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JOINT DECLARATION 
BY THE N U K E S  COUNTY JUDGE AND THE MAYOR 

OF ?'HE CITY OF CORPUS CHEUSTI 
RELATED TO BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

WHEREAS, Naval Station Irlgleside is a vital national defense asset to the security of North 
America and the United States, alld 

WHEREAS, South Tesas is a unique asset to the mi l i tq .  which includes easy access to vast 
areas of the Gulf of Mesico. in whch minehunter ships freely operate, and 

WHEREAS, the mine warfare ranges off the South Tesas coast are the only mine warfare 
training ranges in the Navy and closely resemble conditions in the Persian Gulf. making it an 
invaluable. and utterly unique, training asset for the United States. and 

WHEREAS, the space around 'Naval Station Ingleside makes it easy for expansion of Naval 
activities; if closed that opportunity is lost forever, and 

WHEREAS, the Naval Station Ingleside Mine Warfare Training Center has the ideal water and 
bottom conditions to replicate the conditions of critical operating areas in support of training for 
the current. and future, fleet of vessels being designed for the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS). and 

WHEREAS, Closing Naval Station Ingleside would mean disestablishmg or relocating of the 
Mine Warfare Center of Excellence, and 

WHEREAS, Mine warfare is one of two critical national defense missions that include joint 
militan operations. and 

WHEREAS, the Mine Warfare Center of Excellence includes components of Corpus Christi 
Army Depot (CCAD) and Naval Air Station Corpus Christi WAS) which contribute to the 
National Defense of the U. S . A.. 

NOW, THEREFORE, AS COUNTY JUDGE OF THE COUNTY OF NUECES and 
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF' CORPUS CHRISTI, WE HEREBY strongly urge the 
honorable members of the Base Closure Commission to hold a hearing in Corpus Christi: and 
furthermore urge the Base Closure Commissio~~ers to carefully analyze the unique assets 
associated with Naval Station Ingleside. CCAD. and NAS Corpus Christi. and remove these 
assets from the Pentagon recommendations for base closure. 

LY SIGNED ON THIS THE 7TH DAY OF JULY, 2005. 

& 
Nueces Counh Judge Mayor. ~ i t f  of Corpus Christi 

DCN: 6486



It is helpful to note that this portion of the Navy Civilian Personnel Office recommendation 
involves three distinct geographical locations: 

(1) The Downtown Philadelphia Leased Space (current HRSC-NE site); 
(2) The Stennis Center Building (current HRSC-SE site); and, 

(3) The South Philadelphia Warehouse (proposed future receiver site at Naval Support 
Activity-Philadelphia). 

The DoD recommendation would consolidate the personnel from the Downtown Philadelphia 
Leased Space and the Stennis Center Building to a new site at the South Philadelphia 
Warehouse. The COBRA [Cost Of Base Realignment Action] analysis supporting this 
recommendation includes $8.7 rnillion for renovation of the South Philadelphia Warehouse on 
property at NSA-Philadelphia. 

Stennis community representatives have made several arguments in favor of an alternate 
consolidation recommendation, one that would combine the two activities at the HRSC-SE site. 
This recommendation could be accomplished through an additional expenditure of $3 million to 
add an additional 20,000 sq.ft. of Class A office space to the Stennis Center Building that houses 
HRSC-SE. This alternate consolidation recommendation would save at least $5.7 million while 
minimizing moves and mission disruption and maximizing military value. Stennis community 
representatives also pointed out that HRSC-SE occupies its current building lease-free, paying 
only small operating costs, and the building is located on a secure federal installation, negating 
the estimated $2 million cost assumed in the COBRA analysis for meeting AT/FP standards. 

The issue that has arisen is whether the BRAC Commission has the authority to adopt the Stennis 
consolidation recommendation. Resolution of this issue requires an examination of the relevant 
statutory requirements and the impact of the proposed alternate consolidation recommendation. 

11. The Scope of Legal Requirements for Changes to BRAC Recommendations 

The ability of the BRAC Commission to make changes to DoD recommendations is constrained 
by certain statutory provisions.3 For example, in all circumstances the BRAC Commission must 
make specific findings (e.g., that the DoD recommendation substantially deviated from the force 
structure plan and final selection criteria, and that the proposed BRAC Commission change is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final selection criteria) and vote in public hearings. 

Other procedural requirements, however, only apply to changes that could be described as an 
"add" to the DoD recommendations (e.g., publishing the proposed changes 45 days before 
transmitting recommendations to the President, notifying the Secretary and providing an 
opportunity to testify in a public hearing, requiring the support of at least seven Commissioners). 
These requirements only apply to changes in the recommendation that would: 

(i) add a military installation to the list of military installations recommended 
by the Secretary for closure; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations recommended 
by the Secretary for realignment; or 
(iii) increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military installation 
recommended by the 

See Sections 2903(d)(2)(C) and 29 l4(cl)(3). 
See Section 2903(d)(2)(D). 



It is apparent that the proposed Stennis consolidation recommendation would not result in the 
addition of a new military installation for closure or realignment. Therefore, the only issue is 
whether the proposal would increase the extent of the realignment at an impacted facility; e.g., 
the Downtown Philadelphia Leased Space. 

111. The Extent of the Realignment 

Although both of the DoD recommended moves are realignments, in each case all personnel 
would be relocated to a new receiving location. With regard to the HRSC-NE personnel 
currently working at the Downtown Philadelphia Lease Space, all would be moved regardless of 
whether the receiving location is the South Phladelphia Warehouse at NSA-Philadelphia or the 
Stennis Center Building in Mississippi. As illustrated by the chart below, the Stennis 
consolidation recommendation would NOT increase the extent of the realignment. 

Increase in 

Realignment 

NONE 
Downtown 
Philadelphia 
Leased S ~ a c e  

The purposes of the BRAC statutory provisions are to inform DoD employees and communities 
of the scope of the potential loss of personnel at a specific military installation and to offer them 
the opportunity to be heard through the BRAC process. Those purposes have been met through 
the publication of the DoD BRAC recommendations and the opportunities for community input 
through the time given Pennsylvania at the Regional Hearing and the mechanisms for direct 
input to the Commission. 
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The BRAC statute does not support the argument that a BRAC Commission change in the 
ultimate receiving location for DoD personnel requires additional procedural steps that would bar 
consideration of the Stennis consolidation recommendation. Indeed, once a recommendation is 
made to move personnel through the BRAC process, it is commonplace for other communities to 
seek consideration of their local installations as the new site for the personnel who are subject to 
realignment. 

IV. Conclusion 

The language of the BRAC statute is unambiguous. The BRAC Commission may consider any 
receiving location it deems most appropriate site for the personnel subject to realignment as long 
as a resulting Commission recommendation would not increase the extent of the realignment. 
Failure to do so would be contrary to the affirmative responsibilities of the BRAC Commission 
to review the recommendations and to apply the force structure plan and final selection criteria. 

The BRAC Commission has the authority to consider the Stennis consolidation recommendation. 

Employment figure is taken from Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report, 
Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group Report (May 2005), H&SA JCSG 
Analysis (20 April 2005), p. 205 of Report. 
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