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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

I am particularly concerned with the move of the ChemicaYSiological fbnction from 
Naval Surface Wsrfare Center, Crane Division (Crane ChemlBio), located on 
NAVSUPPACT CRANE, IN to the US Army's Edgewood Chemical Biological Center 
in Abercteen, Maryland. I have several specific concms as follows: 

I. Cost. 

The whole p a l  of the BRAC act was to save DOD money by eliminating unneeded 
kilities. 

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

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

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

A. One time as@. 

Cobra reports one time costs for moving Crane Chem/Bio as $3,775,974 (Cobra page 12) 
with no one-time cost savings. 
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C 01 Note that Crane Chem Bio's 49 work years represent 2W? of the total ~&~o?f"o%*" 
being moved to Aberdeen. Therefore 200/0 of the Aberdeen Mil-Con costs are 
accountable to the Crane ChemBio relocation. JuL 1 4 ms 

Ldatwved Cobra reports one time Mil-Con costs at Aberdeen of $1 1,9 1 1,93 1. Crane's porhon 
would be 20% or $2,382,386 

B. Reaming costs. 
- - 

-1 - - 
Cobn reports a recurring civilian s a i i  savings at CA of $5- This rep- 
the salaries of 57 people! who would no longer be employed at Crane (or $9,333.33 per 
person?) 

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary cost at Aberdeen of $83 1,000. This tepresents 
the salaries of 246 people who would be employed at Aberdeen. (or $3,378.05 per 
person?) 

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

Using the FY07 rates (which are the furthest out that i have access to at this time) Crane 
ChemlBio empbyees wst $69.92 per hour. For a 1720 hour work year that would equal 
$1 20,262 per man year. 

That same man year worked at Aberdeen would cost $1 55,866 (based on NSWC 
Dahtgren's stabilized FY07 rate of $90.62 as Navy personnel at Aberdeen would be a 
Dahlgren detachment working under Dahlgren's rates. (note that the Cobra civilian 
locality pay h t o r  is the same for Dahlgren and Aberdeen)), or $35,604 more per man 
year than if the work remained at Crane. 

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

Also Cobra projects facility savings at Crane. However since Crane C h d i o  occupies a 
brand new MiKon building, it is very highly unlikely that the facility wouM be torn 
down or mothballed. (It wouM also be a criminal waste of taxpayer dollars.) Facility 
savings are not addressed in the above $35M total. 

C. Cobra assumption of work year reduction. 



While the title of the scenario was Development and Acquisition, the d & & % & 8 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
acquisition included fielding and sustainment. Cobra assumes that of the 57 work years to 
be relocated hom Crane to Aberdeen 8 can be eliminated due to increased s#p& (nmS 
efficiency. I take issue with this assumption for the following reasons. 

&ce~ved 

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

2. While all chemhio systems are already acquired jointly, Navy personnel are focused 
on making sure the acqrriredsystem meets Navy specific wquirements, just as Army 
personnel seek to klfill Amy requirements and Air Force personnel seek to firlfill AiT 
Force requirements. 

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

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

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

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

b f o r e  I seriously doubt that these 8 positions could be eliminated. There's just no 
hrther efficiencies to be gained by moving Cmne ChernfBio as, for the most part, the 
work does not overlap. (Note that retention of these 8 needed positions would add a 
krther $28SK per year to the labor cost) 



C lnrnission D. Total cost above and beyond the costs of performing h e  work at c&%% relocate 
7 

Crane ChemIBio to Aberdeen 
- - 

One time cost (Crane) $3,775,974 
One Time Cost (Aberdeen) $2,382,386 

&wived 

Recurring cost (labor) $34,892,320 
Recurring cost (8 wy) S5,700,000 

Total cost b move Crane Cbem/Bho $46,758,680 

Remember from the BRAC qmt that the total projected savings for this scenario we..i - 
S46.0M. 

11. Joint Center of E x c w ?  

While the title of this recommedatkdeads one to believedqat all ChemlBio research 
development and acquisition wouM be combined that is not the W.: The Navy's 
sustainmeat firnction would be moving to Abadan, but the Army s ~ ~ w e n t  bction 
would m a i n  at Rock Island, the Air Force sustainment function would remaid 'mWarim 
Robbins AFB and the Marine Corps Sustainment fundion would stay at Quantico and 
Albany Georgia. The USMC acquisition ttnction would also stay at Quantico. 

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

111 Brain Drain. 

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

A. Housing. 

A roughly 2000 sq fl new home in the Aberdeen a m  costs about $410K A new 2000sq f? 
home at Crane costs about $l5OK. (Good quality used homes on acreage can be had for 
not much more). The average Crane Chem/Bio employee will never be able to own a 
home in the Aberdeen area. 

8. Traffic 

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

C. Recreation 



BRAC Coinmission 

Hunting and Fishing opportunities are widespread in the Crane area. Of course the base 
itself has 800 acre h k e  Greenwood but there are a abundance of Iakes m#&nlpbna805 
throughout the area. There are also numetlWLS huntable woods for deer, turk 
small game. I doubt that hunting is looked upon kindly in Maryland. 

D. Spousal employment1 family issues. 

The Crane Chem/Bio workers do not live in a vacuum. They have spouses and children 
that must be accounted h. Several of the workers are h m  fann families or own 
livestock. Several spouses have their own established careers in this area. Children are 
planted in schools and churches and sumwlnded by fiends. Grandparents and extended 
h i t i e s  are here. 

-- - - 
E. Misc standd of living. \ - 

Rising above mere costs and opportunites is something called home. Indiana is home to 
the workers at Crane Che-io. Aberd~en never will be. 

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

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

IV. Summary: 

In summary, since the business practices won't change (we'll still communicate with 
other personnel based at Aberdeen via phone and email), and since the cost of living in 
the Aberdeen area precludes most of us from reiocating, and since thc corn of relocating 
Crane Chem/Bio negates the total pmjected wings of the entire scenafio, reIocating 
C m e  Chem/Bio to Abetdeen makes no economic or military sense. 

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

John M. Ozechowski 
928 Lincoln Avenue 
Bedford Indiana, 4742 1 



B&lC Coinmission 
08 July 2005 

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner 
BRAC Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 south Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Celnmission 

08 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

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



BRAC Coinmission 
I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to 

sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint c a p a b m  cf4 m5 
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring 

ed 

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Commission 

08 July 2005 

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehrnan 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

&jL 1 4 m5 
ived 

Dear Admiral Gehrnan, 

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closure/re- 
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned lkat DOD has not 
followed sound judgement in makmg some of it's recommendations. Ciata available on 
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $15OM to 
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane: to NAS Whidbey 
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition, 
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website ~:ww.fas.org) 
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begm to be 
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in  the best interest 
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $150M to move 152 people doing work on a 
system that is about to be removed fiom service. 

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



BRAC Coinmission 

08 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Commission 
08 July 2005 

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

L 1 4 2005 
W i v e d  

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Cs.inmission 

08 July 2005 

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner 
BRAC Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 

-- 



B U C  Commission 

22 June 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

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

Very Respectfblly, 



09 July 2005 BRAC Colnrnission 

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

JUL 1 4 m5 
ived 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

I am growing increasingly concerned that the DOD has not properly followed the 
selection criteria in making its re-alignment recommendations. One of the main criteria 
of the BRAC process seems to be the creation of joint centers of excellence in order to 
improve our efficiency while maintaining the quality of service providedl to our war 
fighters. NSWC Crane is a joint activity providing products and service; to all branches 
of the milit;ny. Another key criterion of the BRAC process centers on hlilitary Value. 
The Military Value scores for NSWC Craae in the area of Senms, Electronics and 
Electronic W d k e  (S, E d EW) are high that hmst  every & DO0 activity. 

One example of a recormendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment 
of Army S, E 4 EW work f m  Fort M d  to Aberdeen Proving ( i d .  

I - According to the Technical Joint Cruss Service Gruup Itnlz!; sis m d  "nct:c~llmlcllc~;iI~(-~ns 
dmmn& dgted 19 May 2005, which is available on thc DOD BPL4C websitc 
(www.defenselink.mil/brac), NSWC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than 
both Fort M d  and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already 
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. If the 
BRAC criteria are followed m y ,  this worWoad b l d  be re-hc&ed to WSWC Crane 
ins t eadofAberdeenm-  Addi~,tbissametogicapptiestotheAmy 
S, E i~:-d EVA' :;urk &'tirig :r!urdiCd ,from Fort Belvoir to Akdeen Provbng Grounds. The 
r,-t 1 "t D- d v o i r  worHoad should he maligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has 

aristingjoint S, E and EW q tb i l i ty  as well as higher Military Valuc scores. 



I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and ~ ! # % ~ i 8 " "  
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of 
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring *id. 4 2005 

Very Respectfully, &caved 



09 July 2005 BRAC Colnm~ssiotl 

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehrnan 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

= l Y ~  onjua n 



09 July 2005 BRAC Commission 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 

*h 
Tonjua oon 



09 July 2005 BRAC C~~nmiss ior l  

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

Dear Admiral Gehrnan, 

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

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

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



7 July 2005 

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehrnan 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Admiral Gehrnan: 

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

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

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

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



P A C  f r f i n ~ m i o n  
I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and E wor oa to 

sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of 
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring an&&) 4 

wived 
Very Respecthlly, 



09 July 2005 
BRAC Commissiorl 

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

IUL 1 4 m5 
ived 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closurefre- 
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not 
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. DOD is required to give 
priority consideration to installations that have a high military value ranking. Data 
available on the DOD website (www.defenselink.miVbrac) leads me to conclude that 
NSWC Crane's military value rating was not taken into account properly, which is 
violation of BRAC law. Specitically, NSWC Crane has one of the highest military value 
- - A : -  s,:t:1 ~gq c3f all activities performing Electronic Warfare work, including a higher rating 

than KAS Whidbey Island yet it is recommended that Electronic Warfire workload 
-- :r:n~e:? t - f::. rerrnii- ,AT ~7-94 qyqipm he r+ , l~ i ; ine~  f&-:m N$TJ'C Cr3ne tr;. N,A,S 
T T - L : J L - - -  T - 1 - - - 2  
-6-. ; : : < : I : = \  :-.:%<:::: 

The DOD is also required to take into account the return on investment resulting 
from its closurefre-ali.gnment recommendations. Tn reviewing the cost data that is 
wailable on the E-Library at the BK4C Commission website (ww'iv.brx-govj I hzve 
come M the conclusion that the moving the A I D 9 9  Electronic Warfare workload to 
NAS %%idbey I s h d  dses not resdt in any cost savings. It zppears &a! d! of the szvings 
in this scenariv are generated by realigning work within Whidbey island and nm-ing  
xxxk f iox ?J.:orth is!md, CA to &?;idbey Mmd. i r~  other v;r;rds this SCZZW~G ;;-ill says 

e:;eq -,,:?re ~.cqe;.- if !he ?\J<mvr rr,2ne Ti7rtifiT: ic. p!imnr?.2re;j! 



BRAC Cotnrnlssion 
Also, in a recent visit to the base by one of our Admiral's we were told that he 

could not reproduce the knowledge present at Crane, and that it was our p a t r i s d q y t m 0 5  
move with our programs. He followed this up by telling us that he couldn't reproduce the 
knowledge at Indian Head, and that it was protected like a sacred cow from th 
process, and guaranteed only to gain activities. We were also told that things like labor 
rates were not taken into account, and that this would cause the savings figures to be 
inaccurate. From start to finish, this has not been thought out, or honest in my opinion. 

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

Very Respectfully, 

Cody Russell 
Electronics Technician 
Crane NSWC 



BRAC Cuinmissio~l 
08 July 2005 

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehrnan 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectful1 

5=%22-<- 



09 July 2005 BRAC Commission 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closurelre- 
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not 
followed sound judgement in making some of its recommendations. Data available on 
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mi~m) indicates that it is going to cost $1%M to 
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey 
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition, 
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org) 
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be 
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest 
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $1 50M to move 152 people doing work on a 
system that is about to be removed from service. 

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Colnniissio~l 
08 July 2005 

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

Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 

Connie S. Burris 
R 1, Box 19SB 
Jasonville, IN 47435 



Dealt CommissiontsF Skinner, 

1 urge you to neoonsirber the rwmmmMm to malign work bonr NSWC C m e  
by pmpmty taking into account the Re- On Investma requirements of BRAC law. 



7 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

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

Very Respecthll , . 

&c&- 



8 July 2004 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Commission 
09 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closurehe- 
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not 
followed sound judgement in making some of its recommendations. Data available on 
the DOD website (www.defenselink.miVbrac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to 
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey 
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1 A4 per person for the move. In addition, 
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.org) 
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be 
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest 
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $1 50M to move 152 people doing work on a 
system that is about to be removed from service. 

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

Very Respectfully, 

C/ James D. Lee 



BRAC Commission 

08 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

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

Ver Res ectfully, 

-, 



Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehrnan 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

BBAC Coinnlission 
July 1 1,2005 

ived 

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

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



BRAC Coinmission 
Let me urge you to reconsider the recommendation to realign EW workload to sites other 
than NSWC crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of NSW Cr 
and CAAA as well as the DOD's own Military Value scoring analysis. J ~ L  2005 

h i v e d  

Gary Coldiron, P.E. 



Dear Commissioners: 

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

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division has a long history of supporting our nation's 
Warfighters dating back to the start of World War I1 in 194 1. Crane has demonstrated the ability 
to evolve to meet the challenging and changing needs of the men and women that wear the 
uniform of the United States of America. Crane's employees are skilled and highly trained to 
provide the necessary support today and are engaged in preparing for the future Defense of our 
Country. 

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

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

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

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

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



quickly detect, identify and deter or engage threats. Crane took IROSSS from concept to the first 
fielded system in 1 1 months. 

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

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

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

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

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

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



Dear Commissioners: 

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

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division has a long history of supporting our nation's 
Warfighters dating back to the start of World War I1 in 1941. Crane has demonstrated the ability 
to evolve to meet the challenging and changing needs of the men and women that wear the 
uniform of the United States of America. Crane's employees are skilled and highly trained to 
provide the necessary support today and are engaged in preparing for the future Defense of our 
Country. 

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

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

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

One area that t d y  represents Crane's high Military Value is our exceptional support of the 
nation's Special Operations Forces in the Global War on Terrorism. The U.S. Special Operations 
Command (USSOCOM) and other Special Operations customers have come to rely on Crane as 
their preferred source for night vision, small arms, ordnance, targeting systems, and other 
equipment. Crane is able to rapidly field solutions for these special mission requirements due to 
the co-located technical expertise that has been developed in areas such as electro-optics, lasers, 
small armslammunition, power supplies, and pyrotechnics. 

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 



08 July 2005 

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

JUL r4m 
h i v e d  

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Coinmission 

08 July 2005 

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner 
BRAC Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closurelre- 
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not 
properly followed the law in developing recommendations. DOD is required to give 
priority consideration to installations that have a high military value ranking. Data 
available on the DOD website (www.defense1ink.miVbrac) leads me to conclude that 
NSWC Crane's military value rating was not taken into account properly, whch is 
violation of BRAC law. Specifically, NSWC Crane has one of the highest military value 
ratings of all activities performing Electronic Warfare work, including a hgher rating 
than NAS Whidbey Island and yet it is recommended that Electronic Warfare workload 
related to repair of the ALQ-99 system be re-aligned from NSWC Crane to NAS 
Whidbey Island. 

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



0s July 2005 



09 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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



Dear BRAC Committee, 

BRAC C o t n t l ~ t s ~ l ~ ~ ~  
We the surrounding communities of Curry and Roosevelt County that have 

had the honor of having Cannon AFB a part of our community for more that@ 1 4 ~ 0 5  
years. There are many reasons that Cannon should NOT be closed. 

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

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

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

As hopefully you will personally witness, the relationship between Cannon 
AFB and the surrounding towns: Clovis, Portales, Lubbock, Amarillo and many others 
is UNLIKE ANY OTHER INSTALLATION I N  THE COUNTRY. These towns are 
home to large mibtapy retiree populations which rely on Cannon AFB for healthcare, 
grocery shopping, and more. 
Our community has reached out and supported the base like no other community 
over the past 50 years. We've done so financially, morally, spiritually and above all, 
consistently. We are proud, honored and blessed to have Cannon Air Force Base and 
will stand behind it end everything it stands for. The sound of those jets flying 
over is the sound of FREEDOM! 

By signing you are allowing additional topies t o  be made and mailed to  the following; CC: 
BRAC Commissioners; Anthony J. Principi, James H. Bilbray, Philip Coyle, Harold W. Gehman 
Jr., James V. Hansen, James T. Hill, Lloyd 'Fig' Newton, Samuel Knox Skinner, Sue Ellen 
Turner, President George W. Bush, Mrs. Lam Bush, Gov. Bill Richardson, Senators; Pete 
bomenici, Jef f  Bingaman Rep. Tom Udall, Heather Wilson 



7 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 

h,! LL6 
RR 2, Box 3 18C 
Bloomfield, IN 47424 



09 July 2005 

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehrnan 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Admiral Gehrnan, 

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

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

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

Ve Respectfully, 



09 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehrnan, 

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

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

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





BRAC C)smmission 

09 July 2005 

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner 
BRAC Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Very Res ctfully, JeEce 



BRAC Commission 

09 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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



22 June 2005 BRAC Commission 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

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



BRAC Csinrnissio~l 

08 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Commission 

08 July 2005 . 

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner 
BRAC Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

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



BRAC Csinmiseion 

08 July 2005 

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

JUL 1 4 2W15 
ived 

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 

Michael K. Huffman 
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9 July 2005 

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

L 1 4 T D o S  
W i v e d  

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

The DOD is also required to take into account the return on investment resulting 
from its closurelre-alignment recommendations. In reviewing the cost data that is 
available on the E-Library at the BRAC Commission website I have come to the 
conclusion that the moving the ALQ-!W 33rrtrorric Warfmt workload to HAS Whidtnp 
Island does not result in any cost savings. It appears that all of the savings in this 
scenario are generated by re-aligning work within Whidbey Island and moving work 
from North Island, CA to Whidbey Island. In other words this scenario will save DOD 
even more money if the NSWC Crane portion is eliminated! 

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



08 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 

Connie S. Burris 
R 1, Box lO8B 
Jasonville, IN 47435 
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08 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closurelre- 
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not 
followed sound judgement in making some of it's recommendations. Data available on 
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $150M to 
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey 
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $1M per person for the move. In addition, 
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.orq) 
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be 
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest 
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $1 5OM to move 152 people doing work on a 
system that is about to be removed from service. 

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align the ALQ-99 work from 
NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the costs involved in this re-alignment and 
the relatively short remaining service life of the equipment. 
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8 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align work from NSWC Crane 
by properly taking into account the Return On Investment requirements of BRAC law. 
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08 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

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

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



I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to 
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint c a p a 6 i R ~ ~ m m i s s i o n  
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the DODs own Military Value scoring analysis. 



08 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



08 July 2005 
BRAC Commission 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Chnmission 

08 July 2005 

The Honorable Samuel Knox Skinner 
BRAC Conmissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

I urge you to reconsider - ~ e - a h g u v o r k f r o m W C r a n e  - 
by properly taking into account the Return On Investment requirements of BRAC law. 



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

h i v e d  

Dear Admiral Gehrnan, 

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

I have been tuned into the BRAC process since the proposed closure/realignment list was 
published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not followed sound 
judgment in making some of its recommendations. Data available on the DOD website 
indicates that it is going to cost $150M to relocate the 152 people working on the ALQ- 
99 Depot fiom NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey Island. That translates to a per-person 
cost of approx. $1M! Additionally, I understand that the platform for the ALQ-99 (the 
EA-6B Prowler) will begin to be retired from service in the year 2010. Can it really be in 
the best interest of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend the $1 50M to relocate the I52 
people performing the depot work on a system that will soon be retired fiom our service? 

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

ce. 



BRAC Coinmission 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

I. Cost. 

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

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

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

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

A. One time costs. 

Cobra reports one time costs for moving Crane C h d i o  as $3,775,974 (Cobra page 12) 
with no one-time cost savings. 



BRAC Commission 

Note that Crane Chem Bids 49 walr years represent 20.A of h e  total Ch"?Jlfifqy 2005 
being moved to Aberdeen. Therefore 2W! of the Aberdeen Mil-Con costs are 
accountable to the Crane Chem/Bio relocation. &wived 

Cubra reports one time MillCon costs at Aberdeen of $1 1,9 1 1,93 1. Crane's portion 
would be 20% or $2,382,386 

B. Recumng costs. 

Cobra reports a recuning civilian salary savings at Crane of $532,OOO. This represents 
the sakuies of 57 people who woukl no longer be employed at Crane (or $9,333.33 per 
person?) 

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary cost at Aberdeen of $83 1,000. This represents 
the salaries of 246 people who would be empbyed at Aberdeen. (or $3,378.05 per 
person?) 

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

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

That same man year worked at Aberdeen would cost $1 55,866 (based on NSWC 
Dahlgren's stabilized NO7 rate of $90.62 as Navy personnel at Abdeen would be a 
Dahlgren detachment working under Dahlgren's rates. (note that the Cobra civilian 
locality pay kctor is the same for Dahlgren and Aberdeen)), or $35,604 more per man 
year than if the work remained at Crane. 

Based on the 49 man years forecasted to be required at Aberdeen that would be a 
recurring cost of $l,7&,6l6 per year or $34,892,320 in additional labor costs over the 
twenty years of the study. 

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

C. Cobra assumption of work year reduction. 



BRAC Commission 

While the title of the scenario was Development and Acquisition, the definit 2005 
acquisition included fielding and wtainrnent. Cobra assumes that of the 57 to 
be relocated from Crane to Aixmken 8 can be eliminated due to increased syn 
efficiency. I take issue with this assumption for the following reasons. 

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

2. While all chemhio systems are already acquired jointly, Navy personnel are focused 
on making sure the acquired system meets Navy specific requirements, just as Army 
persound seek to h l f iH  Army quirements and Air Force personnel seek to fblfilt Air 
Force requirements. 

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

Additionally, this space limitation affects intake and exhaust locations and tengdrs, power 
requirements, consumables mounts and storage, interfmnce or interaction with other 
equipments etc. All concerns that require a considerable amount of time to satisfj.. 

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

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

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

&ceived 
One time cost (Ctane) $3,775,974 
One Time Cost (Aberdeen) $2,382,386 
Recuning cost (labor) $34,892,320 
Recuning cast (8 wy) $5,70O,OOO 

Tetrl cost to move Crane Clrtnr/Bio %758,@@ 

Remember fmm the BRAC report that the total projected savings !br this scenario were 
$46.OM. 

11. Joint Center of Excellence? 

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

Why move the Navy's support Wens whik: not moving the others? 

111 Brain Drain. 

The BRAC Report assumes that 37 of 57 Crane ChemlBio employees would relocate to 
Abetdeen. This is greatly exaggerated also. 'The employees of Crane ChemlBio are for 
the most part native Hoosiers. Their families go back generations in this area. They are 
used to low traflic, low cost of living, wide open spaces to live in and play in. The area is 
arnvcnient to the big city but fsr enough away that it suffns few of the big city pmdkms. 
A few areas to consider: 

A. Housing. 

A roughly 2000 sq ft new home in tbe Aberdecn area costs about $410K A new 2000sq fi 
home at Craoe costs sbout $1 5OK. (Good quality used homes on acreage can be had for 
not much more). The average Crane Chem/Bio employee will never be able to own a 
home in the Aberdeen area. 

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

C. Recreation 
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Hunting and Fishing opportunities are widespread in the Crane area. Of 
itself has 800 acre Lake Greenwood but there are an abundance of lakes 
throughout the arra There are also nwnerous huntabk woods for deer, turkey, and other 
small game. I doubt that hunting is looked upon kindly in Maryland. 

D. Spousal employment/ family issues. 

The Crane ChemlBio workers do not live in a vacuum. They have spouses and children 
that must be accounted fix. Several of the workers are h m  fkm families or own 
livestock. Several spouses have their own established careers in this area Children are 
planted in schools and churches and surrounded by fiends. Grandparents and extended 
families are here. 

E. Misc standard of living. 

Rising above mere c a t s  and opportmites is something called home. Indiana is home to 
the workers at Crane Chern/Bio. Aberdeen never will be. 

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

This will, at a stroke, eliminate a h s t  all the COTporate knowledge for installing and 
supporting Chem/Bio detection devices on board Navy ships. A bowledge base 
extending back to the earliest Chernmio detectors fielded in the Navy. (starting in the 
mid 1980's with the depot repair and fielding of the ANIKAS- 1 Chemical Warfare 
Dinxtional Detector) 

IV. Summary: 

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

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

928 Lincoln Avenue 
Bedford Indiana, 4742 1 



09 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

V e u  Respectfully, 



08 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

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



I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW workload to 
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capability of 

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

Very Respectfully, 



09 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

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

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



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

James D. Lee 



BRAC Colnmissioll 

7 July 2005 

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

Received 

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 

&GE- 



BRAC Commission 

7 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

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

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

One example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re-alignment 
of Army S, E and EW work from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. 
According to the Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analysis and Recommendations 
document dated 19 May 2005, which is available on the DOD BRAC website 
(www.defense1ink.mi Ubrac), NS WC Crane has much higher Military Value scores than 
both Fort Monmouth and Aberdeen Proving Grounds. In addition, NSWC Crane already 
has a close working relationship with the Army since it is co-located with CAAA. Ifthe 
BRAC criteria are followedproperly, this workload should be re-located to NSWC Crane 
instead of Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Additionally, this same logic applies to the Army 
S, E and E W work being relocated from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. The 
Fort Belvoir workload should be re-aligned to NSWC Crane since NSWC Crane has 
existing joint S, E and E W capability as well as higher Military Value scores. 

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



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

Very * Respectfully, 

Kelly ~ X d e r s o n  
RR 2, Box 3l8C 
Bloomfield, IN 47424 



BBAC Commission 

09 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Another example of a recommendation that does not make sense is the re- 
alignment of S, E and EW workload from Space and Naval Warfare sites at Charleston 
and San Diego to NSWC Dahlgrea NSWC Cr;tne bas higher M i b q  Vdue scores thaa 
Charleston, San Diego and Dahlgren and shwM b e  been cb&t&d as the mxehrkg 
site for this workload. 



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

Very Respe@fblly, 

C/ James D. Lee 



July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman, 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your attention to the 
delegation from Indiana during the recent BRAC Hearing in St. Louis. As a concerned 
taxpayer 1 support the work you are doing to ensure that our Military operations remain 
as effective and affordable as possible. I hope that the testimony helped you realize how 
important Indiana Military inshl!aticns like Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) 
Crane and Crane Army Ammunition Activity (CAAA) are to our Nation's Defense and 
the Global War On Terrorism. 

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

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

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



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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Commission 

10 July 2005 

JUL 1 4 2UOb 
Received 

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehman 
Commisioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commision 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

I Cost: 

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

According to the Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, Volume 
I, Part 2 of 2: Detailed Recommendations dated May 2005 (BRAC Report) , section 8: 
Recommendations - Medical Joint Cross-Services Group, "Joint Centers of Excellence 
for Chemical, Biological and Medical Research and Development and Acquisition" 
(BRAC report pages Med- 1 5 to Med- 1 9) total twenty year savings for moving a 
maximum of 559 direct jobs and 582 indirect jobs fiom various activities to Aberdeen 
Proving Ground were given as $46.0 M. 

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

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

A. One time costs. 

Cobra reports one time costs for moving Crane Chem/Bio as $3,775,974 (Cobra page 12) 
with no one-time cost savings. Note that Crane Chem Bio's 49 work years represent 20% 
of the total ChernIBio force being moved to Aberdeen. Therefore 20% of the Aberdeen 
Mil-Con costs are accountable to the Crane ChemIBio relocation. Cobra reports one time 
Mil-Con costs at Aberdeen of $1 1,911,93 1. Crane's portion would be 20% or $2,382,386 



B. Recurring costs. 

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

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary cost at Aberdeen of $83 1,000. This represents 
the salaries of 246 people who would be employed at Aberdeen. (or $3,378.05 per 
person?) 

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

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

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

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

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

C. Cobra assumption of work year reduction. 

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Therefore I seriously doubt that these 8 positions could be eliminated. There's just no 
further efficiencies to be gained by moving Crane ChernIBio as, for the most part, the 
work does not overlap. (Note that retention of these 8 needed positions would add a 
further S285K per year to the labor cost) 

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

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

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

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



11. Joint Center of Excellence? 

While the title of this recommendation leads one to believe that all ChernfBio research 
development and acquisition would be combined that is not the case. The Navy's 
sustainment function would be moving to Aberdeen, but the Army sustainment function 
would rernain at Rock Island, the Air Force sustainment h c t i o n  would remain at Warner 
Robbins AFB and the Marine Corps Sustainment function would stay at Quantico and 
Albany Georgia. The USMC acquisition function would also stay at Quantico. 

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

I11 Brain Drain. 

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

A. Housing. 

A roughly 2000 sq ft new home in the Aberdeen area costs about $410K A new 2000sq fi 
home at Crane costs about $1 50K. (Good quality used homes on acreage can be had for 
not much more). The average Crane Chem/Bio employee will never be able to own a 
home in the Aberdeen area 

B. Traffic 

It takes roughly 30 minutes to drive the thirty miles h m  Bedhrd or Bloomington to the 
Crane ChemfBio building. In this area a traffic jam is defined as 6 or more cars behind a 
school bus or tractor. Big urban area traffic is unknown at Crane. 

C. Spousal employment. family issues. 

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



D. Misc standard of living. 

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

This will, at a stroke, eliminate almost all the corporate knowledge for installing and 
supporting C h e a i o  detection devices on board Navy ships. A knowledge base 
extending back to the earliest C h e a i o  detectors fielded in the Navy. (starting in the 
mid 1980's with the depot repair and fielding of the ANIKAS- 1 Chemical Warfare 
Directional Detector) 

IV. Summaty: 

In summary, since the business practices won't change (we'll still communicate with 
other personnel based at Aberdeen via phone and ernail), and since the cost of living in 
the Aberdeen area precludes most of us from relocating, and since the cost of relocating 
Crane ChemIBio negates the total projected savings of the entire scenario, relocating 
Crane C h e a i o  to Aberdeen makes no economic or military sense. 

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

G. William Gates 
2002 Berkley Ct. 
Bloomington IN 47401 



10 July 2005 

Admiral (Ret.) Harold Gehrnan 
Commisioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commision 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

I Cost: 

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

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

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

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

A. One time costs. 

Cobra reports one time costs for moving Crane Chem/Bio as $3,775,974 (Cobra page 12) 
with no one-time cost savings. Note that Crane Chem Bio's 49 work years represent 20% 
of the total ChedBio force being moved to Aberdeen. Therefore 20% of the Aberdeen 
Mil-Con costs are accountable to the Crane ChedBio relocation. Cobra reports one time 
Mil-Con costs at Aberdeen of $1 1,911,93 1. Crane's portion would be 20% or $2,382,386 



B. Recurring costs. 

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

Cobra reports a recurring civilian salary cost at Aberdeen of $83 1,000. This represents 
the salaries of 246 people who would be employed at Aberdeen. (or $3,378.05 per 
person?) 

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

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

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

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

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

C. Cobra assumption of work year reduction. 

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Remember from the BRAC report that the total projected savings for this scenario were 
$46.OM. 



11. Joint Center of Excellence? 

While the title of this recommendation leads one to believe that all Chem/Bio research 
development and acquisition would be combined that is not the case. The Navy's 
sustainrnent hc t ion  would be moving to Aberdeen, but the Army sustainrnent function 
would remain at Rock Island, the Air Force sustainrnent function would remain at Warner 
Robbins AFB and the Marine Corps Sustainrnent function would stay at Quantico and 
Albany Georgia. The USMC acquisition h c t i o n  would also stay at Quantico. 

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

111 Brain Drain. 

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

A. Housing. 

A roughly 2000 sq ft new home in the Aberdeen area costs about $410K A new 2000sq ft 
home at Crane costs about $1 50K. (Good quality used homes on acreage can be had for 
not much more). The average Crane Chem/Bio employee will never be able to own a 
home in the Aberdeen area. 

B, Traffic 

It takes roughly 30 minutes to drive the thirty miles fiom Bedford or Bloomington to the 
Crane ChemlBio building. In this area a tmfiic jam is defined as 6 or more cars behind a 
school bus or tractor. Big urban area traflic is unknown at Crane. 

C. Spousal employment/ family issues. 

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



D. Misc standard of living. 

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

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

IV. Summary: 

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

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

Very Respecthlly, 



07 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

ived 

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

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

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

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



B M C  Coinmission 

I urge you to reconsider the recommendation to re-align S, E and EW 
sites other than NSWC Crane by properly taking into account the joint capa #",ptd&5 
NSWC Crane and CAAA as well as the D ODs own Military Value scoring an&&ed 

Very Respectfully, 



07 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Co~nmission 

07 July 2005 

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

Dear Admiral Gehman: 

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

I have been following the BRAC process closely since the proposed closurelre- 
alignment list was published and I am growing increasingly concerned that DOD has not 
followed sound judgement in making some of it's recommendations. Data available on 
the DOD website (www.defenselink.mil/brac) indicates that it is going to cost $15OM to 
move the 152 people working on the ALQ-99 depot from NSWC Crane to NAS Whidbey 
Island. That equals a cost of nearly $lM per person for the move. In addition, 
information available at the Federation of American Scientists website (www.fas.orq) 
seems to indicate that the platform for the ALQ-99, the EA-6B Prowler, will begin to be 
retired from service in the year 2010. I find it hard to believe that it is in the best interest 
of the DOD and the taxpayers to spend $1 50M to move 152 people doing work on a 
system that is about to be removed from service. 

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

Very Respectfully, 



BRAC Colnmission 

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

' Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Very Respecthlly, 



7 July 2005 

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

Dear Commissioner Skinner, 

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

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

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

Very Respectfully, 

L' 
Kelly R. Anderson 
RR 2, Box 3l8C 
Bloomfield, IN 47424 




