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Dear Chairman Principi: 

We are writing to thank you for the opportunity to testify before the BRAC 
Commission at the July gth regional hearing at Goucher College. We appreciate the 
opportunity to support our communities in their response to the Department of Defense 
(DOD) recommendations. In following up on the issues discussed during the hearing, we 
would also like to correct certain assertions that were made pertaining to the DOD 
recommendation to consolidate C4ISR functions to Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG). 

Moving C4ISR functions during wartime will not hinder our ability to provide 
these capabilities to the war fighter. 

The assertion that closing Fort Monmouth will have a negative impact on military 
personnel in combat today is without merit. Opponents of this recommendation 
suggest that it will hinder the fielding of the Warlock Improvised Explosive Device 
(TED) jamming systems. In fact, these systems were developed by the Army 
Research Laboratory (ARL) Survivability and Lethality Analysis Directorate 
(SLAD), which is headquartered at APG, with components at White Sands, NM and 
Fort Monmouth, NJ. Fort Monrnouth's role in this process is largely acquisition 
management, not engineering. The Warlock systems were developed by a team of 
ARL SLAD soldiers and Physical Science Lab engineers from New Mexico State 
University. The Army has also contracted with several private sector firms for further 
research and development, and the production of the Warlock systems and their 
replacements. Air Force and Navy researchers play a large role in research and 
acquisition of IED jamming technologies and systems as well. In other words, work 
on the IED jammers will continue as usual regardless of BRAC. 

More importantly, as has been pointed out in the DOD recommendations, 
consolidating C4ISR RDA and T&E functions at APG would provide a beginning to 
end capability in developing and fielding C4ISR equipment - allowing 21St Century 
technologies to reach our servicemen and women in the most efficient and effective 
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manner and saving lives on the battlefield. As was explained in detail during the July 
gth hearing, this capability cannot be achieved at Fort Monmouth. 

DOD began deliberations and formulated all of its BRAC recommendations during a 
time of war. Therefore, DOD was able to fully assess any impact its 
recommendations might have on current operations. Given the nature of today's 
open-ended conflicts around the world, the DOD determined that the primary goal of 
this BRAC round would be to transform our military infrastructure to effectively 
confront 21St Century threats. The DOD recommendations would be implemented 
over a six year period in order to maintain continuity of operations while achieving 
this critical transformation. 

Moving C4ISR functions from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Ground 
will not create a "brain drain." 

Surveys measuring the number of workers who plan to move as a result of BRAC- 
related relocations are rarely accurate. In fact, concerns about the willingness of 
workers to move with their jobs were raised when the Naval Air Systems Command 
was relocated from Crystal City to Patuxent River Naval Air Station as a part of the 
1993 BRAC. At the time, surveys sponsored by opponents of the DOD 
recommendation indicated that only 20 percent of the workers would move. 
However, in practice, 80 percent followed their jobs to Patuxent River. Cooperation 
among stakeholders at the federal, state, and local level made this relocation a success 
and we intend to replicate this effort at APG. 

It was also asserted that the relocation of the Electronic Technology Device 
Laboratory (now the Sensors and Electronic Devices Directorate) from Fort 
Monmouth to ARL Adelphi during the 199 1 BRAC is an example of what can be 
expected in the Fort Monmouth closure and relocation to APG. This is not accurate. 
Because only a small portion of Fort Monmouth was realigned during the 199 1 
BRAC, many of the workers who might have otherwise relocated to Adelphi simply 
went to work for CECOM, driving the relocation numbers down. By closing Fort 
Monmouth entirely, many more workers are likely to follow their jobs to Aberdeen, 
which is also 60 miles closer to Fort Monmouth than Adelphi. 

Although we believe a large portion of the Fort Monmouth workforce will ultimately 
move to APG should the BRAC Commission approve the DOD recommendation, it is 
important to note that nearly 35 percent of the Fort Monmouth workforce is over 50 
years old. These individuals are likely to retire in the near future regardless of the 
outcome of the recommendation to close Fort Monmouth. As was thoroughly 
supported by independent data in testimony at the regional hearing, Maryland has a 
highly proficient workforce and an educational framework that will more than 
adequately fill any need for new and highly qualified workers. In addition, many of 
the private sector contractors that provide C4ISR research and development services 
for the Army, including Battelle, Booz Allen, Bechtel, Northrup Grumman, Lockheed 



Martin, SAIC, TRW, and Smiths Detection, all have a significant presence in 
Maryland and a large science and technology workforce already in place. 

The Department of Defense cost data on relocating C4ISR to Aberdeen Proving 
Ground is sound. 

DOD has indicated that the cost of moving C4ISR to APG would be $822 million. 
However, as a result of synergies created by the co-location of C4ISR work currently 
located at several sites, cost savings would be generated in the amount of $143 
million per year by consolidating C4ISR functions at APG. This allows for a 
payback period of six years and would generate overall savings every year after this 
period. In fact, the GAO recently reported in testimony before the BRAC 
Commission that the closure of Fort Monmouth is among the top 10 percent of the 
DOD's recommendations in terms of cost savings. These recommendations account 
for 79 percent of total BRAC savings projected by DOD. 

Arguments that the move would cost more than what DOD has indicated are based on 
the "brain drain" argument that has been addressed above and assumptions of military 
construction costs that are not grounded in fact. In fact, if there is a discrepancy in 
cost, it would be to the benefit of APG. BRAC recommendations relocating the 
Ordnance School from APG to Fort Lee will free up additional space to house C4ISR 
administrative offices and military construction costs for additional infrastructure 
have been built into the DOD recommendations. In addition, the Enhanced Use 
Lease projects underway and expected at APG will drive operating costs lower, 
generating additional savings. Conversely, COBRA runs of a limited consolidation at 
Fort Monmouth indicate that the payback period for that scenario would exceed 100 
years. 

The creation of a regional "mega-base" to include Fort Dix, McGuire Air Force 
Base, NAVAIR Lakehurst, and Fort Monmouth will not create C4ISR synergies. 

Creating a regional "mega-base" to include Fort Dix, McGuire Air Force Base, 
NAVAIR Lakehurst, and Fort Monmouth is a simplistic approach that would do little 
or nothing to improve the efficiency of developing and fielding C4ISR technologies. 
Gathering an Army Reserve mobilization base, a fuel tanker air force base, and a 
carrier support naval base and coupling those facilities with C4ISR functions at Fort 
Monmouth would be a forced and awkward marriage when compared to the 
synergistic relationships envisioned under the DOD recommendation to consolidate at 
APG. Indeed, the "mega-base" concept is simply a rearranging of administrative 
management that puts all these facilities under one Garrison command, but has no 
effect on operational capabilities. 

Actual consolidation at APG would co-locate the acquisition and contracting 
functions of Fort Monrnouth with the research, testing, and evaluation functions of 
Army Research Laboratories and the headquarters for the Army Research, 
Development and Engineering Command located at APG. 



Furthermore, the DOD recommendations recognize APG as a "full spectrum 
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation installation" and propose consolidating 
two additional Army Research Laboratory Directorates and the headquarters of the 
Army Test and Evaluation Command to APG, joining the organizations it manages 
and that are already located at APG. These are the complexities of the DOD 
recommendations that the Secretary of Defense referred to in his May 1 6 ~ ~  testimony 
before the BRAC Commission. Given its overall military value rating, size, and low 
operating costs APG is the only feasible location to produce these relationships. 

Thank you for the opportunity to follow up with you regarding theses important 
matters. We look forward to working with you as the Commission continues to examine 
the DOD recommendations. 

With best regards, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senator 

Member of ~on&ess  
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The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Principi: 

A recent letter from the Maryland Congressional Delegation touts Aberdeen Proving 
Ground as the ideal location to re-create a Land C4ISR center. In it, the Members cite military 
value, recurring cost savings, and their state's ability to re-constitute the workforce that will 
surely be lost if Fort Monmouth is closed. Though understandable in its purpose, the letter is 
misleading. 

First and most importantly, no other BRAC recommendation risks so much by moving so 
many high clearance, civilian scientists, engineers, and technical positions. Previous BRAC 
rounds have shown an inability to get a large percentage of the civilian technical workforce to 
move. In a directly analogous move, a BRAC decision in 1993 re-located a Fort Monmouth 
laboratory to Adelphi, Maryland. Of the 350 positions identified for re-location, only 36 
employees chose to move. According to Hans Binnedijk, National Defense University's Director 
of the Center for Technology and National Security Policy, data from the last BRAC round 
indicates that on average only about 2530% of scientists and engineers assigned to relocate 
actually do so. With regards to Fort Monmouth, Binnedijk wrote: 

If this BRAC round results in a similar proportion of resignations, it would mean a very 
serious loss of technical talent. In this regard, the proposed closure of Fort Monmouth 
and the relocation of the Communications and Electronics Research, Development and 
Engineering Center (CERDEC) to Aberdeen Proving Ground and the relocation of the 
CERDEC Night Vision and Electronics Sensors Directorate from Fort Belvoir to 
Aberdeen are troubling. Also, because of the need to construct new facilities at Aberdeen 
(there is no core of C4ISR expertise or culture there) the consolidation would take 
several years. During this time, again based on past experience, there could be a serious 
slump in productivity in an area where maintaining a vigorous S&Tprogram is of 
national importance for combating terrorism as well as for the network-centric 
operations of the Army's Future Combat System. 

The average age of Fort Monmouth employees is 48, with 18 years of experience dealing 
with the most complex systems within DoD. Typically, these highly skilled civilians work long 
past retirement eligibility. Maryland is an accomplished state, but no state can easily regenerate 
several thousand high slull jobs in short enough time to preclude dangerous msequences for 
soldiers at war or future approved C4ISR programs. Even if Maryland had a sufficient C4ISR- 
capable workforce readily available -which it does not - factors such as security clearances, 
recruitment, training, and the resulting productivity loss would result in short-term disruption to 
the warfighter and long-term disruption to transformation. 

The Maryland Delegation's comparison of the current proposal to the 1993 move of 
Crystal City to Patuxent River is inapt, at best. First, the distance between Crystal City and 
Patuxent River is only 63 miles, and many from management headquarters chose to commute 



after formal re-location. Suffice it to say that commuting 300 miles is not an option for the 4500 
Fort Monmouth scientists, engineers, and acquisition specialists who would be lost if Fort 
Monmouth is closed. Second, in 1993, Patuxent River already had an aviation-experienced 
workforce in place into which new employees could fall in. In this case, there is virtually no 
experienced C4ISR workforce to fall into at Aberdeen. Third, the Patuxent River move did not 
occur during wartime. Disruption has a whole new meaning today. 

Regarding military value, according to DoD's assessment, Fort Monmouth gets the 
highest scores in mission military value for C4ISR; Aberdeen receives the lowest scores. Though 
Aberdeen achieves a higher score in the area of base support Military Value (Installation), the 
MVI calculation failed to record the existing and historic connection among Fort Monmouth, Fort 
Dix, Navy Lakehurst and McGuire AFB. Using the Army's own algorithms for MVI, if one 
considered Forts Monmouth and Dix only as a single coordinated base, the MVI score would be 
nearly identical with Aberdeen's. (Specifically, Aberdeen would have an MVI of 4.18 and a 
ranking of 18, and the Dix-Monmouth MVI would be 4.13 with a ranking of 19. If Navy 
Lakehurst and McGuire AFB were considered along with Monmouth and Dix, the MVI would be 
even higher.) This combined Dix-Monmouth score is consistent with our recommendation to / 

make Fort Monmouth an enclave of the Joint Base, with the advantage of having a highly 
technical organization formally incorporated into a high military value installation. It also reflects 
the reality that Fort Monmouth and Fort Dix are already one of three major sites for C4ISR 
RDAT&E, as recognized by DoD in its BRAC Report (Vol. 1, Army-13). Indeed, the advantages 
of expanding Joint Experimentation are significant. 

Regarding costs and savings, corrected COBRA calculations indicate that the true cost to 
close Fort Monmouth is $1.54B, with recurring savings of only $74M. The time to recover costs 
goes from 6 years to 33 years, an unacceptably long period. As was raised by Commissioner 
Coyle at the July 18 GAO Hearing, if one were to add-in the foreseeable costs to reconstitute the 
civilian workforce, the payback period rises to 44 years. And, if one were to "back out" military 
salary savings, per GAO Comptroller General Walker's testimony before the BRAC 
Commission, the 33 year payback period grows to 54 years. 

Regardless of Maryland's claims about its workforce, the bottom line is that the proposed 
closure of Fort Monmouth deviates substantially from five BRAC selection criteria. It will cause 
substantial disruption to soldier support and future programs; a loss of a workforce that any state 
would find nearly impossible to re-constitute readily; excessive cost with no realistic payback 
expectations; and loss of Jointness. Further, the recommended closure disregards Homeland 
Security and fails to contrast the inability of the receiving site to provide the maneuver capability 
that already exists at the Joint Dix-Lakehurst-McGuire Mega Base. 

Thank you for your continued attention to this national security issue. 

Q US Senator '4&ge% US Senator 

ames Saxton Christopher Smith 
Member of Congress Member of Congres f / ~ e m b e r  of Congress ~ e m b e i  of Congress 


