discussions. In the final analysis, the impact of VTCs on travel will 
continue to be as it has been for SPAWA.R, NISE East, and NRaD - 
minimal. None of the reports of BSEC presentations and deliberations, 
examined by CSN, records the use of VTC. 

As a result, the added travel cost CSN cites in its San Diego Reality 
COBRA scenario understates the added annual mission cost which will be 
$2-4 Million higher than the $13.5 Million used. 

6. Alternate SPAWAR COBRA Scenarios 

Pase 3, first ~ar~lj~sraph. The comment regarding range and 
simulator statement is incorrect. No requirement exists f ~ r  SPAWAR to 
use any operational sit.es since SPAWAR1s function is progrsmmatic and 
not operational. SPAWAR currently tasks its laboratories snd 
engineering centers to perform all operational work. Additionally, 
the DOD responsibility for interoperability coordination is assigned 
to the Defense 1nformat.ion Systems Agency (DISA), which is located in 
Arlington VA less than 5 miles from the current SPAWAR location. DISA 
is responsible for the integration of C41 communications under the 
Global Command and Control System (GCCS), which integrates the Navy 
C41 system "Joint Maritime Command Information System (JMCIS) . "  The 
Army and Air Force C41 counterpart program management 0rga:nizations 
are located on the East Coast, and testing is frequently performed 
aboard LANT Fleet ships, using facilities available in the area of 
Norfolk, VA and at NISE: East, Charleston. Another point wlnich should 
be stressed is that C41 is not the sole responsibility of SPAWAR. In 
fact, less than a third of the effort of SPAWAR personnel are directly 
involved in C41 support. A much larger SPAWAR role is that associated 
with Information Warfare (IW), including surveillance systems for 
surface, subsurface and. air platforms. 

Pase 3, second pa1;aqraph. No technical savings will be realized 
since no redundant work. is performed at SPAWAR and its fie:Ld 
activities. Since the {days when SPAWAR was NAVELEXCEN, work has been 
stratified under Stratification Directives to avoid the transference 
of programmatic functic1:ns to field activities and the civi:Lian grade 
creep which results. 

Pase 3, parasra~h-a. See comments; in response for page 4, 
paragraph d, to follow. 

Pase 3, parasraph-b. This paragra.ph claims that the scenarios 
are "based on erroneous assumptions pertaining to affected positions 



at SPAWAR." The BSEC said that it works with a "baseline of 938 
positions" which is the case in the scenario data call (175 Officers, 
24 Enlisted, and 739 Civilians). However, in its actual scenario 
(from which excerpts are attached), SPAWAR works with not 938 but 656 
personnel realignments out of NDW Washington DC, and 405 scenario 
position changes (cuts) out of NDW, for a total of 1061 personnel. 
This is the same numbe:r: used by CSN. Note the attached Personnel 
Summary Report showing Washington Navy Yard starting and ending Base 
Populations. 

WNY STARTING AND ENDING BASE POPULATIONS 

Officers -- Enlisted Civilians Total 

Prior to BRAC Action 462  8  I3 I. 3,722 5 , 0 6 5  

After BRAC Action - 2 8 5  -- 8  !j 7 2 ,862  4 , 0 0 4  

Change 177 2 4  860  1 , 0 6 1  

CSN simply applied metl.i.odology used by SPAWAR in its certified COBRA 
scenario in moving personnel to San Diego and effecting reductions. 

The important point is that, from a fin.ancia1 perspective; cutting, 
say, 60 more personnel at NCCOSC and mo~ving an offsetting 60 more from 
SPAWAR to a site like White Oak in a consolidation makes na 
discernable change to bret Present Value. As such, the CSN developed 
COBRA analyses stand as valid and accurate. 

Paqe 4, paraqraph-a. SPAWAREAL.CBFL: Data call 66 talked about 
$4.9 million in the 1996 budget for travel. FY 95 actuals have not 
been released to date by SPAWAR, and actual FY 95 travel costs are 
expected to be considerably lower than the budgeted figure. SPAWAR 
has historically budget'ed a higher amount for travel than experienced. 
SPAWAR has apparently kl'ased the estimate of travel on cost of long 
distance travel incurre15 in prior years, and ignored the local travel 
cost which will now become long distance travel. Specific;3lly, an 
average off 100 local travel claims are filed each month by SPAWAR 
personnel and these claims average thre'e trips each. That is a total 
of 300 local trips each month for which travel reimbursemerlt is 
claimed by SPAWAR persomnel. Also, local travel is not claimed for 
trips to activities in the Crystal City area, and these total 
approximately 900 per month (based on a sampling of employees). Also, 
SPAWAR ignored the increased duration of each trip due to distance and 
the time zone. The potential cost for using video teleconference as a 
substitute for travel is provided in paragraph 5 above where an 
additional MILCON $1 Million is shown. Lastly, as discussed, 
consolidation savings are indeed portrayed as in the SPAWAR developed 
scenario. 

The PEO-SCS was established as a result of the DON Management 
Review Task Force "Program Executive Officer and Systems Command 
Reorganization Plan" dated September 1989, to provide executive 
management and oversight of two major programs, ROTH-R and UHF Follow- 
On (UFO). The PEO-SCS organization chart in 1995 cites programs 
managed as: Multi-Functional Information Distribution Systems (MIDS) ; 



Communications (RF) Satellite Systems; and Advanced Tactical Data Link 
Systems. The defined role of the PEO is to resolve funding issues for 
assiqned programs, technical authority for assisned programs, ensuring 
up front logistics design and engineering, maintaining co~nmonality 
across assisned programs, and allocating funds to assisneli programs. 
The PEO-SCS now consi~kts of more than 100 personnel providing 
management of a few maijor programs. SPAWAR has the respo~isibility for 
management and coordirlation of more than 170 ACAT Catesor-J I1 - IV 
programs which are within the same management oversight as those 
supported by the PEO-SCS. It is unrealistic to expect that a cadre 
of 15 persons are going to accomplish a fraction of the liaison 
required in the NCR - keeping in mind that they are fully employed in 
the execution of their responsibilities to their current programs. 

Pase 4, parasra~k! b, SPANCC1A.CBR.: The purpose of scenario 
SPANCClA.CBR, as explained in the footnote to the chart in which it 
was displayed), was to document a sensitivity analysis case showing 
the minimum number of positions which would have to be eliminated in a 
consolidation of SPAWAII, NCCOSC, and NAVSEA at White Oak t:o EQUAL the 
cost savings of scenario SPAWAR.CBR. In this instance the data 
related to movement of personnel was based on the demonstrated SPAWAR 
technique in submitted scenarios of eliminating billets at. the 
position making the crl:)ss - country movement in order to mirlimize 
relocation costs. 

Pase 4, paraqraph c, SPANCCWO.CBR: Scenario SPANCCWO.CBR used 
Navy data in developmei~t of personnel moves and reductions. Note that 
the Navy scenario SPAWi9R.CBR showed a t:otal of 656 SPAWAR personnel 
being relocated and 4051 personnel being eliminated - or a total of 
1061 personnel instead of the total of 938 personnel cited in the 
letter. Comparative scenarios were run using the same data as was 
used in the SPAWAR submission. As noted earlier, a tradeoff of a 
greater cut at NCCOSC for an equal number of personnel moving to White 
Oak from the Navy Yard has virtually no net financial impact. In 
short, if all scenarios were run with revised data as suggested in the 
letter, a comparable savings would provide the same distinct saving 
advantage to the U.S. taxpayer of relocating SPAWAR and NCCOSC to 
White Oak. When the scenario is run with the changed data identifying 
the movement of NCCOSC personnel from San ~ieqo to white Oak, as 
suggested in the letter; the NPV savings increases by about $1.0 
Million on top of $419 Million. 

Pase 4, paraqraph d, SPANCC1B.CBD: This scenario is a 
sensitivity analysis which deletes no personnel but still saves more 
than the San Diego Reality Case. 

Pase 4. last parasraph: Regarding the need to relocate NCCOSC 
away from fleet concentrations it should be noted that Navy's largest 
concentration of ships, aircraft and personnel is in NorfoI-k, VA; 
where there is only a small detachment of NCCOSC personnel supporting 
Fleet requirements. The continuing success of C41 program 
implementation and support demonstrated in the Norfolk effort shows 
that no headquarters (SPAWAR) functions are performed, or required to 
be performed, in support of fleet requirements at fleet locations. 
Additionally, techniques currently in use provide for comp~lter 
simulations for shipboard calibration and brass modeling to reduce 



dependence on calibration at sea and provide a considerable savings to 
the taxpayer. Moreove:r, SPAWAR management of shipboard p~rograms has 
always been conducted from the NCR because there is a clear difference 
in the role of program management and that performed at a testing 
laboratory location. 

7. Specific questions from DBCRC (Page:; 5 and 6 of BSEC letter) 

a. Answer 1. CSN agrees that MILCON will be required to support 
a relocation of SPAWAR to San Diego, and notes that an independent 
engineering estimate cited earlier concluded that the minimum cost for 
making spaces habitable is estimated at $ 3 . 4  million. We agree that 
certified data previously submitted by SPAWAR should generally be 
updated to reflect the "realityw of the cost of relocating to San 
Diego. This reality heis slowly been developed by various groups 
during the past several. months and is summarized in the SFIAWAREAL.CDR 
scenario. 

The BSEC has ignored extensive CSN overhead analysis. Addressing that 
oversight, the savings to be achieved from a reduction of 4 0 5  
positions in the collocation of SPAWAR and NCCOSC with NAVSEA at White 
Oak, are based on an analysis of the current administrative overhead 
structure of these two SYSCOMS. That a.nalysis was provided to the 
BRAC. It should be noted that personnel in comparable SPAWAR and 
NAVSEA administrative positions perform the same type and level of 
work, and have the same points of conta.ct at DOD, CNO, NAVCOMPT, OPM, 
etc., because the systems SPAWAR develo'ps are, in large part, 
installed aboard platforms managed by NAVSEA and NAVAIR, funded by the 
same sponsors and reviewed by the same echelon one personnel. 
Administrative personnel at NRaD, a field-level activity, :?erform 
under DBOF management rules, which are significantly different. 
Consequently, there is a reasonable doubt that significant overhead 
personnel savings could actually be realized through the iintegration 
of SPAWAR work requirerrl'ents into the existing NRaD overhead support 
structure as suggested by the BSEC letter. It appears that the 
overhead structure of SPAWAR would be largely replicated at San Diego 
while the technical muscle would be significantly reduced and current 
SPAWAR system developmeint responsibilities would be absorbed as 
collateral assignments of laboratory personnel. The essence of the 
CSN argument is that the technical and programmatic management 
capability of SPAWAR is its real military value and that the 
administrative overhead reduction can easily be accomplished by 
collocating SPAWAR with or near NAVSEA, NIWA or CNSG; or through 
merger of SPAWAR with the similar Army (Iommand at Ft. Monmouth or the 
Air Force command at Ha:nscom AFB as suggested by the report:, 
"DIRECTIONS FOR DEFENSE, REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON ROLES AND 
MISSIONS OF THE ARMED Fl:)RCES, MAY 24, 15395. 

b. Answer 2. This response incorrectly states the 
responsibilities of the ASN(RD&A) and the role of the policy 
imperative regarding the collocation of the acquisition work force. 
SECNAV Instruction 5 4 0 0 . 1 5  established the duties and respcnsibilities 
of the ASN (RD&A) and assigned responsibi.lities to the Systems 
Commands. ASN (RD&A) is; assigned as the single office to conduct the 
acquisition function for ALL ACAT programs. The policy imperatives 
define a fundamental management criteria for maintaining the integrity 



of the acquisition process, building on the significant gains in 
management and quality which have accrued to the efforts of the DOD 
acquisition community; and there was no expiration date for the policy 
imperatives when they were established. Additionally, DE3SECDEF 
Memorandum, "Management of Tactical Signals Intelligence I?rogramsl1 
dated 21 March 1995, n.oted disconnects in architectures, :redundancies 
in investments and capabilities, and i:nteroperability problems among 
tactical systems, and between tactical and national systems which have 
occurred as a result of  distributed re,sponsibilities. In order to 
correct these shortfal:ls, the memorandum assigned respons:!bility for 
technical oversight of all tactical SIGINT investment programs to the 
Director, NSA. To accomplish this NSA will be an approval authority 
for all Service and USSOCOM tactical SIGINT investment programs as 
part of the requirements, planning, programming, budgeting, and the 
acquisition process. This memorandum, issued since formul.ation of the 
BSEC recommendations, affects SPAWAR directly as Navy's primary 
acquisition and progra:m management command for tactical S1:GINT systems 
and weighs strongly ag'ciinst SPAWAR departure from the NCR. 

c. Answer 3. The staff of the Director of Navy Labs and Mr. 
Schaeffer, the former director of Navy labs and now a memkler of the 
Navy BSEC, did a commerldable job; however, the role of the 16 person 
staff was administrative vice programmatic. All programmatic 
functions were performed by the labs - this can be verified by a quick 
check of the travel records for travel performed by the labs. The 
role performed by SPAW~~LR, NAVSEA and NAVAIR is significantly different 
from that performed by the Director of Navy Labs, which has since been 
abolished with the responsibilities assigned to the Office of Naval 
Research. 

d. Answer 4. The response to this question correct1.y states 
that the study plan provides no restrictions on location of the single 
systems command or port:ions of the comm.and outside the NCR. The plan 
will provide only the framework and guidelines for the stu'dy. 
Implicit in the SECNAV/'CNO tasking memorandum is that a si:ngle systems 
command will result, headquartered in the NCR, which can best be 
supported by the scenarios developed for retention of SPAWWR in the 
NCR. The NCR scenarios demonstrate the functional commona:lity of the 
administrative  function.^, and specific positions in NAVSEA and SPAWAR 
which will generate the proposed NPV savings. Additional comment on 
the plan is provided in paragraph 3 of this letter. 
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BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Call Tasking 

URGENT 

b 
Organization : S&-?"J 6 e. 
L 
Fax Number : Date : 

t1.2 - 1 c.7, rime I ( c. c-?:. 

Complete a BRAC-95 Scenario Ckveloprnent Oata Call response for the closurwrealig~~ment scenario(s! 
outlined on the next page. A Base Loading Data Attachment (Attachment One to the Scenarro Development Oata 
Call) for each losing base involved in the scenario has been provided with this fax tasking. 'General guidance tn 
preparing data call responses is provided below. Specific guidance on the closure~realignmeit scenario is provided 
on the next page. 

As the lead major claimant for this data call response, it is your responsibiltty to ensure that all nesessart 
coordination with other major claimants and consolidationlsummaritation of responses is completed prior to 
submttting a data call response. Contact the BSAT if you need a POC list for other major clarrnants. 

. ' 

As detailed in the scenario Oeveloprnent Oata Call format, the following data submission and certification 
procedures will be followed. An advance copy of the completed data call response, along wtth a major claimant-level 
certification, will be etther hand camed or faxed to the BSAT by the lead major claimant. The original copy of the 
data ta!! response must be forwarded, via the chain of command, as soon as possible thereafter. 

In developing your Oata Call response, every effort should be made to minimize the costs associated with the 
closure action and to ensure that completion of the action takes place as rapidly as possible. The BSEC tasking for 
this scenario may include spedfic directions on the relocation of functionvorgankations In the absence of specific 
direction from the BSEC, only essential functions, equipment, etc.. should be relocated. All others should be 
,elimtnated/excessed. To this end. for any activity identified as k i n g  relocated in your data cail response (with the 
exception of relocations specifically identified by the BSEC), you must provide a detailed narrative explanation on the 
specific operational requirement that supports movement to another location as opposed to elimination of the 
ac:lvrty. 

Due date for submission of the advance copy of the data call response. along with PCCs on the BSAT for this 
scenario. are provided on the next page. Every effort must be made to ensure that data calls ase submitted on time. 
Primary fax number for the BSAT for Scenario Development Data Call responses is (703) 756-21 72. An alternate 
fax number is 1703) 756-21 74. Due to the stze of some of these data call responses, major claimants in the 
Washtngton. DC area should try to hand deliver, rather than fax their responses. 

* * * * *  M u o u r  Turnaround Required + . k + f f  
n o  
' I ( N u m b e r ~ a ~ e s ,  including cover page: I 

URGENT 



CQBlU REALlGMHENT S W M R Y  (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - P- 112 
O a t h  hs tlf 19:01 11/29/1994, Repart C m a t d  16:W 02/16/1995 - 

&wrtmnt : UW 
-. O p t i o n  Package : SPAUAR 

S c m a r i o  F i l e  : P:\CO~RA\OONE\SP~UAR.CBR 
/ S t d  F c t r t  F i l e  : P:\CWRA\N%OM.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Y e a r  : 1996 
F i n a l  Y e a r  : 1998 
ROI Y e a r  : Inuediate 

Net C o s t s  ( S K I  t o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

m i  [con -2.300 -38.000 
Perm -802 -7,657 
h h d  2,303 4,615 
Moving 317 11,368 
H i s s i o  0 0 
O t h e r  0 0 

T o t a l  ----- 
-40,300 
-94,876 

-947 
16.094 

0 
0 

TOTAL -482 -29,674 -13,877 -25,332 -25,332 -25,332 - 120.029 

1996 1997 1998 1999 MOO 2001 T o t a L  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
POSITIONS E L I M I M T E D  

O f f  0 32 11 0 0 0 43 
En 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 
t i v  35 200 123 0 0 0 358 
TOT 35 23 5 135 0 0 0 405 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 100 34 0 0 0 134 
En l 0 14 6 0 0 0 20 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 376 126 0 0 0 502 
TOT 0 490 166 0 0 0 656 

AOMIN ALT 2: T H I S  SCENARIO MOVES !;PAWAR FROM N W  TO SAN OIE(;O. 

SCENARIO 071 



- - - - c&hlmS ;glw ---- __--- 
Optloll Pack- 

\ Scenario F i  l e  : P: \COBRA\C~~E\SP 'AWR.  CBR /' S t d  Fctrt Fi le : P:\COBAA\N9%.SFF 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Totai ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Off icart -2 0 0 0 0 0 - 2 
Enltrtd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stubnts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi liw -1% 0 0 0 0 0 -1% 
T O T A G  -156 0 0 0 0 0 -158 

--- .- 
(Pr ior  to BRKC k t i a n ) :  --I ._ 

O f f  icars Enlisted Students c i v i  liiS---- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- .--. 
4 2  881 0 3,722 \ 

1996 i997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Officers 0 100 34 0 0 0 134 
Enlisted 0 14 6 0 0 0 20 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l  iam 0 376 126 0 0 0 502 
TOTAL 0 4 90 166 0 0 0 656 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NW UASHINCTON, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 100 34 0 
Enlisted 0 14 6 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 376 126 0 
TOTAL 0 490 166 0 

SCENARIO POSITIOn CHANCES: 
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 -32 -1 1 
Enlisted 0 -3 - 1 
C i v i l  iw -35 -200 -123 

-35 -235 -135 __ ___ 

Enlisted 

O C I  : 
2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 134 
0 0 20 
0 0 0 
0 0 SO2 
0 0 6% 

1999 ZOO0 ZOO1 Total ---- ---- ---- ----- 
0 0 0 -43 
0 0 0 -4 
0 0 0 -358 
0 0 0 -405 
- 
------\___ 

Students ---------- 
0 

BASE POPULATION (FY'1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enl isted Students Civi llans ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

45 91 o z .nc  
-. 



ATTACHMENT 2 

The recommendation to move SPAWAR to San Diego is a significant 
deviation from the brac 95 selection criteria. This attachment 
summarizes the specifics of the deviation from criteria 1, 2, 4 and 5. 

Criteria Number 1. 

SPAWAR1s military value is defined in terms of roles which must be 
performed in the National Capital Region (NCR) to be effective, such 
as: providing support to ASN (RD&A) and CNO for analysis of mission 
areas, systems, and requirements; working with the program executive 
officers in developing program transition plans for ASN (RD&A) 
approval; supporting CIVO for long rang12 program planning and budget 
development; and performing force warfare systems engineering 
coordination with the other systems commands. This is the essence of 
SPAWAR1s certification in Data Calls #I and Thirty-One, which also 
said that relocation of SPAWAR outside the NCR severely compromises 
its military value. 

SPAWAR stated in the i:riitial Data Call that it is critical to the 
continued success of integrated systems development to keep the 
systems commands located within the NCR. It is critical to the 
coordination required tzo continue to field ship systems effectively. 
The fact is that development does not happen suddenly; rather, it is 
the result of day-by-day meetings, conferences, and working sessions 
between SPAWAR engineers and program managers, NAVSEA and NAVAIR 
program managers, the intelligence community, Navy command structure, 
other Service program nn.anagers, and contractors. In short, the people 
located in the NCR. This is the kind of effort we need more of, the 
kind of integration and coordination which the Honorable Jahn White 
recommended in the Report of the Commission on Roles and Missions, 
May 24, 1995. 

Criteria Number 2. 

An independent engineering assessment of the facilities planned to 
house SPAWAR in the receiving city was provided to the DBCRC by DFI. 
The engineer identified an estimated $3.4 million of essential work to 
provide requirements for basic inhabitation at the various locations 
identified for housing SPAWAR personnel. Those locations t:ogether 
comprise the planned 178,000 square feet of space. Basic habitation, 
however, does not include necessary improvements to meet the minimum 
standards of the Americ8:ins with Disabilities Act, the computer local 
area network and air co:nditioning, secure information facilities, 
telephone systems, and video teleconference facilities req~.ired to 
support current SPAWAR program management responsibilities. It is 
likely that the real cost of MILCON to support the full range of 
SPAWAR1s responsibilitie!~ exceeds $20 mi.llion. Also, the engineer's 
report notes that some of the buildings identified appear to be of 
World War I1 barracks design. SPAWAR recognition of the requirement 
for renovations is confirmed in Mr. Nemfakos' letter. 

Video teleconferences have been suggested as a means to solve the 
problem of distance. If SPAWAR is going to rely on that as a 
substitute for the many daily meetings which now occur within the NCR, 
our analysis indicates that a minimum of 9 additional studios will be 
required at a MILCON cost of $1.125 Million, and annual support will 
cost as much as $2.9 Million for telecommunication/transmission 
services and $.5 Million. for additional staff personnel. None of that 
is in the scenario provided for relocation of SPAWAR to San Diego. It 
should be noted that man.:y of the activities with which SPAWAR in San 



Diego would be expecteld to communicate do not have VTC capability 
available. For example, CNO does not have a VTC for admirlistrative 
purposes, and must rel:y on the use of .Army or Air Force VTC facilities 
in the Pentagon. In summary, the SPAMAR certification that the 
receiving location is ready to support the relocation at no cost is 
incorrect. 

Criteria Number 4. 

Criteria number 4 covers cost and manpower implications. A SECNAV/CNO 
study has been initiated to consolidate the SYSCOMS into a single 
Naval Systems Command. The approved study plan, "A PLAN TO 
RESTRUCTURE OUR FIVE NAVY SYSTEMS COMMANDS AND THE OFFICE OF NAVAL 
RESEARCH INTO A SINGLE NAVAL SYSTEMS COMMANDn dated 25 May 1995 
reportedly includes a clear recognition of the need to deal with 
previous base decisions. In the proposed scenario for SPAWAR 
relocation to San Diego, one element (SPAWAR 40) is singled out for 
collocation with the Office of Naval Research. The analysis of the 
SPAWAR and NAVSEA organizational structures, demonstrating the 
commonality of administrative and programmatic responsibilities 
provides clear evidence of the potentia.1 for the kind of horizontal 
integration suggested by the Single SYSlCOM study. The need for the 
reduction of administrative overhead is echoed in the recommendations 
of the Honorable John White's Roles and. Missions Report. Scenarios 
which have been provided for retaining SPAWAR in the NCR clearly show 
that the greatest savirlgs can be attained by the combination of Navy 
SYSCOM administrative functions, either through collocatio:? of simple 
proximity in the NCR. Also, the SPAWAR recommendation is not in 
compliance with Under Secretary Danzig's policy imperative that "DON 
must collocate the acquisition work force for all ACAT wit11 the 
Service Acquisition Executive (ASN(RD&A) 1 to ensure efficiency, 
timeliness, and effectiveness of the acquisition work force." There 
is no indication in that guidance that the policy statement of Under 
Secretary Danzig expired at the end of the BSEC scoring process. By 
current instructions, the ASN(RD&A) is <charged with provid:lng guidance 
and oversight of ACAT programs. SPAWAR may have few ACAT 1 
programs, but it has more that 170 programs in ACATs I1 through IV 
which are subject to oversight. The relocation of SPAWAR out of the 
NCR will make oversight difficult and cumbersome at a minimum, and 
creates a significant new and unnecessary risk. 

Criteria Number 5. 

In determining COBRA scenarios to document return on investment, 
SPAWAR failed to comply with BRAC 93 direction to identify locations 
for SPAWAR in the NCR. BRAC 93 directed movement of SPAWAR from 
leased space to government owned space i.n the NCR, to include a BRAC 
designated list of sites. SPAWAR Data Call 1, General Installation 
Information, placed SPAWAR at the Navy Annex. SPAWAR scenarios 
addressed moves from the Washington Navy Yard to San Diego, FT 
Monmouth, and Hanscom AFB. SPAWAR did not follow brac 93 direction to 
consider locations in the NCR. Using the same standard factors which 
were used in the scenarios that SPAWAR did submit, we developed 
scenarios for retaining SPAWAR in the NCR which show far greater 
savings by selecting a Location within the NCR than by moving to San 
Diego. By comparison, examination of the details of the SPAWAR move 
to San Diego shows that costs are significantly understated and 
projected savings are not realistic. 

In summary, we ask that you reject the recommendation and retain 
SPAWAR in the NCR. 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
mo ti STREET. SUITE 2450 SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

ROOER DICKINSON 
SUI'ERVISOR, FIRST OlSTRlCl 

(916) 440-5485 
FAX (916) 440-7583 

TO: Dcid1.e Nu[-re 
Dzfc.nsc Base C l o ~ r r e  and Rcalignrnent Comnlission 

FROM: ~ o g t r  Diclii l l ~ ~ ~ u ~ l c r v i s o r  
Dis11-ict One, !!,acrarnento County 

RE: Envirorl~llentaX Cleanup Costs at McClellan 

DATE: June 16, 1995 

This rnt.mol,andunl provides additiollal information regarding envirunlnental 
cleanul~ cos~s  at McClrsllam AFB and is intcnded to respond to tht question of 
C o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i s s i o n z r  Cornclla at the Treasul-e Island hearing conccrnirlg [he clifl'ercncc in cost 
esri11littt.s for. the clcan~ry or McClellar~. 

As we havc discc~ss~tl previously, the scope of contan~ination is very extensive 

on [tic basc. McClzlla~i is t l~c  dirl~est Air Force base in the country. The entire facility 
is on 1h2 N:~tional Priur.itics L1s1 and the contarncrlalion includcs over 12 billion gallons 
o f  grotrnciwatzr as well as nrore than 370 acres of soil. Furttlcr, thzrqe exists a variety 

contaniinatlls will) varyilvg degrccs of toxicity. Dividing the base into parcels for 
rcusc [nay [lot be practical because of the location, extent, and natwe of contaniination 
as \cell as thc: unknown yossnbility of undiscovered contamination. 

Dzsyitc this c o ~ ~ l l ~ l e x  problcm, McClell;tr3~ AFB and the Sacl-amcnto cornnlunity 
hitvz ~nad t .  thc best of lht;' sitiration aftcr very difficult bax-conir~lu~~ity relatiorls on lhis 
issrle in the 111id-1980's. WC are using the contarnination pr*oblems to beconiz a leadcr. 
i n  the devclopr~icnt or znvi~.onmental technologies, in  thc yrorlwlion of itltcragcrlcy 
cooptration, and irl the improvemct~t of cor\lmur\ity participation. McClcllall has bee11 
designated as a Natio11:ll E n ~ ~ r i r o n ~ ~ ~ c r ~ l a l  Test Site by U . S .  EPA and as a test site by the 





costs may have dirnii~ishctcl n~arginally since the analysis was prepared due to 
tzchnology aclva~~ces i n  thc last two years, the total cost of cleanup under the closure 
scenario would 1~ernai11 i t >  thc rrlany billions of dollars. 

Our conimutlity remains very apprehensive that the rcsources needed will be 
available to cover the cost o f  clcai~up under the third scenario. We see not only the 
extent of the conlanlination ;3it McClellan, but also thc pressure at the national level to 
reduce the monies set aside for cleanup purposes. We blow how niuch nloney the Air 
Folacz has set asicle for c lo s~~rc  costs and ollr experience. with the closurc of Mather 
AFB [ells what happens to the level of attention paid by the Air Force after a base 
closes. Whilc we do not premise our argunlent for kecping McClellan open on the 
issue of cnvironc\\ental contamination, we do not believe. the reality of what hayyctls to 
our co~nrnuni(y if McClellan wcre to close can be rcsponsibly ignored. 

I hope this information, is helpfill. Please feel free to contact tne if  ,you have ally 
additional questions or conl~n.ctlts. 







Environmental Restoration Program 
Costs to Complete - Assuming an Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

McClellan AFB CA 
27 Apr 95 

[scenario: - Accelerated Approach 

I 
Stratem: - Priority: Time to Complete 

- Do everything as fast as possible approach 

- Accelerate all sites to cleanup as fast as possible 

- Utilize existingkchnologies only (high fflb removed) 

costs (in miuions): I 
Cost to lmplcnlcnt Cleanup Systems: $825-1 2 10M 

Cost to Complete Cleanup (i.e., L T m T O * ) :  $375-590M 

Total Cost to Complete: SlJ00-1,800M 

Cleanup Timefranies: 

Time to Implement all Cleanup Systems: 2008 

Time to Co~nplete Cleanup: 2018 

Assumptions: 

- Range of Cost Uncertainty (20-25%) 

- Costs do not include Manpowerhfanagement & Tech Support 

- Cost increase driven by acceleration of timeframes and 

utilization of existing technologies only (i.e., higher $/lb removed) 

- Assumes radioactive contaminated sites require excavation & dis~osal 



Environmental Restoration Program 
Cost Estimate Inputs - Assuming an Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

McClellan AFB CA 
2 May 95 

-. -- . -.--, -Uy"YwU 
\W" J U I  I I . L  A I V  GUYU kxcavatiodDisposa1 IFS, 95 

(CU ~ d )  
4b. SoiVSoil Gas T r e a h n t  Costs 

1 

Actual 

3 b. ExcavatbdDisposal Costs ($/cu yd)p 
4. Area of Soil to be Treated (Acres) 
4a. V o k  of SoiVSoil Gas to be Treated 

($/cu yd) 
5. Area Underline with Groundwater 

Pump & Treat 1;:Frmarre 

$275 - 400/cu yd 
350* 

60.8 x 1 o6 cu ~rd  

$9- 13/cu yd 

Contamination (Acres) 
52. 'v'ohiiii of CoiiAiii;iiikd G o d w a k r  

( @ n o 4  
5 b. Groundwater T r e a h n t  Costs 

* Some areas will require excavation & treatment A 

VOCs I Soil Vapor Emachn 

664 acres 

12 x 10' ganons 

Performarre I 

VOCs, Metals 



Environmental RestorationPregram 
ost Estimate Inputs - Assuming an Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

(Cost Element) 
McClellan AFB CA 

2 May 95 

1 Cost Element I Costs (In Millions) I 
11. Soil Capping Costs 1 $6 - 23M I 
12. Soil Excavation/Disposal Costs 
13. Soillsoil Gas Treatment Costs* 1 $547 - 790M I 
14. Groundwater Treatment Costs* I I $240 - 395M I 
15. Long Term Monitoring Costs I $75 - 110M I 
16. Total Restoration Costs $1,200- 1,800M I 



Environmental Restoration Program 
Comparison of Cleanup Costs: Current vs. Accelerated Approach 

McClellan AFB CA 
27 Apr 95 

Scenario: Current Approach u~cenario:  Accelerated Approach 

a t e :  -Priority: "Cost ENective CIean~p '~  Siratenv: -Priority: Time to Complete 

-%sk Basm (Wmr SIra Arsrj Approacn - Ds svq+Sdng as k t  as p s i b i c  3~r2.3ci1 

-Put lower risk sites on "hold" pending morc cost cUectivc - Accclcratc all sites to clunup as fast as possibic 
tbchndogy or funding availability - Utiliz existing technologies only (high Mb rcmowd) 

-Advance emerging technologies to rcducc wst (lower Mb mmwcd) 

Cosb (In millions): Costs (in millionsk 

Cast to Implcmcnl Cleanup Systcm: S320-435M Cost to Implcmcnt Clcanup Systcm: S825-121OM 

Cost to Complctc Cleanup (i.e, Lm2TO') :  S385-455M Cost lo Complctc Cleanup (i.c., LTMLTO*): $375-590M 

Total Cod  to Complete: S705-925M Total Cost to Complete: SlJOO-1,800M 

Cleanu~  Tlmeframes: Cleanup Timetrames: 

Timc lo Implemen! all Cleanup System: 20 15 Time to Implement all Clcanup System: 2008 
Time to Complete Cleanup: 2034 Timc to Complctc Cleanup: 20 18 

Assumvtions: 
- Range of Cost Uncertainty (10-15%) 
-Costs do not include hlanpowerlManagcmcnt & Tcch Support 
-Costs assume radioactive contamination requires monitoring only 
-Cost range include RACER estimate and professional judgment/ 
expcricncc of installation 

-Longer cleanup timcfiama encourage technology 
advancement to achieve a more "cost~ffective" waa l l  cleanup cost 

- Assumes an average annual budget: S2430 W y r  

Assum dions: 
- Rangc of Cost Unccrtainty (20-2556) 
-Costs & not includc Manpowcr/Managcrncnt & Tcch Support 
-Cost incruse drivcn by acccluation of timci?amcs and 
utilization of existing technologies only (i.~., higher SAb nmwcd) 

- Assumes radioactive contaminated sit= require excavation & dispcsal 
- Assumes an annual budget: S40-60MIy r 

*L TM = Long Term Monitoring L TO = Long Term Operation 



Cost Model Results 
Resui t I Closure Non-Closure 

1. Area Lo be Remediated (Acres) 399 244 

2. Capped Area (Acres) 

3. ?Yeat& Area (Acres) ti 0 to 200 122 

1 
1. Soil Volume to seat (cu yd) I 9.6 to 2 2 5  M 53 M 

5. Soil Treatment Costs 
I i 

$1,992 to $9,001 M , $1,218 M 
1 

6 .  Groundwater 'Ikeatment Cats 

7. Facilities Casts $564 to $952 M 
- 

$24 M 

8. Restoration Costs , $2,675 to $1 0,098 M $1,400 M 

9. Long Term Monitoring and O&M Casts 

f 

10. Tot3i Restoration Costs $2,903 to $10,379 M $1,650 M 



1 L : :I 1.1 , In':{ . 1 l . 1 1 1  1 1 . :'I. 10 . 1 . 1 ' ~ '  1.11.1 . 1.11.1 1 r . 1 - I ' 

ENUI I I I~JM~N I RL FWNHCitMENT - 202 351 1590 NO. 658 CA33 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

ExEXX.JTIvE CoRmCsPoNDENcE TRAcmvG SYSTEM WcTs) # SS& Iq-23 

I ORGANIZATION: ( ORGANIZATION: I 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FYI ACTION INIT COMhlISSION MEMBERS FYI A(SII0N INIT 

CHAIRMAN DIXON I I I I) COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 

STAFF DIRECTOR 1 I 1 (I COMMISSIONER COX 

EXECUTIVE DIRECrOR 

GENERAL COUNSEL 
- 

MILITARY EXECUTIVE 

-- 

DIR./CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS 

COMMISSIONER KLING 

C O ~ O N E R  MONTOYA 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES 

COMMISSIONER s- 

- -- 

REVIEW AN11 ANALYSIS 

DIRECTOR OF R & A I b l  I 

I DIRECTOR OF AD~%DWI~UIJON I I I IAIRFORCETEAMPEADER I V  I I 1 T&yT;.o;- 1 1 ~ y i G i T ~ ~ ; K - ~ -  
CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 

I DIR./INFORMATION SERVICE'S I I I I I I I 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

llirmvl's-m 

a Dirrdor's S i  RepyeDirectRespolw 



Document S eparator 



ROBERT F. BENNETT 
UTAH 

STATE OFFICES: 

COMMITTEES' 

APPROPRIATIONS 

BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS 

JOINT ECONOMIC 

SMALL BUSINESS 

?United #tates Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20!510-4403 

(202) 224-5444 

June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

a WALLACE BENNETT FEDERAL BUILDING 
125 SOUTH STATE, SUlTE 4225 
SAILT LAKE C I N ,  UT 84138-1 188 
(80 1 ) 524-5933 

FEDERAL BUILDING 
324 25TH STREET, SUlTE 1410 
OG >EN, UT 84401-2310 
(80.1) 625-5676 

a OLI) COURT HOUSE BUILDING 
51 SOUTH UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SUlTE 310 
PROVO, UT 84601-4424 
(80. ) 379-2525 

a FEDERAL BUILDING 
196 EAST TABERNACLE, SUlTE 24 
ST. GEORGE, UT 84770-3474 
(80' ) 82b5514 

a FECIERAL BUILDING 
82 PIORTH 100 EAST, SUlTE 200 
CEC'AR C I N ,  UT 84720-2686 
(801) 865-1335 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for taking the time to break away from the hearings Tuesday. I 
appreciated the chance to meet with you personally. I know Senator Hatch feels the same 
way. 

Tuesday, I referenced a proposal to consolidate tactical missile depot wclrkload at Hill 
AFB. To date, the discussion :appears focused on the issue of storage and whether missiles 
must be stored at the depot doing the maintenance. Current policy requires only enough 
storage at maintenance depots lo  temporarily hold items being processed for repair. The 
decision where to store tactical missiles lies with each service. The attached point paper 
discusses this and shows where current storage locations are for each service. A strong 
argument can be made that this broad variety of storage sites is desirable. 

Storage is clouding the real point, however. In the recommendations before you, the 
technical portion of this workload, the guidance and control maintenance, will be moved to a 
location that is not currently doing this type of work. Hill AFB is now doing tlhe majority of 
all guidance and control work fix the Department of Defense. It has the capacity in existing 
facilities to do all of it. If there are savings to be made by consolidation of tactical missile 
work, look at consolidating the guidance and control and launcher maintenance to a location 
that is already doing it for ICBM's and for air launched missiles. That location is Hill AFB. 

I urge you and your co1:leagues not to be distracted by the storage question. Regardless 
of the storage decision, it appelius the greatest cost-savings will be realized by consolidating 
guidance and control work, as well as launcher work, at Hill. Attached point papers cover the 
COBRA analysis for various options. 



Chairman Dixon 
June 16, 1995 
Page two 

Thank you for reviewing this information, especially at this late date. As I have 
mentioned before, I very much. appreciate the attention and consideration that I have received 
from you and the other Members of the Commission throughout this process. 

United States Senator 

Enclosures 
cc: Rebecca Cox 



Point paper - 
On. 

Missile Storage Facilities 

h u e :  "Do the missile storage ficilitie need m be louted adjacent to the depot?" 

Diseuwion: No. M i d .  storage for dl tacticat ~ s r i l e s  is not required adjacent to the depot. 
. The maintenance depot only raquires enough storage to temporarily hold items bw'lg processed 

for repair. An overview ofthe storage policies and philosophy is provide below, 

Policy: The decision lies with, each service where their tactical missiles are stored (:Atch 1) 
USAF prepositions 7,s-90% of their missiles with the operational users, reiidual 
.inissiles are stored at various CONUS locations 

0.  ivy prepositions most with the users (aboard ship) and the remaining at two coastal 
depots for quick replenishment of ships 

*-  &my currently stores their tactical missiles with users also, and residual missiles. at 
three locations with collocated Govenunent Owned Contractor. Operated (:GOCO] 
facilities 

l Storage of aII tacticaI missiles in one location is not wise for several reasons: 
#r: strategic: --- Avoid having a natural disaster or sabotage temporarily impact quick cwlodhg 

capability in times of crisis, particuIarly days 0-30 
, Ab'i i  to project power to several global llocations quickly 
-. Logistic; . 

Outloading weapons of choice (tactical missiles) born one location wii be 
impossible in times of crisis 
DoD Ammunition Stockpile Optimization Plan: the tiering concept was created to 
optimize a&et location to mceE regiod Eiiriirig iniss~nniuirfoutlo'ad rrqhments ' 

(Atch 2) 
*-- Storage 10cat~on1 setup to pesorrn field !eve1 testing ! 

Only failed components sent to repair facility 
** Storage at the depot site should be enough to provide fbr smooth depot mrintenance 

-throughput 
we- Need only -temporary storage for ieceiving and shipping of missile expbosive 

components and limited all-up-rounding 
--• Explosive 1.4 components do not need igloos, licensed warehouses only .- Fume weapons of choice wiU be precisian guided to minimkc collateral dimage .- 
*am Precision guided storage requirement expected to increase in the fhture: 
-** Sin& storage site possibilities unlikely 

Co~cl~~sioion: The only colloened storage required s that need& to meet the nqoiiattad repair 
requirement. Collocated storage could severely impede out.load capabilities in fituse wartime 
missions. . ,  . 



'1 (NWS) Seal Beach and ( Yorkton. I PaUbrook 
W%VC PallbrrnL- I 

Maverick I Hill AFB R$d River Arnmy ~ t ~ o t  I 
I ' Fallbrook I Fallbrook NSY ( 

Sparrow Let~erkenny Army Depot WEAD 
I 

I 
n r FI r n  

LEAD 
I .c-.- --.- 

. .. I 
. - 

gan N/A 
:Ia~h *s NjA 

I -- 4D (GOCO) 
anngw t nugnes Contractor 

0)  RRAD 
* No All-Up Round or component maintenance. 
Note: Does not include missiles in foward /user storage locations. 



0 . ,  

TAm<:AL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION 
COBRA DATA 

14 June 1995 . 
*Cmedy  Hill AFB repairs tactical misgila guidance and control units and this workload wald not . . 

. need to be tr&ufkd ia any d igmen t  senaxio (53% &Dab o@c guidance and contrc~l , . 
workload). The Department of Artny conducted a BRAC study tbat indicated the costs d moving 
.ratrid missile guidance a d  conuol repair from Laaerkenny Amry Depot (LEAD) to Tobyltanna . 
Army Depot (TOAD) was ma= art t&criva than moving rhis Amction to FEll Air For- Base 
(AFB). S inct Hill AFB already has a h q c  portion of this workload, which would need m be 
eaasfcred aloq with LEAD worlload, it is not possible to mom to TOAD more cost &ctively 
than to Hill AFB. In the Amy's COBRA data, nmt one rime costs for rn- to TOAD have 
ncv# been included (i.e. equipment movement, inventory moment, trabiqg, fist d e l e  tasq . 
fatility m a d - ,  MILCON, ate.) 

Four e d o s  for tactical missile trad&r have been provided which psrraia to discussians 
between Hill AFB representatives and B I  ~ e r s / ~ -  The COBRA data provicles the 
tmsibr scenario for LEAD to Hill AFB, the personnel scenbrio column includos the bascliao. 
number pcnomd, rhe one time costs idmificd in the COBRA model (iuchding 
equipment moucmtnt, fi&y fbcilficatian, ma), return on h ~ ~ t  (ROD year, and net present 
value of tho cash flows Gram the beginning of the scenario d the year 2015. Thc personnel 
baseline fir COBRA modeling is provided which uses FY99 a~ rbe baseline year and 94 pcrccsnt of 
the personnel are d h g  to move (comparable with the Army COBRA data and sraadard fiams). . . 

Scsnario A, a total tactical missile tm&r to Hill AFB has rwo COBRA scenarios. -. 
a S& A1 is a Hill AFB scqmrio usas thc Army's manpower baseline and peaomel 

% .  mavancat m a d u d  Eaaoi, Explosive storage MILCON is not iachdcd. Otlw-crrts 
are incIuded such as dspot rnavanents c his ton Anny Depot (ANAD). 
Scaarb A2 is a Hill AEB Jcensrio uses thc Army's manpower baseline and personuel 
mornant standard factor that more cl06ely compares to historical digramnu. Explosha 
stmap MILCON is not included. Orher ~~ are included such as &pat mowmxas to 
Anzliscom Anny Depot (ANAD). 

'NOTE: The Army's p r o p a l  dispersas wtlcal m l s J l  repair t~ L W ,  TOAD, anti MAD. R . 
total molidiacion or TOAD is notposalble orjia~iblofor dewloptng a Armypropod 
u)mptabia to Hill RleB's propsaL Ihs Amy projected a nWremmr@r IM oqumrfier of 
rrplodve storagw to eonsolid4fe at HtU AFZ). Ihe expiosfve sromge replrement is oventuted, fs 
not mqui*ed, a d  was removedfiom A1 andA2 (refirencr Hill AFl? exp&sfY6 smmge pofnt 
PPC~) .  

SCENARIO A: TOTAL TACTICAL MISSILE W S F E R  COBRA DATA . 

" 

, . .I. .I 

hTRANsm 
FFROM TO 

PERSonmL 
SCENmO 
ARMY 
(94% MOW. 923 PE FY99) 
ARMY 
OO%Movr. 923 PE FY99) 

I-LEA0 

3-LEAD 

1-TIME COST 
(000) 

S95.069 

590,455 

Hill- 

Hill- 



Scenario B, guidance and control ivith launchers is provided as a result of discussions with B U C  
personnel. Missile launchers are not atways part of guidance and control systems aad ara not 
discussed separately in the k m y  scenarioI rherefbm, are assumed to be i n c W  aa they ~vare in 
the 1993 BRAC decisioa Again chis scsPlario exdudes the Patriot and Hawk systems, all-up- 
round workloads, and the MavexicWSidewinder personnel and costs. 

SCENARIO B: k C O ~ O L  (G&c) w m  ~ O Y ~ L B L E  LAVNC- 
p*ut Patriot and Hawk) COBIAA' DATA 

Scanark C, guidancu and control transkr rapresents what 'Hill AFB understands as airborne 
Iauudred missiles which include Maverick. Sidewinder, Sparrow, and Photaix. Agarn, Mrvtrick 
and Sidewimb personuel and casts are excluded since they are at Hill AFB. Other systenls such 
as AMMAM, HeIIfin, and Harm arc cumn'zly repaired by conuactors. 
become organically repaired Hill AFB would be the depot. 

I-TIME COST 
@a) 

S20.482 

TkwSFER - 
FROM TO 
LEAD HilltaFB 

S C E N m o  c: GUIDANCE AND CONTROL (G&C) TlUNSY'ER COBRA DATA 

PBmONNEL 
.SCENARIO 
KiilHFB 
(94%Mow. 226 PE PYPS) 

TUNSFER 
FROM TO 
LEAD Hill AFB 

Scenario D shows rht Mavtrick tind Sidewinder are curreatly at Hill #E. 

SCENARIO D: MAVEFUCK AND SIDEWINDER ( a c )  TRANSFICR (COBRA NOT'USED) 

C (94% Mow, 14 PE W99) 

PEkSONNeL 
SCENARIO 
Hiu AFB 

.- 

1-TIME COST 
(0001 

$14.483 

- .  .. . .- . .... . I  .I_ -- -- . -- _ . - ,  . 

m F E R  
ImOM TO 

ROIYEAR 

. hnmsdiate 

PERSONNEL 
SCENARIO 
Hill AFB LEAD 

NW 2015 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. a. DAVIS, IJSAF (RET) 

June 24,1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEZS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert F. Bennett 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Deaf Bob: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Hill Air Force Base. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its lid deliberations on militaqr bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Hill Air Force Base was carellly considered by the Commission in rrlaking its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military h f k t m c n ~ e .  

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



Docrui~lent S eparator 
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Wnited Statee Senate 
V V 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 2209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In light of the change in the Army's position, we are writing to encourage you to remove 
Dugway Proving Ground from consideration and inclulde report language that reflects Secretary 
Perry's position on Dugway, including English Village. 

As you know, we have cluestioned the Army's position on Dugway Proving Ground from 
the beginning of this process. We have especially been concerned about English Village. 
Because of Dugway's remote location, we believe the continued test and evaluation hnctions at 
Dugway require full support of a viable community at English Village. Secretary Perry echoed 
this position in a letter changing some of the Army's initial recommendations. He stated, "Since 
testing must remain because of fhcility restrictions and permit requirements, the base operating 
support, including English Village, should remain commensurate with the testing nlission." We 
agree that the continued operation of English Village is vital to the success of Dugway Proving 
Ground, and respectfblly request that this be reflected in your final report. 

Thank you for your serious consideration of this request. As this difficult process moves 
toward completion, we would like to express our thanks for your time and attention to our 
concerns over the last few montl~s. 

Sincerely, 

Orrin G. Hatch Robert F. Benne 
United States Senator Urited States Senator 

James V. Hansen 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSEilON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 2,2209 
703-696-0504 

June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Enid Greene Waldholtz 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Waldholtz: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Dugway Proving Ground and English Village, 
Utah. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Dugway Proving Ground and English Village, Utah, was carefully considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infktructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Bill Orton 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Orton: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Dugway Proving Ground and English Village, 
Utah. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the infcbrrnation you 
provided on Dugway Proving Ground and English Village, Utah, was carefully considered by the 
Commission in making its recomrnendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and c;omrnitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, r Alan J ixon 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504. 

June 28, 1995 

The Honorable James V. Hansen 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hansen: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Dugway Proving Ground and Bnglish Wage, 
Utah. I appreciate your interest :in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the infixmation you 
provided on Dugway Proving Ground and Enghsh Village, Utah, was carehlly considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J ixon r 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREEJT SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504. 

The Honorable Robert F. Bennett 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

June 28, 1995 

Dear Bob: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Dugway Proving Ground and English Village, 
Utah. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Dugway Proving Ground and English Village, Utah, was carefully considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



DEFENSE BASE CI-OSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 WORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

June 28, 1995; 

The Honorable Orrin Hatch 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Orrin: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Dugway Proving Ground and ESnglish Viage, 
Utah. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the infc~rmation you 
provided on Dugway Proving Ground and English Village, Utah, was carefully considered by the 
Commission in making its recornrnendations to downsizt: the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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June 16, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

As the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) undertakes its final 
review of the proposed recommendations for the final round of base closures and 
realignments, I urge you to take another look at the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, 
Tennessee (DDMT). I am filly aware that you have held hearings, received other written 
correspondence and have recently heard from our local legislative personnel regarding the 
value of DDMT to the U. S. Military. My concerns originate from another source. 

Recently, I was retained to represent the legal interests of the DDMT employees. I have 
spent a considerable amount of time researching, not only the law, but the allegations of 
illegality which were brought to my attention. In recommending DDMT for closure, it 
appears that DLA and the Llepartment of Defense (DoD) did not follow appropriate legal 
methodology, but instead followed a procedure that was biased, discriminatory, and 
illegal. 

The Decision To Close DDMT Was Made By Early 1994, Before the Review Process 
Began and the Review Process Was Tailored To Achieve Certain End Results: 

The decision to close DDMT was made by early 1994, before the review process began. 
DDMT never had a chance to be equally considered on its merits. Prior to the review 
process, the decision was made by persons in authority to combine certain individual 
depots into mega-depots: DDMP' with DDNP~ to form DDSP~,  and DDSC~ with 
DDTC' to form DDJC~.  I have personally reviewed these decisions, and find that the 
primary justification for the combination was the knowledge that the individual depots 
could not have withstood 1:he "storm of '95" when compared with the operations at 



DDMT. In March, 1993 Vice Admiral Straw made a personal guarantee to his hometown 
of Susquehanna, Pa. that they would not be shut d'own, but would be built up. 

To support Vice Admiral Straw's promises and further political goals, the BRAC 
Executive Group (BRACEG) announced in its March 18, 1994 meeting that DDJC and 
DDSP "[would] not be reviewed in BRAC 95" That was clearly against the law. While 
BRAC attempted to "cove:r-up" this blatant "favored status" treatment, the efforts were 
pointless because neither of the combined mega-depots (Primary Distribu1:ion Sites or 
PDS's) were made to defend their value on their individual merits. If separated into their 
component parts, the PDSI1s could not compare to the military value ancl operational 
efficiency of DDMT. 

Should any suspicion remain about the pre-determined status of DDSP and DDJC, DLA 
Deputy Dir. Major General Farrell (now Lt. Gen. with the Air Force Materieil Command) 
confirmed that neither depot was considered for cl~osure in his testimony before the BRAC 
Commission regarding the IILA recommendations, given on March 7, 1995. 

Putting aside for the moment the undeniable fact that decisions had been made and actions 
taken to maintain Susquehanna and San Joaquin, the decision was also made in early 1994 
to retain DDRV' and DDCO~. Both DDRV and DDCO are small operations that 
generally rank last in comparison to other stand-alone operations. Howevtx, neither is 
recommended for closure. This decision is not surprising, since the clecision was 
announced over a year ago at a BRACEG meeting. The justification for keeping these 
two depots is their relationship to other installations. There was no comparative analysis 
which had any affect whatsoever on the decision to maintain these facilities. There was no 
need to put these two depols (DDRV and DDCO) through the rigors of a data call, when 
their responses justifl closure, but they are kept solely because of their situational status. 
If DDMT had been analyzed solely on its situational status, its relationship and support 
services offered to government and non-governmental entities, it would rank first without 
question. 

The decision to close DDM'T was made long before a data call, long before  COBRA^ and 
SAILS'', and long before t.he Concept of Operations was implemented. Everything that 
was done by DLA and Don in regards to the defense depots was done to justifl the 
previously made decisions. 

It is interesting to a legal sc;holar to follow the process undertaken by BRACEG aRer it 
was discovered that all similarly situated bases had to be considered whlen one was 
chosen/recommended for realignment or closure. After it was discovered that DDJC and 
DDSP were required to undergo the same review process as DDMT, the riles began to 
change1'. Elements that had been unimportant before became important. Clriteria were 
included that could only be fulfilled by DDSP and DDJC. The data call was revised 
numerous times. The points applied to the various responses from the data call were 
changed and revised long afier the deadline for responses. One can confidently assume 



that such extensive modific:ations were made to accommodate and bolster the facilities at 
DDSP and DDJC. 

The process was inherently unfair, unethical, illegal, discriminatory, and most importantly 
violated the Constitutional rights of every employee at the Defense Distribution Depot 
Memphis, Tennessee. 

To Separate the Ma-iority-of Collocated Depots From Stand Alone Depots Was In 
Furtherance of the Pre-Dettfination to Close D D m  

Seventeen collocated depots were grouped together and reviewed separatfely from the 
stand alone depots. This separation would have been justified if, in fact, those collocated 
depots were truly collocateld. The fact is that nine of the seventeen collocated depots do 
not maintain their primary mission as a support structure for a maintenance or fleet 
customer. These nine collocated depots conduct more than 50% of their business for 
customers off-base. These ]nine depots operate primarily as stand alone depots, associated 
with a larger operation, and should have been included with the stand alone depots for 
comparison. 

Of the seventeen ''co11ocated bases, two have been recommended for closure. DLA 
activities at Letterkenny, Pa. and Red River, TX. are recommended for closure, not as the 
result of detailed analysis arid comparison, but as a direct result of the Army's decision to 
close its maintenance facilities at those two bases. None of the other "co11oc;~ted depots 
in this group of seventeen was reviewed for closure or realignment. l2  However, the ones 
whose primary work load is similar to that of a stand alone depot should have been subject 
to the same review as DDMT. A false standard of differentiating between facilities is not 
in compliance with the policies and procedures enacted to make this process fair and legal. 

It was a violation of the policy and procedure for these bases not to have been considered 
when DDMT was recommended for closure. 

Because the data call, point system, COBRA, SAILS, and other tools d~zveloped to 
"compare" the depots were developed to justify decisions already made, it is necessary to 
throw out all the biased data that has been amassed and start over. In light of the evidence 
which has been collected by my office, it is in violation of the federal laws and the 
Constitution of the United States to rely on the biased, unreliable data collected as 
justification for closing DDMT. "Military judgment" has been cited at numerous points as 
justification for what has been done, when there is no data to support the decision, or the 
data does not support the decision. Unfortunately, in this case "military judgment" is 
equivalent to "political favoriitism" and "political prr:ssure". The employees at DDMT will 
not stand by while their careers are unjustly and illegally taken from them. 



Legal action is planned in the event that the recommendation to close ClDMT is not 
rescinded in order that a fair, impartial, and legal review can be made wherein all defense 
distribution depots are treated equally. 

Sincerely, 

W. 03s Higgs, Jr. / 

Attorney for DDMT Employees 

c: President Bill Clinton 
Vice President Albert Gore, Jr. 
Senator William H. Frist 
Senator Fred D. Thompson 
Congressman Harold E. Ford 
Representative Ed Bryant 
Mayor W. W. Herenton 
Shelby County Mayor Jim Rout 
Governor Don Sundquist 
Hyjek & Fix, Inc. 
Chairman Alan Dixon 
All Commissioners of the Defense Base Closure Commission 
Mary Rose McCormick, City Council Chairperson 
Pete Sisson, Chairman, Shelby County Commissioners 



END NOTESS 

1 Defense Distribution Depot Mechanicsburg, Pa. 

2 Defense Distribution Depot New Cumberland, Pa. 

Defense Distribution Depot Susquehanna, Pa. 

4 Defense Distribution Depot Sharpe, Ca. 

5 Defense Distribution Depot 'Tracy, Ca. 

6 Defense Distribution Depot San Joaquin, Ca. 

7 Defense Distribution Depot Richmond, Va. 

Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohto 

9 Cost of Base Realignment Actions 

10 Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems 

l '  During the BRACEG meeting of July 6, 1994 it was agreed that the "Concept of C)perationsW 
had to be changed to "remove any appearance of a predecision about the location of the primary 
distribution sites [DDSP and DDJC]." There was no dscussion about making the process fair, 
only about removing the appearance of predecision. 

12 See Farrells testimony to BKAC on March 7, 1995 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

July 6, 1995 5 .  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

Mr. W. Otis Higgs, Jr. 
Attorney At Law 
Suite 1 150 Morgan Keegan Tower 
50 North Front Street 
Memphis, Tennessee 3 8 103 

Dear Mr. Higgs: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Defense Distribution Depot, Memphis, 
Tennessee (DDMT). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Cornrnission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on DDMT was carefully considered by the Cornrnission in making its recommendations 
to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to express our strong support for the Department of 
Defense recommendation to realign functions from the Annapolis, 
Maryland site of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWlC) to 
Philadelphia. This consolidation will promote the enhanced 
readiness of the fleet, lower Navy machinery life-cycLe costs and 
improve efficiency while assisting in the conversion of the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

This recommendation will greatly improve operatio~nal 
efficiency and fleet readiness by consolidating the machinery 
engineering life-cycle support in one central location. This 
would streamline acquisition and development and enable the Navy 
to procure more capable systems at a lower cost. Furtllermore, 
the consolidation will save $14.5 million a year with is total 
savings of $175.1 million over twenty years. This realignment 
can also be accomplished within the $25 million cost-to-move 
estimate provided by the Navy. 

As former Secretary of the Navy John F. Lehman stated in 
testimony provided to the Commission at the May 4th regional 
hearing, realigning the remaining machinery research and 
development responsibility with NSWC--Philadelphia is "a top 
priority from the perspective of both the budget cutter and the 
fleet commander. This recommendation should be embraced by the 
Commission because of its significant military value and cost 
savings. " 

Based on these significant cost savings, fleet readiness 
improvements and the boost this proposal will provide t.o 
conversion of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, we urge the 
Commission to adopt the Navy's recomn~endation. We thank you for 
your consideration of these views. 

Sincerely, 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 16, 1995 
Page Two 

p gp@f 
OBERT A. BOR KI, M.C. 

aLldA!&L CHAKA FATTAH, M.C. 

BILL BRADLEY, U.S.S. 

C - 
S  SAX^ M.C. 

FRANK A. LOBIONDO, M.C. 

J HN P. MURTIiA, M.C. e- - 
6L , M.C. 

FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, U.S. 

%,&I&& MICHAEL N. CASTLE, M.C 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  

June 28, 1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN IRETI 
MG JOSUE ROBL.ES. JR.. USA IRET) 
WEND1 LOUISE SiTEELE 

The Honorable Chaka Fattah 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Fattah: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis ;and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welconne your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irtformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was careMy considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have: devoted to this dii3jcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. OIXON. CHA.IRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J.  8. DAVIS, U S A F  (RET)  
S .  LEE KLlNG - --- -- 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. IMONTOYA. USN ( R E T )  
MG J O S U E  ROBLES.  JR. .  U S A  IRET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEZLE 

The Honorable Bill Bradley 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Bill: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and weIcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was caremy considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military inf?astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF RET) 
S. L E E  KLlNG 

June 28, 19% RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN IRET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA !RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Frank LoBiondo 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 -. ,- !:2z:,3 .,,*;:':? :> -?A i=-W 

Dear Representative LoBiondo: 
-. -.-q q 3 ~ & -  1 1 @ ( ,d:yj, 1 ; - + r r r  L* 

q.56 6 \GI \ 4\ 
Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 

Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcon~e your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on militqr bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irlformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefidly considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's d i t a ry  ~as t ruc tu re .  

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
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5. L E E  KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. .JR.. USA t RET)  
WEND1 L O U I S E  STEELE 

The Honorable John Murtha 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Murtha: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welcon~e your 
comments. 

As you know, the Comnlission completed its final deliberations on militqr bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carellly considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's ~nilitary inErastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have: devoted to this diflicult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



. THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
17%) NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON. VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504  
ALAN J.  DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF tRET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. LIONTOYA, USN I RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. .IR.. USA t RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Thomas M. Foplietta 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Foglietta: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcocne your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the ulformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was caremy considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsiue the nation's military hfiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L I A  
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS. U S A F  ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLING 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. htONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. .JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 L O U I S E  STEELE 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Arlen: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welconie your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carehlly considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to (downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult artd challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-05014 
ALAN J. DIXON. C H A I R M A N  

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. LIONTOYA, U S N  fRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA f RET) 
WEND1 L O U I S E  STEELE 

The Honorable Rick Santorum 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Santorum: C\ 5 0 G  17 ' ( 1  &\ 
Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 

Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welconae your 
comments. 

As you know, the Comnlission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the ulformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was careMy considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military idiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
17010 N O R T H  M O O R E  S T R E E T  S U I T E  1 4 2 5  

ARLINGTON,  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  C H A I R M A N  

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L I A  
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, US.4F ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. WONTOYA. U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 L O U I S E  STEI ILE 

The Honorable Robert Borski 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Borski: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate yaur interest in the base dosure process and welcorne your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefirlly considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's :military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dif5cult arrd challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, I 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT C0MMI:SSION 
1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 

A R L I N G T O N ,  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON.  C H A I R M A N  

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF 4 R E T )  
S. LEE KLING - --- - - 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. ~IONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. .JR.. USA t RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable James Saxton 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Saxton: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). 1 appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcon~e your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irlformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was t ae fXy  considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's  military kfkastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult arrd challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHA.IRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. U S A F  ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLING 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. IUONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUlSE STEE:LE 

The Honorable Curt Weldon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Weldon: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis ,and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
W S E A  03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welconne your 
comments. 

As you know, the Comnlission completed its final deliberations on militan? bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. 1 can assure you that the irtforrnation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was caremy considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military i&astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, I 



. THE D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMh+IiSSlON 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE S T R E E T  S U I T E  1425 

ARLINGTON, VA, 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON.  CH.\ IRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jon D. Fox 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Fox: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare lCenter (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welco~ne your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the illformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military inhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



T H E  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMbtllSSlON 
1700 NORTH M O O R E  STISEET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. UIiAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLING 

June 28, 1!W5 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEPL Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on milimy bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's rnilitaxy infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time anti commitment you have devoted to this difEcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 5.  DAVIS. USAF (RETI  
5. LEE KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN t RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STElELE 

The Honorable Michael N. Castle 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Castle: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcorne your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the i&ormation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was w e W y  considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military i&astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



. THE DEFENSE B A S E  CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  C H A I R M A N  

COMMISSIONERS:  
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. 8. DAVIS, U S A F  ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. I I O N T O Y A ,  U S N  ( R E T )  
MG J O S U E  ROBLES,  JR.. USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 L O U I S E  STEE:LE 

The Honorable Frank Lautenberg 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Frank: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcorne your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was careuy  considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military inf?astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difticult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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June 16, 1'995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As members of the tri-state delegation, we write to strongly 
support the proposal offered by the City of Philadelphia to 
consolidate the Engineering Directorate of NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03) with the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)- 
Philadelphia. 

The City of Philadelphia has submitted a proposal which 
would consolidate the 650 employees at NAVSEA 03--currently 
attached to NAVSEA headquarters--with NSWC-Philadelphia. With 
1,600 employees and an extensive facility infrastructure valued 
at over $750 million, the NSWC would be an ideal site for this 
consolidation. The Navy has recommended that NAVSEA 03 be moved 
to the Washington Navy Yard. 

While the proposed relocation of NAVSEA 03 to Washington 
would entail significant military construction expenditures, 
consolidation in Philadelphia would require no new construction 
since there is existing newly renovated office space available. 
Furthermore, this cost-effective proposal will save $13.24 
million a year with twenty year savings totaling $165.88 million. 
The consolidation will also eliminate substantial mission overlap 
between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia which will yie1.d manpower 
savings of at least 36 percent. Additionally, the progosal will 
improve the operational readiness of the fleet by providing 
cradle-to-grave support for machinery systems in one central 
location. 

Highly respected current and former Navy officials such as 
DoD Comptroller and Secretary of the Navy, Sean O'Keefe!, strongly 
support consolidating NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia. Based on 
the substantial cost savings, increased efficiency, red.uced 
workload duplication, and improved fleet readiness, we urge the 
Commission to approve this proposal. We thank you for your 
consideration of this important matter. 

Sincerely,, 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 16, 1995 
Page Two 

------ 
P. MURTHA, M.C. 

BILL BRADLEY, U.S.S. 

&&/ ,P 

CURT mLDON, M.C. 

<-tg% FRANK R . LAUTENBERG, U. S . 

FRANK A. LOBIONDO, M.C. 

4 
--" 
EWS, M.C. 

qJL&A 
MICHAEL N. CASTLE, M.C 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE ANlD REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, YA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

The Honorable Chaka Fattah 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Fattah: 

June 28, 1956 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLErS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welcon~e your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on militaty bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the lCommission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dBicult anid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-050'4 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. NIONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE ST€€!&€ 

The Honorable Bill Bradley 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Bill: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on militan{ bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irlformation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military i&astructure. 

I appreciate the time anci commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT C0MMl:SSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-05084 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIIPMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAI' (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEE1.E 

The Honorable Frank LoBiondo 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative LoBiondo: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis iind the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA :Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welcorr~e your 
comments. 

As you know, the Comniission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was c;arefUly considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military Sastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEI-E 

The Honorable John Murtha 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Murtha: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c;losure process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Comn~ission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis a d  NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the rCommission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have: devoted to this dBcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
17%) NORTH MOORE STRECET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA 1RET) . ~..- . ,  

WEND1 LOUISE STEEI-E 

The Honorable Thomas M. FogJietta 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Foglietta: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning die Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welconie your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irforrnation you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis md NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military inflastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 28,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MIONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, -iR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEI-E 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Arlen: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welcorrle your 
comments. 

As you know, the Comnlission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the rComrnission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have: devoted to this d i c u l t  and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  N O R T H  M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

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

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEI-E 

The Honorable Rick Santorum 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Santorum:  SO& 17 - [ I F \  
Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Clenter (NSWC), 

Carderock Division, Annapolis imd the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcon~e your 
comments. 

As you know, the Comnussion completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military i&astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA :22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
5. LEE KLlNG 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, ,R., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEI-E 

The Honorable Robert Borski 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Borski: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c;losure process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its f i d  deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the lCornrnission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have: devoted to this difiicult m~d challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. NIONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable James Saxton 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Saxton: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). 1 appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welconie yo$ 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was c;arefblly considered by the 1Cornrnission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diEcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1 A25 

ARLINGTON, VA ,22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. NIONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. .IR.. USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Curt Weldon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washingon, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Weldon: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welconle your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was caefblly considered by the lCornmission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military inflastructure. 

I appreciate the time and. commitment you have devoted to this cW~cult an~d challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA ,22209 

703-696-05014 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEI-E 

The Honorable Jon D. Fox 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Fox: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welcorrie your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military bf?astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this d i c u l t  and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA ,22209 

703-696-05014 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MIONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, -IR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEI-E 

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare c:ent&-~swc), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welconle your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on militaqr bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefully considered by the lCommission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflticult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerelv. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 32209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

June 28, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEE1.E 

The Honorable Michael N. Castle 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Castle: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA ]Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welcorn!e your 
comments. 

As you know, the Comlission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was carefblly considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-050,4 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 28, 1 W5 

The Honorable Frank Lautenberg 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Frank: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAI' (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEE1.E 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Carderock Division, Annapolis and the Engineering Directorate of the NAVSEA :Headquarters 
(NAVSEA 03). I appreciate your interest in the base c:losure process and welcorrle your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis and NAVSEA 03 was tarefblly considered by the lCommission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have: devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 0 


